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Prefata

In perioada 26-28 noiembrie 2019, Institutul pentru stu-
dii politice de aparare si istorie militara a organizat conferinta
internationald cu tema: , The Paris Peace Conference (1919)
and the New International Liberal Order 1.0” (Conferinta de
Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald
1.0). Evenimentul a marcat incheierea ciclului de manifestari
stiintifice desfasurate sub egida Institutului pentru studii po-
litice de apérare si istorie militard, fiind cea de-a cincea reu-
niune de acest gen organizatd de institut, parte a Programu-
lui national dedicat celebrarii Centenarului Primului Razboi
Mondial si Marii Uniri din 1918.

Anul 2019 a marcat implinirea a 100 de ani de la semna-
rea Tratatului de la Versailles, dupé negocieri purtate timp de
sase luni in cadrul Conferintei de Pace de la Paris, moment
istoric de referinta care a definit in mod fundamental organi-
zarea lumii si a ordinii internationale asa cum o cunoastem as-
tazi. Conferinta de Pace de la Paris, care si-a deschis lucririle
la 18 ianuarie 1919, a constituit etapa finald a amplului proces
de destructurare teritoriala si reasezare geopoliticd, inceput
in 1914 odatd cu declansarea Marelui Razboi. Peste 1 000 de
oameni de stat, diplomati si specialisti, 32 de delegatii repre-
zentand 27 de tari, au participat la conferintd. O desfasurare
de forte unica in istorie, avand ca principala misiune asigura-
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10 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

rea unei ere de pace dupi un riazboi devastator care a distrus
zeci de milioane de vieti, a dus la disparitia unor harti teritori-
ale si granite vechi de secole si a tulburat o intreagd lume prin
consecinte dramatice in plan economic, politic si social.

De la Congresul de la Viena din 1815, nu a mai existat un
efort colectiv de organizare a pacii de o asemenea amploare.
De aceastd datd, miza nu a fost stabilizarea balantei de pute-
re continentale, ci modul de construire a intregului sistem de
putere la nivel global. Avand la baza viziunea presedintelui
Statelor Unite ale Americii, Woodrow Wilson, Tratatul de la
Versailles a consacrat un nou construct de organizare a ordinii
internationale, prin afirmarea principiilor si valorilor liberale
pentru prima datd asumate ca fundament de organizare siste-
micd. Noul model de organizare a lumii, devenit cunoscut in
literatura de specialitate ca modelul ordinii liberale 1.0', era
menit sa genereze o schimbare profunda de paradigma la ni-
velul afacerilor internationale. In esentd, noul model wilsonian
al ordinii liberale prevedea mentinerea stabilitétii prin inter-
mediul securitétii colective, asadar renuntarea la traditionala
balantd de putere continentald, afirmarea independentei si
suveranititii nationale in baza principiului autodetermindrii,
promovarea democratiei si a libertétii, respectarea dreptu-
lui international, interzicerea folosirii fortei in relatiile dintre
state si solutionarea pe cale pasnici a disputelor. In cuvintele
lui Henry Kissinger, acest model reprezenta inlocuirea poli-
ticii interesului national cu dominatia legii si eticii* si, impli-
cit, subordonarea interesului particular, interesului colectiv.

!G. John Ikenberry, “Liberal Internationalism 3.0: America and the Di-
lemmas of Liberal World Order’, Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Mar.,
2009), pp. 71-87.

*Henry Kissinger, Diplomatia, Editura All, Bucuresti, 2002, p. 213.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0/ 11

Liga Natiunilor urma si actioneze ca o garantie globald pen-
tru apararea pdcii si securitétii prin instaurarea unui sistem de
securitate colectivd care sa asigure respectarea independentei
politice si integritétii teritoriale a tuturor membrilor. Pacea
universald la care visa presedintele Wilson a fost repede inlo-
cuitd cu realitdtile pragmatice ale politicii de putere in logica
continentala traditionald. Ratiunile care au determinat esecul
ordinii de la Versailles si ,triumful” Realpolitik-ului sunt com-
plexe, iar discutarea acestora necesitd un spatiu de reflectie
mult mai extins.

Este cu atat mai importanta tematica generald a con-
ferintei, cu cat aceasta a permis discutarea si prezentarea de
noi perspective de analizd, menite sa ofere un cadru mai larg
de intelegere a marilor dinamici sistemice care au marcat ge-
ografia de securitate la finalul razboiului, a consecintelor de-
ciziilor de la Paris, a impactului acestora asupra realitatilor
militar-strategice din centrul si estul Europei, precum si alte
aspecte referitoare la evolutiile teritorial-strategice in contex-
tul reasezérilor de putere post-Versailles.

La activitate au participat, aldturi de istorici romani,
specialisti din Germania, Cehia, Israel, Grecia, Ungaria, Serbia,
Republica Moldova, Polonia, Bulgaria si Romania. Programul
activitatii a inclus 24 de comunicari. Lucrarile conferintei s-au
desfasurat in cadrul a sase sectiuni de lucru, fiecare abordand
o problematica stiintifica specificd integrata tematicii generale.

In cadrul primei sectiuni, vorbitorii au abordat probleme
precum impactul Tratatului de la Versailles asupra politicii in-
terne si externe a Germaniei, chestiunea sionista la Conferinta
de Pace de la Paris si demersurile pentru crearea unui stat is-
raelian, pozitia delegatiei bulgare la Paris cu privire la dosarul
Cadrilaterului, impactul ,defectiunii rusesti” din 1917-1918
asupra capacitatii Romaniei de a continua razboiul.
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12 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

Comunicérile prezentate in cea de-a doua sectiune a
conferintei s-au referit la evolutiile generate de destramarea
Imperiului Rus. Au fost abordate subiecte legate de procesul
de constructie statald in Lituania, chestiunea unirii Basarabiei
cu Romania si recunoasterea internationala a acesteia, pozitia
Japoniei fatd de ratificarea tratatului de recunoastere a unirii
Basarabiei, precum si pozitia Romaniei cu privire la principiul
minoritatilor si asumarea acestuia in conformitate cu decizia
Conferintei de la Paris.

Cea de-a treia sectiune a inclus lucrari care s-au axat pe
prezentarea unor aspecte referitoare la redesenarea granitelor
in Europa Centrald, fiind evidentiate eforturile militare si di-
plomatice pentru stabilirea noilor frontiere (cazul Cehoslova-
ciei si cel al Regatului Sarbilor, Croatilor si Slovenilor), precum
si impactul deciziilor de la Versailles asupra infrastructurii de
transport din Europa Centrald. Un subiect de dezbatere cu
deosebire important a vizat impactul societal al rdzboiului si
modul in care s-a incercat depasirea traumelor razboiului pe
fondul marilor prefaceri socio-economice si politice si a efor-
turilor de reconstructie statala.

Urmatoarele doua sectiuni s-au concentrat cu deosebire
asupra unor aspecte privind evolutiile militare care au avut
loc in Bulgaria, in sudul Rusiei si Ungaria, dupa incheierea
armistitiului din 11 noiembrie 1918. Au mai fost analizate
subiecte legate de ambitia Greciei de realizare a Megali Idea,
rolul factorului militar in stabilirea granitei romano-iugosla-
ve in Banat (1918-1919), evolutia armatei ungare in perioada
noiembrie 1918-iunie 1920, precum si modul in care a fost re-
flectat razboiul civil din Rusia in rapoartele atasatilor militari ai
Marelui Cartier General romén.

Ultima sectiune a conferintei a fost dedicata, in princi-
pal, relatiilor militare si diplomatice ale Romaniei, precum si

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 |/ 13

chestiunii Basarabiei. In cadrul acesteia, a fost abordat subiec-
tul cooperarii militare roméno-aliate la sfarsitul anului 1918 si
inceputul anului 1919. In ceea ce priveste situatia Basarabiei,
au continuat dezbaterile privind specificul acestei probleme in
cadrul Conferintei de la Paris, in contextul dinamicilor regi-
onale de securitate aparute pe fondul intensificarii actiunilor
grupurilor bolsevice din Basarabia de subminare a autoritatii
statului roman in noua provincie.

Lucrarile prezentate si dezbaterile care au avut loc pe par-
cursul manifestarii stiintifice au permis, asadar, un dialog ex-
tins privind problematica Conferintei de Pace de la Paris, fiind
cu deosebire analizate si reliefate atat dificultatile intampina-
te in eforturile de construire a unei noi ordini internationale,
cat si provocarile generate de numeroasele dosare ramase
nesolutionate, care au prelungit conflictele militare in spatiul
central-est european. Putem intelege mai bine, in baza diver-
selor perspective nationale, modul in care statele au gestionat
deciziile invingatorilor de la Paris si evolutiile care au dus la
contestarea tot mai accentuatd a acestora si, in final, la colapsul
sistemului versaillez al securitatii colective.

Lectiile Tratatului de la Versailles raman la fel de im-
portante la 100 de ani distantd. Cateva dintre acestea merita
mentionate. O prima lectie ne aratd importanta mentinerii
unitatii si coeziunii tuturor celor care si-au asumat misiunea
asigurdrii pacii si securitétii globale. Ordinea de la Versailles
a fost si victima esecului puterilor invingitoare de a actiona
impreund pentru implementarea si respectarea principiilor
si normelor internationale si de a construi o agendd comuna
de actiune in interesul colectiv. O alta lectie pe care o putem
desprinde este cea a asumarii responsabilitatii. Retragerea
izolationista a Statelor Unite si reticenta puterilor occidenta-
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le invingétoare de a-si extinde angajamentele de securitate si
apdrare pentru protejarea aliatilor si contracararea tendintelor
agresiv-revizioniste impotriva acestora au generat un profund
sentiment de neincredere, teama si nesigurantd geopolitica,
care si-a pus amprenta asupra comportamentului si tipologiei
de actiune a statelor in sistem. O alta lectie priveste tendinta,
imbratisata cu generozitate de puterile occidentale victorioa-
se, catre conciliatorism si pacifism. Retorica pacifistd a fost
consecinta directa a socului generat de tragedia razboiului, am-
ploarea distrugerilor si vastitatea pierderilor de vieti omenesti.
Acest complex de factori a dus, in etape, la conferinta de la
Miinchen din septembrie 1938, la anexarea regiunii sudete si
ocuparea Cehoslovaciei, la cresterea de neoprit a puterii ger-
mane pana la sfidarea deschisi de cétre aceasta a statu quoului
de putere versaillez. Teama de un nou razboi si convingerea cé
se poate gasi un compromis acceptabil cu puterile revizioniste
prin care s fie mentinuta pacea a consemnat pribusirea intre-
gului edificiu gandit la Conferinta Pacii din 1919.

Intrebirile de ce a esuat sistemul international de la Ver-
sailles si ce ar trebui si invatdm din lectiile acestui esec ra-
man subiecte ample de dezbatere. Speram ca volumul de fata
sa ofere cateva rdaspunsuri necesare si utile din perspectiva
cunoasterii trecutului, contribuind totodata la intelegerea mai
corecta a realitatilor de securitate contemporane.

Volumul reuneste cea mai mare parte a comunicarilor
prezentate in cadrul conferintei. Ele au fost reproduse in limba
in care au fost sustinute, fiind insotite de rezumate in limba en-
gleza. Lucrarea contine, de asemenea, si un set de fotografii cu-
prinzand imagini din timpul desfasurarii lucrarilor stiintifice.

Ca de obicei, adresam multumirile noastre Editurii Mili-
tare, directorului institutiei, domnul Adrian Pandea, pentru
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sprijinul acordat in publicarea acestei lucriri care, sperdm, va
aduce o contributie valoroasa la literatura de specialitate dedi-
catd cercetdrii istoriei militare roménesti si internationale.

Dr. Carmen-Sorina Rijnoveanu,
Directorul Institutului pentru studii politice
de apdrare si istorie militara
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Foreword

In the period of November 26-28, 2019, the Institute for
Political Studies of Defence and Military History organised
the international conference on the topic of “The Paris Peace
Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order
1.0”. The event marked the closure of the series of scientific
events carried out under the auspices of the Institute for Po-
litical Studies of Defence and Military History, being the fifth
such meeting organised by the Institute as part of the national
Programme dedicated to the anniversary of the centenary of
the First World War and the Great Union in 1918.

The year 2019 marked 100 years since the signing of the
Treaty of Versalilles, a historic moment which fundamental-
ly defined the organisation of the world and the international
order as we know it today, a moment which came after six-
month long negotiations carried out during the Paris Peace
Conference. The Paris Peace Conference, which formally
opened on January 18, 1919, represented the final step in the
ample process of territorial restructuring and geopolitical re-
arrangement, a process started in 1914 with the outbreak of
the Great War. More than 1,000 people, diplomats and spe-
cialists, 32 delegations representing 27 countries took part in
the conference. As a one-of-a-kind setup in history, having as
main objective ensuring a long peace after the devastating war
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that had destroyed millions of lives, it led to the disappearance
of some political maps and centuries-old borders, unsettling
the entire world with its dramatic consequences on economic,
political, and social levels.

Such a collective effort to bring peace on this scale had
not happened since the Congress of Vienna of 1815. This time
around, the stake was not stabilizing the continental balance of
power, but the way of constructing the entire system of pow-
er on a global level. Based on the vision of the U.S. President
Woodrow Wilson, the Treaty of Versailles legitimized a new
construct of organising the world order by affirming the liberal
principles and values assumed for the first time as the founda-
tion of the systemic organization. The new model for organ-
ising the world, known in specialised literature as the model
of the liberal order 1.0', was supposed to generate a profound
paradigm shift in international affairs. In essence, the new Wil-
sonian model of liberal order was to maintain stability through
collective security, thus abandoning the traditional continental
balance of power, to assert independence and national sover-
eignty on the basis of self-determination, to promote democra-
cy and freedom, to respect international law, to ban the use of
force in relations between states and to promote the peaceful
settlement of disputes. In Henry Kissinger’s words, this mod-
el represented the replacement of the policy of the national
interest with the domination of law and ethics? and, implic-
itly, subordinating the particular interest to the collective in-
terest. The League of Nations was to act as a global guarantee

!G. John Ikenberry, “Liberal Internationalism 3.0: America and the Di-
lemmas of Liberal World Order’, Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Mar.,
2009), pp. 71-87.

*Henry Kissinger, Diplomatia, Editura All, Bucuresti, 2002, p. 213.
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for the defence of peace and security by establishing a system
of collective security that would ensure respect for the politi-
cal independence and territorial integrity of all its members.
The universal peace that President Wilson had dreamed of was
quickly replaced by the pragmatic realities of power politics in
the traditional continental logic. The reasons that led to the
failure of the Versailles order and the ,triumph” of Realpolitik
are complex, and analysing them would require a much wider
space for reflection.

The general theme of the conference is all the more im-
portant as it allowed for the discussion and presentation of
new perspectives of analysis, meant to provide a broader
framework for understanding the great systemic dynamics
that marked the security architecture at the end of the war, the
consequences of the Paris decisions, their impact on the mili-
tary-strategic realities of Central and Eastern Europe, as well as
other aspects related to the territorial-strategic developments
in the context of post-Versailles power relocations.

Along with Romanian historians, specialists from Germa-
ny, the Czech Republic, Israel, Greece, Hungary, Serbia, the
Republic of Moldova, Poland, Bulgaria, and Romania took part
in this activity. The programme included 24 presentations. The
works of the conference consisted of six sections, each one ad-
dressing a specific scientific issue integrated into the general
theme.

In the first section, speakers addressed issues such as the
impact of the Treaty of Versailles on Germany’s domestic and
foreign policy, the Zionist issue at the Paris Peace Conference
and the efforts to create an Israeli state, the position of the Bul-
garian delegation in Paris on the Southern Dobruja issue, the
impact of the ,Russian defection” from 1917-1918 on Roma-
nia’s ability to continue the war.
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The papers presented in the second section of the confer-
ence focused on the developments generated by the collapse
of the Russian Empire. Topics related to the state-building
process in Lithuania, the issue of the union of Bessarabia with
Romania and its international recognition, Japan’s position on
the ratification of the treaty recognizing the union of Bessara-
bia, and Romania’s position on the principle of minorities and
committing to it according to the decision of the Paris Confer-
ence were among the issues addressed.

The third section included works that focused on present-
ing issues related to the redrawing of borders in Central Eu-
rope, by highlighting military and diplomatic efforts to estab-
lish new borders (the case of Czechoslovakia and that of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), as well as the impact
of the Versailles decisions on transport infrastructure in Cen-
tral Europe. A particularly important topic of debate was the
societal impact of the war and the manner in which overcom-
ing the war traumas was attempted against the background of
the great socio-economic and political transformations and
the efforts of state reconstruction.

The next two sections especially focused on military de-
velopments in Bulgaria, in southern Russia, and in Hungary,
following the November 11, 1918 armistice. Topics related to
Greece’s ambition to achieve the Megali Idea, the role of the
military factor in establishing the Romanian-Yugoslav border
in Banat (1918-1919), the evolution of the Hungarian army
between November 1918 and June 1920, as well as how the
Russian civil war was reflected in the reports of the military
attachés of the Romanian General Headquarters, were also an-
alysed.

The last section of the conference was mainly dedicated to
the military and diplomatic relations of Romania, as well as to
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the issue of Bessarabia. In this sense, the topic of Romanian-Al-
lied military cooperation at the end of 1918 and early 1919 was
addressed. Regarding the issue of Bessarabia, the debates on
the specifics of this issue continued at the Paris Conference, in
the context of the regional security dynamics which appeared
on the background of the intensification of actions — from the
Bolshevik groups in Bessarabia — meant to undermine the au-
thority of the Romanian state in the new province.

The papers presented and the debates that took place
throughout this scientific event allowed, therefore, an exten-
sive dialogue on the issue of the Paris Peace Conference, in this
context being particularly analysed and highlighted both the
difficulties encountered in the efforts to build a new interna-
tional order and the challenges posed by the many unresolved
issues that had prolonged military conflicts in Central and
Eastern Europe. We can better understand, based on various
national perspectives, how states managed the decisions of the
victors in Paris and the developments that led to their increas-
ingly accentuated contestation and, ultimately, to the collapse
of the Versailles system of collective security.

The lessons of the Treaty of Versailles remain just as rel-
evant 100 years later. Some of these are worth mentioning. A
first lesson shows us the importance of maintaining the unity
and cohesion of all those who took on the mission of ensur-
ing global peace and security. The order of Versailles was also
the victim of the failure of the victor powers to act together
on implementing and respecting international principles and
norms, as well as on building a common agenda of action for
collective interest. Another lesson we can learn is that of taking
responsibility. The isolationist withdrawal of the United States
and the reluctance of the victorious Western powers to expand
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their security and defence commitments to protect allies and
counter aggressive-revisionist tendencies against them gener-
ated a deep sense of mistrust, fear and geopolitical insecurity,
which left its mark on the behaviour and typology of action
of the states part of the system. Another lesson concerns the
tendency, generously embraced by the victorious Western
powers, towards conciliation and pacifism. The pacifist rhet-
oric was the direct consequence of the shock generated by the
tragedy of the war, the extent of destruction and the enormity
of loss of human lives. This set of factors gradually led to the
Munich Conference of September 1938, to the annexation of
the Sudetenland and the occupation of Czechoslovakia, to the
unstoppable rise of German power up to the point of its open
defiance of the Versailles power status quo. Fear of a new war
and the certainty that an acceptable compromise could be
found with the revisionist powers to maintain peace marked
the collapse of the entire concept thought for at the 1919 Peace
Conference.

The questions of the reason for the failure of the interna-
tional system of Versailles and of the lessons to be learnt out
of this failure remain vast topics for debate. We hope that the
present volume offers some much needed and useful answers
from the perspective of knowing the past, at the same time
contributing to the better understanding of the contemporary
security realities.

The volume includes most of the papers that were present-
ed at the conference. They were included in the language of
presentation, but also accompanied by abstracts in English. A
set of photographs taken at the conference was also included
in the volume.

As usual, we express our gratitude to the staff of the Mili-
tary Publishing House, to the director of the publishing house,
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Mr. Adrian Pandea, for all the support given for the publishing
of this volume, which we hope would bring a valuable contri-
bution to the specialised literature dedicated to the research of
Romanian and international military history.

Dr. Carmen-Sorina Rijnoveanu,

Director of the Institute for Political Studies
of Defence and Military History
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FROM BACAU TO PARIS
— THE ZIONIST CASE AT 1919, PARIS
PEACE CONFERENCE AND
AARON AARONSOHN

Benny Michelsohn'

Abstract

In the following article, the author provides an analysis of
the activity of Aron Aaronsohn, agronomist, botanist and Zion-
ist activist from Romania. Together with members of his own
Sfamily, he led an intelligence network in the service of British
military operations in Palestine.

Aaronsohn attended the Paris Peace Conference, where
Chaim Weizmann’s Zionist organization called for the creation
of an Israeli state and an agreement to guarantee the interests
and rights of non-Jews. Aaronsohn’s vision of the borders of the
new state was based on its economic viability as well as its fu-
ture development directions. His activity came to a tragic end
when he crashed into the English Channel on May 15, 1919,
during a regular flight between London and Paris.

Key words: NILI Intelligence network, YISHUV, Ottoman
Army, Mark Sykes, Jewish Committee

Forward

On May 15, 1919, a De-Havilland 4 biplane dive into the
La Manche strait due to a misty wind near Boulogne-sur-mer.
On board of that airplane were a senior pilot, Captain Jeffer-

1Col. (res.) dr. Benny Michelsohn is President of Israelian Commission
of Military History.
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son, and Dr. Aaron Aaronsohn, a member of the Zionist Del-
egation heading from London to Paris Peace Conference. No
survivors remained after that accident?

By the time Aaron Aaronsohn died at the age of 43, he had
achieved international fame as a scientist, drawn the boundary
map for the newly conquered Palestine and co-founded the NILI
intelligence network to advance the Zionist cause — for starters.

The story of Aaron Aaronsohn and his NILI Intelligence
network is a significant, if generally underappreciated, part of
the history of the Great War and the Middle East.

In the summer of 1917, Lloyd George had ample motive to
press for a fast, morale-boosting victory. The Allied war against
the German, Austro-Hungarian, and Ottoman Empires was
continuing to produce enormous losses with little hope of a
breakthrough on the Western front. The British war cabinet,
considering opportunities in the Near East, debated whether
to make a pro-Zionist statement. General Edmund Allenby
had just been given command of British forces in Egypt. In
June, meeting him for the first time, Lloyd George exhorted
the general to deliver “Jerusalem by Christmas.”

Allenby considered invading Palestine by marching his
forces from Egypt, up the coast, through Gaza. He faced the
same problems that had stymied his predecessor, General
Archibald Murray: water for his troops, and Gaza’s daunting
fortifications. His initial plans received poor reviews from the
Imperial General Staff, whose chief remained opposed to the
very idea of a Palestine campaign and declared Allenby’s ideas
too risky and not worth the expense.

2Ramet Henri, master of fishing boat 328, airplane crash testimony,
May 16, 1919.
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To overcome his problems, Allenby knew that he had to
find better intelligence. His best source emerged in the form of
a Jewish Zionist named Aaron Aaronsohn.

Aaronsohn (1876-1919) was one of three Zionist maver-
icks — the others were Ze’ev Jabotinsky and Chaim Weizmann
— who eagerly offered valuable help to the Allied war effort
even as the British were pleading with a hesitant Sharif Hus-
sein of Mecca — later famously assisted by T.E. Lawrence (“of
Arabia”) — to start an Arab revolt against the Turks. In siding
with Britain, these three Zionists put themselves at odds with
official Zionist policy.

The leadership of the Zionist Organization, headquartered
in Berlin, had resolved on wartime neutrality because the war’s
outcome was uncertain and, if their organization backed the
Allies, the Ottomans might have crushed the tiny Jewish com-
munity in Palestine. Aaronsohn, Jabotinsky, and Weizmann
calculated differently, however. As they saw it, the Turks were
likely in any case to deal harshly with the Palestinian Jews, and
a British-controlled Palestine was Zionism’s best hope.

To advance that hope, Aaronsohn organized an intelli-
gence network for Britain behind Turkish lines. Known as
NILI — an acronym for the biblical Hebrew phrase netsahyisra-
el lo y’shaker (the Champion of Israel will not deceive [1Samuel
15:29]) — it gathered rich information in the face of fearsome
danger. Everyone involved risked death, and the key person-
nel were Aaronsohn’s own family members. They became, in
the later words of their British liaison officer, William Orms-
by-Gore (a future colonial secretary), “the most valuable nucle-
us of our intelligence in Palestine™.

3Eliezer Livneh (ed.), Nili — the History of Political Daring, Shoken, Je-
rusalem, 1961 (in Hebrew).
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Born in Bacau, Romania, Aaronsohn had arrived in the
Holy Land with his parents at the age of six. There they moved
into a new Jewish agricultural settlement, Zamarin (Zichron
Yaakov), supported by the French Jewish financier Baron Ed-
mund de Rothschild. The young Aaronsohn developed Jewish
nationalist fervor and an intense love of the land. A stocky
teenager, he studied farming for two years in France and on
his return home devoted himself to research. On horseback,
often alone, garbed in a traditional Arab coat, he explored the
terrain, cataloguing minerals, collecting plant samples, and
identifying water sources.

In short order he became the world’s leading expert on
Palestine’s natural history. Having won a scholarly reputation,
he was urged by botanists abroad to take on a challenge that
had eluded scientists for years: finding a living sample of the
grain called wild emmer — triticum dicoccoides — also known
as wild wheat. This was the plant that had made the land of
Israel a breadbasket of the ancient world. Grafting it, agron-
omists theorized, could revolutionize food production in hot,
arid places like the American southwest.

On a spring day in 1906, in the crevice of a rock in an or-
chard in Galilee, Aaronsohn spotted a single ear of the long-
sought plant. After vainly combing the vicinity for more, he
rode on horseback to Mount Hermon, and there his acute eye
recognized the marvel of a blooming field of wild emmer.

The botanical world thrilled to the news. A U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture official named David Fairchild request-
ed samples and invited Aaronsohn to America*. Of their first
meeting, Fairchild wrote: “I soon discovered that I was in the

*Barbara P. Billauer, Aaron Aaronsohn and the Zionist Conversion of
Justice Louis Brandeis, Proceedings of the PSO, New Series, no. 28, p. 6.
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presence of an extraordinary man. Although Aaronsohn had
never been there, his knowledge of California almost equalled
his knowledge of Palestine. No foreigner had ever been in my
office who had so keen an understanding of the soils, climates,
and adaptability of plants to their environment”.

For four months, Aaronsohn lectured throughout the
American West. The University of California at Berkeley of-
fered him a professorship, but he passed it up. What he wanted
was to establish a research facility in Palestine.

With backing from prominent American Jewish philan-
thropists, Aaronsohn set up his research station in 1910 in
Atlit, just south of Haifa. After the Great War began in the
summer of 1914, it became the base of operations for his NILI
intelligence network®.

Aaronsohn long knew that the Turkish authorities op-
posed Zionism. Once the war started, he saw them as not only
hostile but dangerous. In his view, Palestine’s Jewish commu-
nity, known as the YISHUV, was as vulnerable as the Arme-
nians in Anatolia, whom the Turks accused of colluding with
Russia and massacred in great numbers.

Djemal Pasha, commander of the Fourth Ottoman Army
and the effective dictator in Syria and Palestine, accused the
local Jews of disloyalty, and in December 1914 expelled about
a thousand from the Holy Land. Among them were David
Ben-Gurion (the future Israeli Prime Minister) and Yitzhak
Ben-Zvi (the future Israeli President) — both of whom, as it
happened, had been trying to organize Palestinian Jews to fight
in support of Turkey.

® Cecil Bloom, “Aaron Aaronsohn: Forgotten Man of History?’ in Jew-
ish Historical Studies, vol. 40, 2005, pp. 177-196, https://www.jstor.org/sta-
ble/24027032.
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For years, Aaronsohn had fantasized the takeover of Pal-
estine by a liberal Western power favorable to Zionism. When
the war made this a realistic possibility, he decided to help
the British, who needed detailed information on the Ottoman
army and Palestine terrain. Obtaining it would require him
to win the trust of senior Ottoman officers, all the way up to
Djemal Pasha — no easy task. A plague of locusts provided his
chance. Like a green and black river, a vast mass of the deaf-
ening and voracious pests inundated Palestine in March 1915,
devastating food supplies. Aware that Aaronsohn headed a
nearby agricultural research station, an alarmed Djemal sum-
moned him and sought his help against the locusts, hinting
with grim playfulness that a refusal would have consequenc-
es: “What would you say if I ordered you to be hanged?” The
brazen, burly Aaronsohn answered: “The weight of my body
would break the tree, and the noise would be heard in Ameri-
ca.” Djemal knew of Aaronsohn’s connections with officials of
the then still-neutral United States, which was being courted
by all sides.

By agreeing to organize war on the locusts, Aaronsohn
could survey the entire Middle-East cloaked in Turkish mili-
tary authority. Soon he had accumulated not only a lifetime’s
store of knowledge of Middle-East’s topography, geography,
climate, and resources, but also current data on the Ottoman
army’s order of battle.

The next challenge was creating a link with British intel-
ligence. In July 1915, Aaronsohn put his brother Alexander
and sister Rivkah, each provided with a forged passport, on an
American ship sailing from Beirut. They debarked in Egypt,
where Alexander, after much trouble, wangled a meeting with
a British intelligence officer who dismissed his information as
worthless.
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Aaronsohn tried again: another forged passport, another
ship to Alexandria. This time the traveler was Avshalom Fein-
berg, Rivkah’s fiancé and Aaronsohn’s best friend. Feinberg
had the good fortune to connect with a different intelligence
officer, who received his report appreciatively and arranged for
British ships in the Mediterranean to communicate with the
Jewish group in Palestine by means of light signals and a row-
boat. The system worked at first, but later failed due to human
error.

Reports of Ottoman mass expulsions and killings of Ar-
menians continued to reach Aaronsohn in 1916. He became
increasingly fearful for the YISHUV and saw it as urgent to
connect reliably with British intelligence. British officials re-
mained uninterested in invading Palestine, but he hoped his
information on the land’s weak defenses would draw them in.
He resolved to travel to England himself. To allay Turkish sus-
picions, he spread a false story that he had discovered a new
type of oil-rich sesame seed with great economic potential —
for which, he told Turkish authorities, he needed to consult
botanists in Germany. Via Beirut, Damascus, and Istanbul, he
arrived in Berlin, where he again invoked the bogus seed to win
permission to cross into neutral Denmark for scientific meet-
ings.

In Copenhagen, Aaronsohn slipped clandestinely into the
British embassy, introduced himself to a senior diplomat, and
disclosed the Palestine spy network, including verifiable details
about the abortive connection with British officers in Egypt.
The two agreed on a plan to get Aaronsohn to London without
risking Turkish retaliation against his family and the rest of the
NILI network. Aaronsohn first used his old contacts to obtain
a U.S. Department of Agriculture invitation to visit the United
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States. Then he left Copenhagen by ship to Scotland on the
way to America. In Scotland, by prearrangement, British au-
thorities seized him and pretended to accuse him of being an
Ottoman spy — a dramatic piece of insurance in case Turkish
authorities learned he was in Britain.

From Scotland, he was brought to London for questioning.
Remarkable for self-possession that often came across as arro-
gance, he showed intelligence officials there no more concern
than he had in Djemal Pasha’s presence. A brief initial meeting
with a low-ranking Turkey expert led to extended conversa-
tions with the chief of military intelligence in the war office
and with the influential parliamentarian Sir Mark Sykes (who
had negotiated the Sykes-Picot agreement on postwar control
of Arab lands).

The intelligence chief appreciated that Aaronsohn was
a man of courage, physically strong, modern and secular but
proudly Jewish, who knew how to farm and who without talk-
ing of money or other rewards was volunteering to serve Brit-
ain’s war effort despite all of the military and political uncer-
tainties ahead. The chief lost no time in composing a 38-page
report on Aaronsohn’s information, arguing that the Palestini-
an Jewish intelligence network would remain valuable®.

Aaronsohn similarly wowed Sykes, who arranged to meet
with him three times within ten days and invited him to his
home. In their talks, Aaronsohn helped Sykes see that Zion-
ism was both practicable and advantageous to Britain. Soon
afterward, Sykes began the consultations with other Zionists in
Britain that would result in the Balfour Declaration.

Aaronsohn insisted on personally supervising the link be-
tween British intelligence and his team in Palestine. He asked to

Lt. General George Macdonogh, Director of Military Intelligence.
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be sent to Egypt and, in time, shipped out for Port Said. While
he was still at sea, the British government changed hands.

Paying the price for lack of battlefield success, Prime Min-
ister Asquith had been forced to resign. Lloyd George, who or-
ganized Asquith’s downfall, took over the premiership on De-
cember 7, 1916 with, as we have seen, a radically different war
strategy that stressed the importance of defeating Turkey as
the means to win the whole war. For the new strategy to work,
Britain would have to conquer Palestine.

Aaronsohn thought his prayers had been granted. In Cai-
ro, he could be the right man at the right place at the right
time’.

During his absence from Palestine, his sister Sarah had tak-
en charge of the NILI operations. She managed to pass reports
to him across Turkish lines, but some of the NILI operatives
were killed or badly wounded in the process. As the group’s
losses increased, so did Aaronsohn’s resentment that his Brit-
ish colleagues in Cairo showed him little appreciation and even
some distrust. “Our conversation was positively maddening,”
he wrote in his diary after meeting his young intelligence con-
trol officer. “More than twenty times I felt like throwing up to
their face what I thought of their complete and irremediable
inability to understand the situation™.

But appreciation of the Jewish intelligence increased when
Aaronsohn connected with William Ormsby-Gore, another
British intelligence officer, who enthusiastically sent home
NILI’s reports on Turkey’s resources and vulnerabilities. Aar-
onsohn educated him about the Jewish national cause, and

"Eliezer Livneh, Aaron Aaronson: the Man and his Times, 1969 (in He-
brew), p. 43.

8 Yoram Efraty, Aaron Aaronson Diary 1916-1919, Karni, Tel Aviv,
1970.
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Ormsby-Gore, well-connected and well-regarded, helped Aar-
onsohn win trust from the leadership in Cairo. To the Brit-
ish, one of Aaronsohn’s off-putting crotchets was his theory
that water flowed in abundance under the deserts of Sinai and
southern Palestine.

Mocking the assumption of British officers that they need-
ed to build a railroad and pipeline to bring water from Egypt
to Palestine for their invasion force, he cited the 1st century
CE historian Flavius Josephus, author of The Jewish War, who
wrote of gardens in areas that were now desert. Those areas
must still have water beneath the ground, Aaronsohn insisted,
claiming that current rock formations supported his theory.
The story sounded preposterous, but Aaronsohn established
his point. As the British intelligence Officer Basil Thomson lat-
er reported: “Our troops in Palestine had been drawing their
water from Egypt and carrying it to Palestine by rail in tanks.
Aaronsohn bullied the officer commanding the Royal Engi-
neers into sending to Egypt for boring machinery, undertaking
that water would be found at a depth of 300 feet. When an
experimental shaft was sunk, water gushed up from a depth
of 295 feet™. A later historian would write, “No unprejudiced
reader can doubt that intelligence about water [was] the vital
clue to Allenby’s victories.”

One of Allenby’s major challenges was to plot an invasion
route. Not surprised that the previous commander, Gener-
al Archibald Murray, had twice failed to penetrate Palestine
through Gaza, Aaronsohn came up with less conventional
and more promising ways into the Holy Land. At first, he pro-
moted a naval landing on the lightly defended northern coast,
around Haifa. But after the Gallipoli disaster, top British of-

°Sir Basil Home Thomson, director of CID during First World War.
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ficials wouldn’t hear of another amphibious operation. They
were determined to enter from the Sinai, so Aaronsohn urged
them to invade inland toward Beersheba rather than through a
standard up-the-coast move. Gaza, he argued, would fall more
easily if it were outflanked from the east.

Atlonglast, on July 17, 1917, he received an audience with
Allenby himself. The general “greeted me exceedingly well,”
Aaronsohn noted in his diary, “He said he had been informed
that I was thoroughly acquainted with the country and asked
me for my views.” Among the many topics they covered were
the enemy’s commanders. Djemal, Aaronsohn said, was vain,
superficial, and “absolutely null from a military standpoint,”
but the German Kress von Kressenstein was “a dangerous op-
ponent... likely to do the unexpected”. Allenby “made an ex-
cellent impression,” and Aaronsohn was “delighted with the
interview”.

Although Allenby’s original intention had been to follow
the coast and hit Gaza from the southwest, just as Murray had
done, he came around to Aaronsohn’s view and devised a cam-
paign that opened with a feint toward Gaza but a main thrust
toward Beersheba. It succeeded brilliantly and, when the time
came, Gaza fell to a blow from the east.

Britain’s pro-Zionist Balfour Declaration evolved through
multiple drafts over the summer and into the fall of 1917. In-
strumental in moving it forward were Mark Sykes and William
Ormsby-Gore. They were at this time two of the three assis-
tant secretaries of the war cabinet. Each said he had come to
admire Zionism through regard for Aaron Aaronsohn. It was
a remarkable coincidence that these two men, both schooled
on the Jews and Palestine by Aaronsohn, found themselves as
colleagues in the secretariat of the war cabinet at this crucial
moment in the history of the Jewish nationalist cause.
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As it happened, however, just when Britain’s leaders were
deciding how to frame the declaration, Turkish officers suc-
ceeded in destroying Aaronsohn’s intelligence network.

During 1917 — NILI underground organization transfer
information on regular basis to EEF in Cairo leaded by Aaron
Aaronsohn. At September 1917 — NILI members caught by the
Turks and that Intelligence agency ceased to exist.

British intelligence learned of NILI's demise in mid-Oc-
tober. Away from Cairo on travel, Aaronsohn received the
news a few weeks later. Devastating as the loss was, there was
some consolation in NILI's having already aided Allenby and
advanced the Zionist cause—militarily against the Turks, and
politically with the British. Nevertheless, Alexander Aaron-
sohn the youngest brother of Aaron arrive during September
in Port Said end employed by EEF intelligence department at
Palestine desk — continuing NILI role. On 7 November 1917,
Gaza fallen, due largely to the intensive intelligence prepara-
tions of the battlefield by Alex (who act as field-intelligence
officer) contributed a-lot to that victory™.

In November 1917, the British issued the Balfour Declara-
tion. Five weeks later, well before Christmas, General Allenby’s
forces captured Jerusalem.

Ten months the front line didn’t change much. In De-
cember 1917 — Alex suggested to Windham Deedes to estab-
lish the “Jewish Committee” (JC) — an intelligence branch of
the Arab Bureau in occupied Palestine — captain MacRury in
charge''.

10 Aaronsohn House Museum, Zichron Yaacov, Israel.

' Yoav Gelber, The History of Israeli Intelligence, Part I: Growing a
Fleur-de-Lis: The Intelligence Services of the Jewish Yishuv in Palestine, 1918-
1947 (Hebrew, Israel Ministry of Defense Publications), 2 vol., Tel Aviv, 1992,
p. 10.
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JC Activity:

Aim: collecting information behind enemy lines for plan-
ning 1918 offensive.

Reconnaissance behind enemy lines.

Recruiting agents and supporters in Palestine and Syria.

Interrogation of deserters and other Arab persons.

Scouts for Desert Mounted Corps.

The remarkable achievements of JC, leaded by Alexander
Aaronsohn as the continuation of NILI bring to two of the
members significant awards: D.S.O to Lt. Alexander Aaron-
sohn: “For gallant conduct and daring on 2nd September, 1918,
in penetrating the enemy’s lines and carrying out a reconnais-
sance which resulted in obtaining information which prove in-
valuable in subsequent operations™?2. O.B.E. to Josef Davidescu:
“Exhibited marked courage and ability whilst in the employ of
Intelligence EEF, volunteered to cross the Turkish lines with
a view of carrying out important secret service work. He suc-
ceeded in passing through the lines and remained in the enemy
Country several days in disguise. On his return he volunteered
to go a second time... On both occasions he carried his life in
his hands. His services were of the greatest use to intelligence.
And at all times and in various ways he exhibited conspicuous
patriotism and devotion to the cause which he had at heart”.

An official publication by the British Secret Intelligence
Service reviewing the intelligence activity of Britain in the years
1909-1949 that states — based on documents from the era —
during the First World War, NILI spies collected “abundant
military information through Palestine and South Syria” in an
effort to recruit Britain, after winning the war, to the cause of

2Supplement to the London Gazette, no. 31494, August 5, 1919.
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establishing a home for the Jews of the world in what was then
known as Palestine®.

In May 1917, a British intelligence officer stationed in Par-
is wrote to the director of the Eastern Mediterranean Special
Intelligence Bureau: “You certainly seem to be getting good
stuff through Mack.” Mack was the Code-name for Aaronsohn
among British intelligence personnel.

The British army went on the next year to liberate the rest
of Palestine and to end 400 years of Turkish ownership of the
Near East. Turkey promptly quit the war and, less than two
weeks later, Germany surrendered unconditionally.

In the assessment of Britain’s wartime chief of military
intelligence, Major General George MacDonough, Allenby’s
ability to carry out his “daring” campaign in Palestine with-
out “unwarranted risks” owed much to NILI: “Allenby knew
with certainty from his intelligence of all the preparations and
all the movement of his enemy.” His words were validated by
Allenby’s deputy military secretary, Raymond Savage: “It was
very largely the daring work of young spies, most of them na-
tives of Palestine, which enabled the brilliant Field-Marshal
[Allenby] to accomplish his undertaking so effectively.

Colonel Walter Gibbon, who was in charge of Near East
intelligence in the War Office at the time, suggested it was
“largely owing to the information provided by the Aaronsohn
network that General Allenby was able to conduct his cam-
paign in Palestine so successfully”'%.

A document compiled in 1922 by Colonel William Orms-
by-Gore summarizing the circumstances leading to the Balfour

B R. Gerald Hughes, Correspondencerbh@aber.ac.uk Philip Murphy,
Philip Davies, The British Secret Intelligence Service, 1909—1949, in “Intel-
ligence and National Security’, vol. 26, no. 5, October 2011, pp. 701-729.

Ephraim Halevy, Fathom, summer 2017, Balfour 100 | 'Mack’: Aaron
Aaronsohn, the NILI intelligence network and the Balfour Declaration.
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Declaration, mentioned that Sykes was furthered by director of
military intelligence Gen. MacDonough, as all the most useful
and helpful intelligence from Palestine — then still occupied by
Turkey — was obtained through and given with zeal by Zionist
Jews who were from the first pro-British.”

Contribution to the 1919 Paris Peace Conference

A delegation of the Zionist Organization led by Chaim
Weizmann presents on February 3, 1919 the case for a Jew-
ish homeland in Palestine to the Paris Peace Conference at
the conclusion of World War I. The statement, which includ-
ed suggested boundaries, proposed that the newly established
British Mandate should promote Jewish immigration and set-
tlement, encourage self-government and ensure religious free-
doms'.

Aaron Aaronsohn, as a member of the Zionist delegation,
used his knowledge of the hydrology and resources of the area
in formulating the border proposals for a Jewish homeland and
the suggested land reform put forward by the Zionist delega-
tion to the Paris Peace Conference (1919):

Boundaries

The boundaries above outlined are what we consider es-
sential for the necessary economic foundation of the coun-
try. Palestine must have its natural outlets to the seas and the
control of its rivers and their headwaters. The boundaries are
sketched with the general economic needs and historic tradi-
tions of the country in mind, factors which necessarily must
also be considered by the Special Commission in fixing the

> Memorandum of the Zionist Organization relating to the Reconstitu-
tion of Palestine as the Jewish National Home, January 1919.
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definite boundary lines. This Commission will bear in mind
that it is highly desirable, in the interests of economical admin-
istration, that the geographical area of Palestine should be as
large as possible, so that it may eventually contain a large and
thriving population which could more easily bear the burdens
of modern civilized government than a small country with a
necessary limitation of inhabitants.

The economic life of Palestine, like that of every other
semi-arid country, depends on the available water supply. It
is, therefore, of vital importance not only to secure all water
resources already feeding the country, but also to be able to
conserve and control them at their sources.

The Hermon is Palestine’s real ,Father of Waters,” and
cannot be severed from it without striking at the very root of
its economic life. The Hermon not only need re-afforestation
but also other work before it can again adequately serve as the
water reservoir of the country. It must, therefore, be wholly
under the control of those who will most willingly as well as
most adequately restore it to its maximum utility. Some in-
ternational arrangement must be made whereby the riparian
rights of the people dwelling south of the Litani River may be
fully protected. Properly cared for, these headwaters can be
made to serve in the development of the Lebanon as well as of
Palestine.

The fertile plains east of the Jordan, since the earliest Bib-
lical times, have been linked economically and politically with
the land west of the Jordan. The country which is now very
sparsely populated, in Roman times supported a great pop-
ulation. It could now serve admirably for colonization on a
large scale. A just regard for the economic needs of Palestine
and Arabia demands that free access to the Hedjaz Railway
throughout its length be accorded both Governments.
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An intensive development of the agriculture and other op-
portunities of Trans-Jordania make it imperative that Palestine
shall have access to the Red Sea and an opportunity of devel-
oping good harbours on the Gulf of Akaba. Akaba, it will be
recalled, was the terminus of an important trade route of Pal-
estine from the days of Solomon onwards. The ports developed
in the Gulf of Akaba should be free ports through which the
commerce of the Hinterland may pass on the same principle
which guides us in suggesting that free access be given to the
Hedjaz Railway.

Land reform

Recognizing that the general progress of Palestine must
begin with the reform of the conditions governing land tenure
and settlement, the Mandatory Power shall appoint a Com-
mission (upon which the Jewish Council shall have representa-
tion) with power:

To make a survey of the land and to schedule all lands that
may be made available for close settlement, intensive cultiva-
tion, and public use.

To propose measures for determining and registering ti-
tles of ownership of land.

To propose measures for supervising transactions in land
with a view of preventing land speculation.

To propose measures for the close settlement, intensive
cultivation, and public use of land, where necessary by com-
pulsory purchase at a fair pre-war price and further, by making
available all waste lands unoccupied and inadequately cultivat-
ed lands or lands without legal owners and state lands.

To propose measures for the taxation and the tenure of
land and in general any progressive measures in harmony with
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the policy of making the land available for close settlement and
intensive cultivation.

To propose measures whereby the Jewish Council may
take over all lands available for close settlement and intensive
cultivation.

In all such measures the established rights of the present
population shall be equitably safeguarded'®.

Earlier at the Paris Peace Conference, on January 3, Weiz-
mann and Emir Faisal, son of Sharif Hussein of Mecca, had
signed an agreement of mutual respect and cooperation. The
agreement, which had been negotiated over two meetings in
1918, proposed Jewish support for an Arab nation and Arab
support for Jewish settlement in Palestine.

On January 18, the Peace Conference approved the cre-
ation of the League of Nations under which the mandatory
system was to be established. The mandatory system of the
League of Nations placed European powers like Britain and
France in charge of Arab provinces that were previously ad-
ministered by the Ottoman Empire. These League of Nations
trusteeships or mandates gave London and Paris political con-
trol over vast areas of the Middle East that later became the
countries of Syria, Lebanon, Iraq, Jordan, and Palestine, which
later became Israel. Over the course of the Paris Peace Confer-
ence, matters pertaining to Europe took center stage, while the
issue of control and mandates for the Middle East were con-
tinuously postponed, mostly due to the rivalry between Britain
and France pertaining to the region. Not until once the British
backed off from their support of an independent Syria under
Emir Faisal was the issue of the Middle East discussed and an
agreement reached.

16 Ibidem.
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The statement presented on February 3, accepted the
proposed British Mandate and asked that “Palestine shall be
placed under such political, administrative and economic con-
ditions as will secure the establishment there of the Jewish Na-
tional Home and ultimately render possible the creation of an
autonomous Commonwealth, it being clearly understood that
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and reli-
gious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine
or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other
country"”’.

Premature death

Aaron Aaronsohn died in a plane crash in 1919. His par-
ticipation at Paris Peace Conference terminated suddenly
in a tragic way. He gave up a distinguished career in science
to champion the notion that the Jewish settlers of Palestine
should fight for their own future. With his family and some
friends, he established a secret intelligence network in wartime
Palestine; their bravery and daring provided the intelligence
that enabled the British victory over the Turks. Aaronsohn
competed for British funds and support. Aaronsohn shored up
support for Zionist goals among the powerful in Britain and
America and shaped the map of a future Jewish Palestine. His
fierce and acrimonious arguments in wartime Cairo and at the
Paris Peace Conference presaged the political borders of the
Middle East today.

Allenby’s own posthumous, handwritten tribute credited
him as “mainly responsible for the formation of my Field In-
telligence Organization behind the Turkish lines”. “His death”,

7 Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919, Six Months that change the world,
Random House, New York, p. 541.
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wrote Allenby, “deprived me of a valued friend and of a staff
officer impossible to replace.”

When Ormsby-Gore informed the Foreign Office that
NILI was “admittedly the most valuable nucleus of our intel-
ligence in Palestine during the war”, he added: “In my opin-
ion, nothing we can do for the Aaronsohn family will repay the
work they have done and what they have suffered for us.”

General Allenby expressed his appreciation:

“The name of Aaronsohn will through the ages be remem-
bered as that of a family who, with entire disregard of self, en-
dured all — even to martyrdom — in the cause of Civilization
and Humanity; and whose courage and devotion were largely
instrumental in carrying that cause to the final success”®.

8 Forward by Field Marshall Edmund Allenby to Alexander Aaronsohn
Biography.
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THE DEMANDS OF THE BULGARIAN
DELEGATION ON THE PARIS PEACE
CONFERENCE (1919)

Voin Bojinov*

Abstract

After the signing of the Thessaloniki armistice (29 Septem-
ber 1918) it became obvious for everyone what future would
Bulgaria have, after the end of the Great War. For three years
the Tsardom was a part of the Union of Central Powers for only
one reason — to revenge for its loss in the Second Balkan War.
The Bulgarian politicians were driven by emotions (and bribes
from Berlin) and not by reality. Bulgaria was a small country
with limited human and material resources. The political elite
in Sofia did not want to believe that an involvement in a long
and exhausting military conflict was not within the realms of
possibilities of the nation.

Omn the eve of the Paris Peace Conference, a radical politi-
cal change in Bulgaria was made, which put the so-called En-
tanthophile parties in power. Their representatives formed the
Bulgarian delegation to the conference, led initially by Teodor
Teodorov and later by Alexsander Stamboliyski. In the French
capital, the Bulgarian envoys were in an absolute isolation, but
nevertheless they tried to make some contacts with the winners
in order to accomplish their main task — to minimize the nega-
tive consequences of Bulgaria’s participation in the war on the
side of Berlin and Vienna. The goal turned into a mirage. Bul-

!Voin Bojinov is scientific researcher at the Institute of History of the
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in Sofia, Bulgaria.
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garia was punished by the Treaty of Neuilly the consequences of
which were catastrophic for the Bulgarian state.

Key words: Alexsander Stamboliyski, Bulgaria, Ferdi-
nand, Treaty of Neuilly

The signing of the Bucharest Peace Treaty (1913) gave an
international legal sanction of the Bulgarian loss in the Second
Balkan War. New questions arose for the Bulgarian political
elite — how to escape isolation, imposed by the neighboring
countries and how to get retribution against the former al-
lies. The militant circles inside the Bulgarian society, such as
the former Internal Revolutionary Macedonian-Adrianopol
Organization and the ruling Liberal formation, which fully
obeyed Tsar Ferdinand I Saxe-Coburg, consciously pushed the
country into a new war.

The Bulgarian opposition strongly opposed the Tsar (and
his government), who pushed the state into the coalition of the
Central Powers. Shortly before Bulgaria’s entry into the Great
War, the opposition leaders met Tsar Ferdinand at the Royal
Palace in Sofia. During this meeting, Alexsander Stamboliyski
(the leader of the Agrarian Union and a republican as well)
told the Monarch, that this time he would lose not only his
crown, but also his head?. The reaction of the Tsar was instant.
Stamboliyski was sentenced to life in prison for insulting the
Monarch and on October 1(14), 1915, Bulgaria entered the Eu-
ropean War on the side of the Central Powers.

For three years small Bulgaria held two fronts — on the
north, against Romania and Russia and on the south, against

2 Aleksandar Stamboliyski, Dvete mi sresthi s tsar Ferdinand, Sofia, 1919
[Cramboaitcku, AA. ABete mu cpemu ¢ uap Qepaunana. C., 1919], p. 17.
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united forces of the British, French, Serbian, Greek and even
Albanian troops. In the end, it turned out that the country did
not have the human and material potential to wage a long and
exhausting war. The logical consequence happened in the mid-
dle of September 1918, when the Entente forces made a break-
through on the Macedonian Front, which led to the military
defeat of Bulgaria. It was confirmed by the Armistice of Salon-
ica, through which Bulgaria found itself under the occupation
of the Entente army. This was a total disaster for the Bulgarian
nation.

Despite the black clouds, there was a hope among the Bul-
garian society that the great winners would take into account
the demographic arguments of the Bulgarian side, especially
those regarding Macedonia. Some hopes in this aspect were
generated by the famous 14 points of the US President, Wil-
son?, who spoke/wrote about a fair solution of the national
problems in Europe (especially in the Balkans) after the end
of the war*. The ordinary Bulgarians also believed that the
government, led by Alexander Malinov (a politician with a
pro-Entente sentiment, who expelled Tsar Ferdinand from
Bulgaria forever) would be well received in London and Paris.

However, such hopes did not materialize. Because of the
insistence of the Entente, the Bulgarian state was forced to
retreat its administration from Dobrudzha, which led to the
resignation of Malinov’s government®. It was replaced by a new

 Ivan Ilchev, Rodinata mi — pravaili ne. Sofia, 1995 [Vaues, Vs.
Popunara mu — nipaBa uau He! C., 1995], p. 181.

*Hew Strachan, The First World War, Simon & Schuster, 2014, pp. 295-
296.

®>H. Hristov, Revolutsionnata kriza v Bulgaria 1918-1918, Sofia, 1957
[Xpucros, Xp. PeBoaronnonnaTta kpusa B bbarapus 1918-1919. C., 1957],
pp- 342-343.
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Council of Ministers, headed by Teodor Teodorov, who was
also a supporter of the Entente. Teodorov, as a Prime Minister,
had the heavy task of beginning the peace talks with the victors
of the Great War.

On July 11, 1918, the Commander-in-Chief of the Entente
forces in Bulgaria, the French General Paul Chretien instructed
the Bulgarian government to form a delegation for the peace
talks in Paris. The Bulgarian authorities immediately formed
a team of 40 people, headed by Teodorov. The delegation also
included politicians such as Stamboliyski, Ivan Geshov, Stefan
Panaretov and others, who were known for their sympathy
for the Entente. Miss Nadezhda Stanchova was appointed as
chief-interpreter of the delegation (later she would marry the
Scottish Lord Alexander Muir and would become Lady Muir).
In order to demonstrate the unity of the country in these ex-
tremely difficult times for the nation, the delegation even in-
cluded a Bulgarian Turk — Shafik Bey Safketbeev, who was a
doctor®.

Before the departure of the Bulgarian envoys to the French
capital, the authorities in Sofia tried to soften the attitude of
the winners towards the Bulgarian state. In an interview for
the London newspaper “Times’, Stamboliyski pointed out that
the Bulgarian nation entered the war against its will. He also
mentioned that Tsar Ferdinand was nothing more than a tool
in the hands of the German Empire. The only aspiration of the
Bulgarians was to achieve their national unification, which,
due to unfortunate circumstances, could be realized through
a military confrontation with the Entente’. With the hope that

¢ K. Muraviev, Dogovorut za mir v Nyoi, Sofia, 1992 [Mypasues, K.
Aorosopwr 3a mup B Hpoit. C., 1992], pp. 62-63.
7 Ibidem, pp. 66-67.
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such statements were heard by the winners, the Bulgarian del-
egation left for Paris, where it arrived at the end of July 1919%.

The envoys from Sofia were placed in the City Hall of the
Paris Quarter Neuilly-sur-Seine, where they were kept in com-
plete isolation. Under these conditions, the Bulgarian delega-
tion had only three ways of contacting the outside world. The
first way was through the French Colonel Henry, who was as-
signed to the delegation; the second way was through some
journalists, who visited the Bulgarian representatives and the
third way was through secret meetings, held at night in the
Boulogne Forest (Bois de Boulogne). Along these very limited
contacts, the Bulgarian representatives were fully aware that
Bulgaria would be severely punished by the winners of the war.
This became more than obvious when the draft of the peace
treaty was presented to the Bulgarians (at that time the lead-
er of the Bulgarian delegation was already Stamboliyski, who
became Prime Minister). For this reason, the Bulgarian envoys
outlined several political points, around which they strove to
build their defensive line.

+ Regarding the Bulgarian-Romanian border in Do-
brudzha and the fate of the region. The Bulgarian delegation
insisted that the inevitable occupation of Dobrudzha had to be
accomplished by the army of the Entente, without any partici-
pation of the Romanian army. During the time of the occupa-
tion the Bulgarian administration had to maintain its place in
the region. The argument of the Bulgarian delegation was that
nearly 300 000 Bulgarians lived in Southern Dobrudzha alone
(according to Bulgarian census form 1910). Because of this, the
Bulgarian representatives insisted that Southern Dobrudzha
had to remain a part of the Bulgarian Tsardom.

8G.P. Genov, Nyoiskiyat dogovor, 2000, p. 22.
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+ Concerning the border between Bulgaria and the new
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenians. In a special memaoir,
sent to the winners, the Bulgarian delegation did not accept
the Serbian claims regarding Vardar Macedonia, the Western
Outlands (the towns of Tsaribrod and Bosilegrad) and the cit-
ies of Vidin and Kyustendil. In order to prove the Bulgarian
character of these lands, the Bulgarian envoys used a huge
number of documents from the local population and from
foreign observers. The Bulgarian government later proposed
the creation of an independent Macedonian state, under the
control of the Entente. The desire of official Sofia was to pre-
serve the Bulgarian character of Macedonia under the form of
independence.

+ Concerning the territorial problems between Bulgaria
and Greece. The Bulgarian delegation to Paris tried to preserve
Western Thrace within the Tsardom. The Bulgarian diplomats
wanted to emphasize that this region was in Bulgarian pos-
session even after the Second Balkan War — a fact recognized
by the Bucharest Peace Treaty. This is why the government in
Sofia refused to withdraw Bulgarian troops from this region.

+ Finally, the Bulgarian representatives to Paris did
everything to convince the winners that the reparations of 2
250 000 000 golden francs were absolutely unbearable for the
poor and exhausted Bulgarian state.

At the same time, the political situation in Bulgaria became
even more intense. The political parties in Parliament came to
agree that the draft of the treaty was extremely unfair to the
Bulgarian nation. In search of a way out some exotic ideas were
launched. The Bulgarian Social Democrats and Communists
directly suggested that Bulgaria had to be declared a republic
in order to completely renounce Tsar Ferdinand’s “heritage”

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 | 53

This aspiration met with resistance from the Entente, because
London and Paris perceived the institution of the monarchy as
a guarantee for the non-proliferation of Bolshevism in Bulgar-
ia and the Balkans.

The expectations for the Bulgarian delegation to Paris to
make its stance heard by the winners of the war remained un-
realized. On November 3, 1919, Georges Clemenceau sent a
letter to the Bulgarian representatives to the French capital,
in which he wrote that the terms of the peace treaty with Bul-
garia were “fair and even lenient”. In this difficult situation,
Stamboliyski decided to make a desperate move. He wrote
three personal messages to the Serbian Prime Minister Pasic,
to his Greek colleague Venizelos and to the Romanian General
Constantin Coanda. In his letter to Pasic, the Bulgarian Prime
Minister wrote that the conditions of the treaty would split the
two Slavic nations forever; to Venizelos Stamboliyski, he reit-
erated how important the outlet to the Aegean Sea for Bulgaria
was; to Coanda, the Bulgarian Prime Minister demanded di-
rect talks on the Dobrudzhanian issue. Only Venizelos replied
to Stamboliyski with the reminder that Bulgaria had two large
ports on the Black Sea, which were quite enough for the Bul-
garian economy”’. This position of the neighbors demonstrated
the fact that Bulgaria had no choice, but to sign the peace trea-
ty, which took place on November 27, 1919 in Neuilly (Paris).

The Neuilly Peace Treaty was a disaster for the Bulgarian
nation. Bulgaria lost not only significant territories, inhabited
by compact masses of Bulgarians, but it also suffered a com-
plete defeat of the national ideal. The Bulgarian catastrophe

°D. Petrova, Samostoyatelnoto upravvlenie na BZNS 1920-1923, Sofia,
1988 [ITerpoBa, A. Camocrositeanoro ynpaBaenue Ha B3HC 1920-1923. C.,
1988], pp. 50-58.
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brought a civil war to the country, between the far left and the
far right. This raised the question on the responsibility for the
Bulgarian national catastrophe, after the end of World War
I. The great Russian/Soviet writer Maxim Gorky said that:
“everybody is the maker of his own destiny” (Kaxxabl1i1 cam cebe
cyab0a). In this line of thought, the blame for the Bulgarian de-
feat in the Great War laid not on the Serbs or the Greeks, but
on the Bulgarian political elite, led by Tsar Ferdinand, who fled
to Germany to avoid retaliation. This fact clearly showed that
the ex-Monarch was aware what he had done to the Bulgar-
ian nation. Because of this, Tsar Ferdinand’s remains are still
abroad. They were and continue to be unwanted in Bulgaria.
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ROMANIA AND THE PARIS PEACE
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THE DOSSIER OF THE RUSSIAN ARMY
“DEFECTIONS”
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Abstract

Romanian-Russian military cooperation during the war
was affected by numerous controversies. The Bolshevization of
Russian troops and the anarchy that had engulfed the Russian
front since the spring of 1917 had caused major shortcomings
for the Allies and Romania was one of the most affected bel-
ligerent countries. The collapse of the Russian front led to the
conclusion of the armistice and paved the way for the signing of
a separate peace. The end of the war found Romania in a com-
Plicated situation. The syncope of Romanian-Russian relations
has become a theme integrated into the national apologetic dis-
course. Romania had come out of the war due to the ,failure”
of the Russian armies. The demonstration, only seemingly easy,
employed the resources of patriotic defeatism. It was therefore
resorted to the case documentation of the ,defection” which led
to the filing of existing evidence. This file had been diligently
prepared for the participation of the Romanian delegation in

! Authors are thankful to Romanian Ministry of Research, Innovation
and Digitization, within Program 1 — Development of the national RD
system, Subprogram 1.2 — Institutional Performance — RDI excellence
funding projects, Contract no. 11PFE/30.12.2021, for financial support.
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the Paris Peace Conference. The content of those documents and
their historical importance are the subject of this paper.

Key words: military cooperation, Bolshevism, defection,
General Zayonchkovski, Mossolov, Brest Litovsk

Romania arrived at the Paris Peace Conference with an
agenda of claims that reflected the opportunism of a victor
country. The head of the Romanian delegation, Prime-Minis-
ter Ion I.C. Bratianu, had come with the thought of persuading
the allies to keep the promises they had made before the war®.
However, he had to overcome a difficult obstacle: he had to
explain convincingly the shortcomings that had occurred in
the least year of the war and the signing of the separate peace
with the Central Powers. The points that Romania presented
before the Supreme Council aimed to have the Entente keep
the promises made in 1916 and to obtain recognition for the
unification with Bessarabia; to have the new borders drawn in
an advantageous manner, granting Romania strategic and eco-
nomic incentives; to be recognised as a power, prepared to act
in Central and Eastern Europe; to be rewarded for the services
rendered in eliminating the Hungarian Bolshevism and block-
ing the Russian one*.

Ionel Bratianu’s performance was intensely debated at
the time, and to this day there are comments written about

? Defending their cause, the Serbians (Milenko Vesnic, Nikola Pasic,
Ante Trumbic) stated that the 1916 alliance was no longer valid and that
Serbia, unlike Romania, had fought without requesting written guarantees,
because it had believed firmly that peace would be established based on self-
determination.

*Sherman David Spector, Romdnia si Conferinta de Pace de la Paris
[Romania and the Peace Conference from Paris], Institutul European, Iasi,
1995.
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it in a deprecatory tone. Recently translated into Romanian,
Margaret MacMillan’s book “The War that ended Peace: the
Road to 1914’ shows that Ionel Britianu did not surprise the
conference attendees only through the generosity of Romania’s
claims (Harold Nicolson complained that the Romanian dele-
gates had claimed almost the entire territory of Hungary!), as
much as through the very confident attitude adopted in front
of the Supreme Council. A few days before the opening of the
Peace Conference, a rumour was circulating in Romania about
the fact that, of the smaller states, only Serbia and Belgium
would be invited to Paris. Britianu, filled with rage, allegedly
summoned the Allies’ ambassadors to Romania and informed
them that he did not accept to have his country treated as a
poor wreck, but rather as an ally that was entitled to justice.
Apparently, he asked them to inform their governments that
Romania, unlike Serbia, who had entered the war because it
had been attacked by Austria-Hungary, had always been a loy-
al ally of the Entente. Then he made a threat: the Allies could
lose all trace of influence in Romania unless they changed
their attitude and became benevolent. It seems that his strange
statement — according to Margaret MacMillan — had the ex-
pected effect: the ambassadors of the allied countries informed
their countries that alienating Romania was not desirable, as
it was a useful shield against Russia and Bolshevism®. Beyond
the positive and negative characterizations acquired so far, as
one recent volume dedicated to the conference was brilliant-
ly arguing, one thing is certain: Romania had in fact gone to
Paris thinking it had to capitalize on an exceptional histori-
cal chance. Taking advantage of the power vacuum created
in Central and Eastern Europe, the Romanian delegates ap-

5 Ibidem.
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proached the negotiations with the victorious Great Powers in
order to create a more secure and more prosperous future for a
nation restored within the New Europe. At the end of the Paris
Peace Conference (1919), Romania reached its objectives as a
nation, speculating the disagreements among the Allies, who
were unable to impose their decisions in Central and Eastern
Europe (as they had not occupied the region with their troops)
after the armistices were signed. The Conference could only
ratify border modifications that had already been applied by
Romania and by other states located at the periphery of Aus-
tria-Hungary®.

Despite the unfavourable impression created in the last
months of the war, the Romanian delegation to Paris had a
number of important advantage points for supporting its terri-
torial claims. One of these was the historical juncture that had
turned upside-down the Entente’s entire strategy: the collapse
of the Eastern European front as a result of the anarchy among
the Russian troops. Thus, the balance of the Romanian-Rus-
sian military cooperation had unexpectedly become a worthy
argument when pleading the Romanian cause. Romania had
left the war due to the “defection” of the Russian troops. The
argument prepared for the Romanian delegates, a deceptively
straightforward one, engaged the resources of patriotic defeat-
ism in the sense of an exemplary mobilisation. This is why the
chosen path was to document with casework Russia’s “defec-
tion’, in a remarkable effort to select and file the existing proofs.
The result was a voluminous dossier, dutifully assembled by
the Army General Headquarters (Intelligence Department) for

¢ Lucian Leustean, Romdnia si Marile Puteri la Conferinta de Pace
de la Paris (1919-1920) [Romania and the Great Powers at the Paris Peace
Conference (1019-1920)], in Valentin Naumescu (ed.), Romdnia, Marile
Puteri si ordinea europeand (1918-2018) [Romania, Great Powers and the
European order, 1918-2018], Polirom, Iasi, 2018, pp. 49-69.
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the conference. The dossier included a memorandum that jus-
tified Romania’s military failure based on hostile conditions,
insisting on the sequence of unfavourable circumstances gen-
erated by the alliance with the Russians.

The military cooperation between Romania and Russia at
the start of the war had been fraught with controversy. Shortly
after Romania entered the war, the Russian troops made their
presence felt on the Dobrudja frontline. The Russian army
corps consisted of two infantry divisions (however with poorly
trained men) and one cavalry division: 28 battalions, 12 field
batteries, two heavy artillery batteries, 24 cavalry squadrons
and two cavalry batteries. A total of approximately 42,000
men, whose value in combat proved to be quite low. General
Zayonchkovski, the commander of the troops on the Roma-
nian front, has sent a wire to the Tsar, reminding him that the
army he had been assigned to was nothing but a bait (“some
bones”) thrown to Romania in order to persuade it to enter the
war’. Over time, the Russian military presence grew consider-
ably, due to the Romanians falling back in front of the advanc-
ing Germans. Glenn Torrey noted that the defeats suffered by
the Romanians in the 1916 campaign had caused among the
political and military leaders of the Entente genuine “buyer’s
remorse’, precisely because they had hoped that Romania’s in-
tervention in the war would tip the scales of victory. The direct
mission to save Romania had eventually been assigned to the
Russians, who sent in over 1,000,000 soldiers in order to avoid
a breach in the front®.

7 Constantin Kiritescu, Istoria rdzboiului pentru intregirea Romdniei
1916-1919 [ The History of War for Great Romania, 1916-1919], vol. I, Editura
Stiintifica si Enciclopedica, Bucuresti, 1989, p. 315.

8 Glenn E. Torrey, Romdnia in Primul Rdzboi Mondial [Romania in
World War I], Meteor Publishing, Bucuresti, 2014, p. 352.
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The presence of Russian units in Romania could not help
but be high-profile. The image of the Russian soldiers is a com-
mon feature in all the memoirs of the era and several stere-
otypes were born precisely in this period. As a rule, people
remember things about their conduct, morality and vices (pri-
marily the excessive drinking), then about the difficult cohab-
itation, the solidarity and the ignorance, then about contempt
and betrayal. As early as during the first part of Romania’s in-
tervention in the war, before the retreat of the authorities to
Moldavia, the degrading image of betrayal on the side of the
Russian allies became increasingly conspicuous. This image
became the foundation of a long-lasting construction, to which
other ingredients of a malevolent perception were soon added.
The modest involvement of the Russian army units in the mid-
dle of decisive battles (e.g. Tutrakan-Silistra or the battle for
defending Bucharest) had constantly fed suspicion and resent-
ment. It was, in fact, the reflex of a deep-rooted mistrust of
Russians, a state of mind that had been long in development in
the decades preceding the war. The Russians’ hesitations when
facing the enemy (particularly the Bulgarian soldiers) and the
deliberate territory relinquishments were for the Romanians
enough confirmations of old attitudes.

On top of all these animosities came the events of 1917.
Apart from being one of the Entente belligerents, Romania
was also one of the countries worst affected by the Bolshevik
threat. In early 1917, Tsarist Russia was facing great social un-
rest. Labour strikes, followed by street protests, broke out in
Petrograd, as well as in other cities, such as Moscow, Khark-
ov and Baku. Almost four years of war had elapsed, and dur-
ing this period Russia had lost 2.7 million people (dead and
wounded), and had seen almost four million of its men being
made prisoners. Other two to three million were serving inter-
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nally, staying behind in garrisons, a volatile mix of untrained
recruits, convalescing veterans and undesirables, those who
rejected frontline discipline. Despite the fact that in early
1917, due to the Allies’ efforts, the Russian troops were better
equipped than they had ever been during the war, they lacked,
however, the quality of command, starting with the Tsar him-
self and ending with the generals in charge at Mogilev’. Be-
hind the lines, the Russians were on their last legs. The masses
had risen against the regime, spurred on by the shortage of
bread and coal. The popular revolt in Petrograd degenerated
into an avalanche of anarchic events, later known in history as
the Bolshevik Revolution. On the Romanian front, the Russian
officers were trying to calm down the soldiers regarding the
political situation back home. Gatherings were held regular-
ly, in intensely attended centres, in cities such as Iasi, Galati,
Barlad, Bacau, Roman, sometimes in smaller towns, such as
Comadnesti, Darmanesti, Targu Ocna, as well as in larger vil-
lages close to the frontline, such as Marésesti. The meetings
were attended by both army officers and soldiers (before the
summer of 1917 it was rare to have meetings solely for sol-
diers), who had the opportunity to speak before a numerous
audience for the first time in their lives. The speakers asserted
the government’s delimitation from the Tsarist regime, invok-
ing confidence in the new, progressive social order. Despite all
the precautions of the provisional government in Petrograd,
the intrusion of revolutionary socialists in the public gather-
ings in Moldavia could not be staved off. Gradually, agitators
became visible in the meetings (some of them were skilled or-
ators) and called for the overthrow of army hierarchies, for the

°Lawrence Sondhaus, World War I. The Global Revolution, Cambridge
University Press, 2011, p. 245.
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confiscation of the great estates and condemning the perpe-
tuity of monopoly of power by the Romanian “oligarchy”. The
Russian plenipotentiary in Iasi (Mossolov) also noted how the
contagion had spread: “In lasi, both the Russians and the Ro-
manians had begun to follow the events with horror, rather
than mere apprehension. The situation became clearer on 10
March, when the famous order no. 1 was issued, abrogating
the military salute and any discipline outside ranks. From that
moment on, lasi was simply invaded by gangs of soldiers that
arrived there as deputies. Their attire was completely untidy.
They would smoke, blowing the smoke provocatively, and eat
sunflower seeds, littering the streets with husks. They would
carry huge placards with slogans they had made up, some of
them downright insolent. Notably, no officers were among
them. Those who came across such processions would hurry
out of their way, in order to avoid awkward and dangerous en-
counters. In the beginning, these hordes behaved with some
circumspection, even with timidity, but they became bolder
every day. Soon they were joined by extremely drunk soldiers,
especially on feast days. Their attitude towards the officers
became increasingly insulting. As soon as they came across
Romanian soldiers, the Russians tried to fraternise with them,
despite the fact that the former showed little interest in such
manifestations”®. The Romanian soldiers looked with concern
upon such manifestations and rejected the message of the Bol-
shevik propaganda. They were fighting for more human goals,
such as the future of their families in a country occupied by

10 Aleksandr A. Mossolov (Russia’s minister plenipotentiary in
Romania, 1916-1917), Misiunea mea in Romdnia. Curtea imperiald a Rusiei
si Curtea Regald a Romdniei in timpul razboiului (Memorii) [My Mission in
Romania. Imperial Russian Court and Royal Court of Romania during the
War (Memoirs)], Silex, Bucuresti, 1997, pp. 141-142.
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the enemy. Besides, the Russians’ claims strongly attacked the
monarchy. Unlike the Russian Tsar, Nicholas II, and the Tsari-
na, Alexandra Fyodorovna, King Ferdinand and Queen Maria
had not lost their popularity and had promised, through sol-
emn proclamation, that they would effect the land and elector-
al reform*. The relationship with the Bolsheviks became inev-
itably conflicting. Around mid-January (1918) the bolshevised
Russians had become de facto the Romanians’ enemies. They
appeared to be more hated and despised by the population than
the Germans present in the occupied territory! One thing that
the bolshevised gatherings failed to achieve during 1917 was to
trigger a wave of popular revolts in the cities around Moldavia.
Despite the circumstances, which would have been favourable
to the fall of the political regime, the Bolsheviks’ attempt to
overthrow the Romanian “oligarchy” failed. The discontented
Romanians would have first looked at punishing the political
parties and at making the government more responsible, but
not at changing the constitutional regime. This was proof that
the “universal revolution’, long trumpeted in Petrograd, could
stumble as close as at the borders of “New Russia”. If they could
not convert their old comrades in arms to the revolutionary
ideas, how could the Bolsheviks imagine that they could im-
pose their convictions among their former enemies?

The conflict between the Bolsheviks and the Romani-
an troops did not remain latent to the end. Even though the
Bolsheviks were not willing to start a new war against the
Romanians, they did maintain military response capabilities
that triggered spontaneous clashes. The skirmishes with the
Romanian troops gradually moved to the territory of Bessara-
bia, where news was spreading about Romania signing a peace

"' Glenn E. Torrey, Romania and World War I..., pp. 22-23.
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with the Central Powers, undertaking to turn its army against
the Russians in exchange for this province. The bolshevised
Russians opposed a fierce resistance in Bessarabia, but even-
tually retreated reluctantly across the Dniester River. In Rus-
sia, everyday citizens desired peace, and the war mobilisation
turned the masses against the maximalist discourse. The peo-
ple’s commissars had had great expectations for the general
peace, one without annexations and damages. However, sign-
ing the peace was no easy feat. With the exception of Romania,
constrained by circumstances, the other belligerents (the allies
of Tsarist Russia) had no intention of signing a general peace.
The war could not be over before defeating the German enemy
decisively at the end of the war. It is on this backdrop, tinted
with both benefits and disadvantages that Romania prepared
to defend its cause at the Paris Peace Conference. The Russian
defection dossier mentioned the circumstances meant to jus-
tify Romania’s exit from the war, a fundamental issue that had
fed the Powers’ reluctance to accept Romania’s claims'. Sum-
marising the contents of the report (which is accompanied
by 43 annexes), these circumstances appeared to have been
completely unfavourable to Romania. We hereby inventory
the milestones of the apologetic discourse. While the Roma-
nians were desperately fighting the Germans in the Siret Val-
ley, the Russian revolution and the Bolshevik propaganda had
completely confused the mind of the Russian people. The front
was collapsing, slowly, but surely. Faced with the new situa-

2 Harold Nicolson, the British expert for the Balkans, had stated
to Brétianu that it would be madness to insist on the validity of the 1916
alliance, which had been annulled by the fact that Romania had signed a
separate peace with Germany... “He wastes most of the official lunch ranting
and raving about the Russians... for not having saved Romania in 1916".
Harold Nicolson, Peacemaking, 1919, p. 248.
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tion, the Russian Command was forced to order the demobili-
sation of troops and the cessation of war. The Russian-German
treaty signed at Brest Litovsk in November 1917 placed the
Romanian high command in a difficult position. In order to
gain the time needed to assemble an Ukrainian army, togeth-
er with which it hoped to form a joint, Romanian-Ukrainian
front, the Romanian-Russian command was forced to accept
the conditions of a special armistice for the entire Romani-
an front. On 23 November 1917, the Romanian-Russian and
the German-Austrian-Bulgarian-Turkish commissions met in
Focsani in order to negotiate. On 26 November, the armistice
was perfected, based on the 19 accepted points. The Russian
defection propelled Krylenko to the rank of Supreme Com-
mander; he ordered, even as the negotiations were in progress,
the retreat of Russian troops from the theatres of operations,
stipulating that they were to make their way through by using
their weapons if necessary. The Russian revolutionary meet-
ings incited the Romanian population to rebel, to kill their
leaders and dethrone the dynasty. The consequence was that
the worst disarray spread throughout the Russian troops; the
soldiers were degrading and arresting the officers who were al-
legedly loyal to General Shcherbachev, who had remained de-
voted to the Romanian cause. The troops, led by plain soldiers,
were leaving the frontline, committing robberies and murders.
Entire Romanian villages were pillaged. As the Russian troops
were leaving the frontline, they were disarmed and had to be
replaced by Romanian troops, which extended their sectors up
to Noua Sulité, close to Cernduti. The new task of the Roma-
nian troops — that is, to disarm the Russians and to set things
in order — did not go very smoothly. Some of the Russian units
refused to be disarmed, and the Romanian troops had to fight
them, the way they had fought the enemy, so as to re-establish
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the order. While these events were taking place in Romania, in
Bessarabia, which had proclaimed its autonomy, Bolshevism
had taken shelter in its villages, in order to loot and turn the
territory of the province into a base for future attacks against
the Romanians. The situation created by the Russian defection
had become critical for the Romanian government. The Roma-
nian troops, despite having occupied the entire front in Mol-
davia and handling the Russian “gangs” in the country, were
forced to give assistance to their Bessarabian “brothers’, who
were dealing with unprecedented lawlessness. The Central
Powers speculated the Russians’ departure from the Romanian
front and the transfer of troops to Bessarabia and invoked the
alteration of the conditions of armistice, which resulted in the
termination of the agreement until a new one was signed. The
new armistice, valid until March 6, also included the obliga-
tion to start peace talks. In the same interval of time, Ukraine,
for which Romania had had great hopes, was the first to sign
the peace with the Central Powers, whose troops were advanc-
ing towards Odessa and Kiev. On 17 February 1918, Bolshevik
Russia was also signing the peace, after putting up a simula-
crum of resistance. Finding themselves completely surround-
ed, without the option of a connection with the West, Romania
was forced to accept the peace talks®.

Thus, three fundamental questions came out of the Rus-
sian “defection” dossier: Romania’s EXIT from the war had
been the result of the collapse of Tsarist Russia; the ARMI-
STICE negotiated by the Romanians and the Russians was au-
tonomous from the general armistice signed by the Russians at
Brest Litovsk; out of all the belligerents on the Eastern front,

13 ANR, the Romanian Communist Party Central Committee Archive,
f. 50, no. 5930.
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Romania was the last one to ACCEPT the preliminaries of the
shameful peace. Hard to say if these nuances did or did not
matter in establishing Romania’s real contribution to the de-
feat of the Central Powers’ coalition. Following the war, Roma-
nia’s image was tarnished. The bottom line of its participation
in the war, impressive through the scope of the losses suffered,
had not been of great help to Bratianu in his attempt to impose
his strategy'®. In the eyes of many, the country that had been
defeated before the Allies could defeat for good the Central
Powers’ coalition. It was as if Romania’s defeat had been turned
overnight into a contested victory. For many opponents, this
defeat had been predictable due to the country’s vulnerable
geographical position, due to the poor preparation and equip-
ment of the army when it entered the war, to the omnipotence
of commanders who were incompatible with the modern re-
quirements of war, and of course to the allies’ unreliable prom-
ises. Through the victory against Romania, the Central Powers
had gained access to food for their starving population and to
the petroleum needed for subsistence. The option for a negoti-
ated peace had become extremely remote after the collapse of
the Romanian-Russian front. The Allies did not want to nego-

" Bratianu stated that the 1916 Alliance had guaranteed Romania’s
unity. His message sounded as follows: “Romania fulfilled the obligations
under the treaty, but the Allies neglected their commitments. The Bucharest
Peace Treaty, never sanctioned or ratified by the king, should not nullify the
commitments made in the 1916 Treaty, as Romania lay down its weapons
only after the Brest Litovsk peace treaty and the occupation of Hungary by
the Central Powers, that is when faced a deadlock when Russia, the Allies’
representative in the negotiations with Romania, had promised direct
cooperation and then made a deal with the enemy. Romania had rejected all
the proposals that, before the peace signed by Russia, could have made its
life easier”. U.S. Department of State. Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations
of the United States. The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. 11, pp. 387-388,
apud Sherman David Spector, Romania and the Peace Conference, p. 59.
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tiate the peace with the enemy from weakened positions, and
this decision had speeded up Ludendorft’s decision to resume,
without restrictions, the submarine war®®. Despite the fact that
appearances were not in its favour, Romania managed to ob-
tain a number of significant benefits at the conference. Part of
these benefits, mainly in terms of territory, it retained to this
day. But the eyes of the contemporaries were looking more to
the uncertainties of the present, on which the guarantees of
future stability had to be founded. The crucial battle Roma-
nia had fought was the recognition of the Great Unification,
and this battle relied on the diplomats’ capability of negoti-
ating viable solutions. Ultimately, the dossier of the “Russian
defection’; similar to other dossiers, some speculating on the
topic of historical rights, others on the topic of sacrifices made
during the war, provided support for a failed argumentation.
The Supreme Council was probably persuaded by other rea-
sons (predominantly strategic ones, based on the geopolitics
of Europe after the war) than those initially presented passion-
ately by Bratianu before the victor powers. It was as if their
decision was no longer meant to justify a just cause based on
which the Romanians had fought the war. Repairing injustices
and honouring the commitments made before the war, then
the actual contribution to the Allies’ victory, despite the set-
backs that occurred over time in the military cooperation, all
these had to be weighed against the post-war geopolitical con-
siderations that the decision-makers of 1919 had identified,
convinced that they could thus contribute to the construction
of a durable peace.

1> Glenn E. Torrey, Romania and World War I..., pp. 349-353.
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POZITIA JAPONIEI
PRIVIND RATIFICAREA
TRATATULUI BASARABIEI
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Abstract

On October 28, 1920, the plenipotentiary representatives of
Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan, on the one hand, and of
Romania, on the other, signed in Paris the Treaty of Bessarabia
by which the four Great Powers recognized Romania’s sover-
eignty over Bessarabia. The ratification procedure of the Treaty
was to ensure its entry into force and the implementation of its
concrete provisions. Great Britain ratified the Treaty on April
16, 1922. The Romanian Senate ratified it on April 3, and the
Chamber of Deputies on April 7, 1922. By the law adopted on
April 7, 1922 and promulgated by King Ferdinand I, on April
13 of the same year, Romania ratified the agreement on April
14, 1922, the British ambassador to Paris presented the instru-
ments of ratification of the Treaty by Great Britain. On April
24, 1924, France also submitted the instruments of ratification
of the Treaty. The last of the European powers, Italy, ratified
the Treaty of Bessarabia on March 5-9, 1927. However, Japan
did not ratify the treaty and thus it did not enter into force. Ro-
mania remained only with the signature of the plenipotentiary
representative of Japan on the treaty of October 28, 1920.
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Bessarabia, ratification, Great Britain, France, Italy, Japan, So-
viet Union, Romanian Legation in Tokyo

'Ton Siscanu este cercetitor stiintific in cadrul Institutului de Istorie
din Republica Moldova.
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Dupé incheierea Marelui Razboi, Conferinta de Pace
de la Paris, deschisé in ziua de 12 ianuarie 1919, si-a propus
reconstructia Europei si a lumii pe baze noi, care si faca impo-
sibild repetarea dezastrului din anii 1914-1918.

Prin tratatele semnate cu Austria (Saint-Germain-en-
Laye, 10 septembrie 1919), cu Bulgaria (Neuilly-sur-Seine,
27 noiembrie 1919) si cu Ungaria (Trianon, 4 iunie 1920),
Conferinta a recunoscut drepturile statului roman asupra Bu-
covinei, Dobrogei intregi si Transilvaniei, iar prin tratatul de
la Sevres, din 10 august 1920, a fost stabilita granita in Banat*
Ramanea in afara acestui sistem de tratate Basarabia, vechea
provincie roméneasca dintre Prut si Nistru, care se unise pri-
ma cu tara-mamad, Romania, prin declaratia de unire a Sfatului
Tarii, din 27 martie 1918.

Situatia Basarabiei a fost pentru prima datd pusd in
discutie la 8 februarie 1919 in Comisia pentru problemele ro-
mana si iugoslava.

In pledoaria sa, prim-ministrul Ion I.C. Britianu, seful
delegatiei romane la Conferinta, a declarat: ,Nu putem con-
cepe existenta neamului nostru fard Nistru, cum nu putem si
o concepem fird Dundre si Tisa, ca sd ne separe de elemen-
tul slav [...]. Basarabia reprezintd, pentru noi, intrarea casei
noastre — in ména altora, ea ne-ar periclita insusi cdminul™.
La 1 martie s-a adoptat urmétorul raport: ,,Comisia, luand in
consideratie aspiratiile generale ale poporului Basarabiei, ca-
racterul moldovenesc al acestei regiuni, ca si argumentele de

2Roménia a semnat tratatele cu Austria si Bulgaria la 10 decembrie
1919 (Florin Constantiniu, O istorie sincerd a poporului romdn, Bucuresti,
Univers Enciclopedic, 1998, p. 311).

3Gheorghe . Bratianu, Actiunea politicd si militard a Romdniei in 1919
in lumina corespondentei diplomatice a lui 1.1.C. Brdtianu, Bucuresti, 1940,
p. 52.
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ordin geografic, etnic, economic si istoric, se pronunta pentru
unirea Basarabiei cu Romania™.

O opozitie inversunatd impotriva recunoasterii unirii
Basarabiei cu Romania era desfasurata la Paris, in special, de
inalta emigratie rusa, ce reunea figuri marcante ale Vechiului
Regim autocrat si ale fostului Guvern Provizoriu, impreund cu
cétiva refugiati minoritari basarabeni. Formatd de emigrantii
rusi in scopul reprezentarii intereselor Rusiei la forul de pace,
»Conferinta Politicdi Rusd’, cu intinse relatii in mediile po-
litice occidentale, a exercitat o presiune puternicd pe langa
reprezentantii Marilor Puteri, cerand cu deosebitd insistenta
nerecunoasterea votului Sfatului Tarii°. Printre personalitatile
de vazi ale emigratiei ruse se evidentiau Gh. E. Lvov, N.V.
Ceaikovski, B.V. Savinkov, S.D. Sazonov, V.A. Maklakov, A.
Krupenski, A. Schmidt s.a.®

In acelasi timp, la Paris s-au manifestat si sustinitori
importanti ai cauzei romanesti. Cu toate ca, uneori, a fost des-
tul de dur cu reprezentantii Romaniei la Conferinta de Pace,
mai ales cu prim-ministrul Ion I.C. Bratianu, Georges Clemen-
ceau a sustinut recomandarile Comisiei pentru problemele
teritoriale ale Romaniei si Iugoslaviei de a recunoaste unirea
Basarabiei cu Regatul Roméniei. André Tardieu, la randul séu,
in calitate de presedinte al Comisiei pentru problemele terito-
riale roméne si iugoslave, a influentat in mod substantial rezol-

*Valeriu Florin Dobrinescu, Romdnia si sistemul tratatelor de pace de
la Paris (1919-1923), Iasi, Institutul European, 1993, p. 69; Valentin Burlacuy,
Unirea Basarabiei cu Romdnia si recunoasterea ei internationald, Editura
Academiei Roméne — Editura Istros a muzeului Briilei ,,Carol I’, Bucuresti —
Braila, 2019, p. 345.

°lon Turcanu, Basarabia in actul Marii Uniri de la 1918. Album, Edi-
tura Stiinta, Chisindu, 2017, p. 146.

¢ Ibidem.
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varea problemei basarabene in favoarea Roméniei. Franta era
interesatd s aibd in Estul Europei aliati puternici impreund cu
care sd apere in chip solidar frontierele nascute din razboiul
mondial’.

La 22 noiembrie 1919, liderii ,Conferintei Politice Ruse”
i-au prezentat lui Clemenceau, presedintele Conferintei de
Pace, o harta etnicd a Basarabiei, impreund cu un memoriu
privind Unirea, in care, operand cu date false, urmareau sa
creeze impresia cd populatia romaneasci a Basarabiei alcdtuia
mai putin de jumaétate din numarul total al locuitorilor®. Tot
atunci, Aliatii 1i cereau Romaniei sa adopte o atitudine mai
cooperanta fata de generalul Denikin’, care preluase condu-
cerea fortelor albe ruse, si aprobe standarde noi in atitudinea
fata de minoritatile etnice si sa evacueze teritoriul Ungariei,
dupa inlaturarea guvernului pro-sovietic expansionist al lui
Béla Kun.

Comisia pentru afacerile roméane a examinat, la 15 aprilie
1920, proiectul acordului cu privire la Basarabia, elaborat de
Comitetul pentru proiecte al Conferintei.

La 25 aprilie, ministrul britanic de externe, Lordul Curzon,
a propus la conferinta de la San Remo a Consiliului Suprem
ca proiectul deja redactat al Tratatului Basarabiei sa fie remis
Conferintei Ambasadorilor de la Paris, care sa fie autorizata
sa-1 discute si si-1 aprobe. Propunerea engleza a fost sustinuta
in unanimitate'.

’Florin Constantiniu, op. cit., pp. 312-313.

81. Turcanu, op. cit., p. 147.

°V. Fl. Dobrinescu, Bdtdlia pentru Basarabia 1918 — 1940, Editura Ju-
nimea, lasi, 1991, p. 82.

10 Marcel Mitrasca, Moldova: a Romanien Province under Russian Rule.
Diplomatic History from the Archives of the Great Powers, Algora Publishing,
New York, 2002, p. 83.
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In cele din urmi, la 28 octombrie 1920, reprezentantii
plenipotentiari ai Marii Britanii, Frantei, Italiei si Japoniei!,
principalele Puteri Aliate, pe de o parte, si ai Romaniei, pe de
alta parte, au semnat la Paris Tratatul Basarabiei, cuprinzand
preambulul si 9 articole. Prin tratatul international de la Pa-
ris, cele patru Mari Puteri recunosteau suveranitatea Romaniei
asupra teritoriului Basarabiei, cuprins intre frontiera veche a
Romaéniei, Marea Neagra, cursul Nistrului de la gura sa pana la
punctul unde era taiat de vechea linie dintre Bucovina si Basa-
rabia si acest vechi hotar (art. 1). O comisie compusa din trei
membri, dintre care unul va fi numit de Principalele Puteri Ali-
ate, unul de Romania si unul de Consiliul Societatii Natiunilor
din partea Rusiei, trebuia constituita in termen de 15 zile, cu
incepere de la intrarea in vigoare a tratatului, pentru a fixa pe
teren noua linie de frontierd a Romaniei (art. 2).

Tratatul trebuia ratificat de tarile semnatare, neintrand
in vigoare decat dupa depunerea instrumentelor ratificarii la
Paris si cu incepere de la intrarea in vigoare a Acordului sem-
nat de principalele Puteri Aliate si Asociate si Romania la 9 de-
cembrie 19192

Semnarea Tratatului a legitimat din punct de vedere
international apartenenta fireasca a Basarabiei la Romania,
ceea ce era in conformitate cu adevirul istoric si interesele
fundamentale ale roménilor si ale etniilor conlocuitoare, asi-
gurandu-le un cadru optim de dezvoltare. In acelasi timp, prin
vointa Marilor Puteri, Tratatul a trasat marginile sud-estice ale

1 Reprezentantul Japoniei, vicontele Ishii, care la acea dati se afla la
Bruxelles, a semnat Tratatul Basarabiei la 30 octombrie 1920 (V. Fl. Dobri-
nescu, Romdnia sisistemul tratatelor de pace..., p. 76).

2Jon M. Anghel, Tratatele de la Trianon si Paris din 1920: documente
prin care s-a consfintit infaptuirea Romdniei Mari, Editura Academiei Oa-
menilor de Stiintd din Romania, Bucuresti, 2018, p. 185.
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Europei Orientale, Nistrul despértind de acum incolo doua sis-
teme adverse de civilizatie.

Spre nemultumirea Sovietelor, frontiera rasariteand a Ro-
maniei dobandea, astfel, legitimitatea internationald necesara
pastrarii indivizibilitatii teritoriale a tarii si descurajarii incerca-
rilor de revansé la Nistru. Procedura ratificérii acordului urma
sa asigure intrarea lui in vigoare si punerea in practica a pre-
vederilor sale concrete. O eventuald neintrare in vigoare a Tra-
tatului nu putea sa diminueze sau si anuleze semnéturile Ma-
rilor Puteri Aliate, prin care actul recunoasterii internationale
a suveranitatii Romaniei asupra provinciei sale dintre Prut si
Nistru se desavarsise la data de 28 octombrie 1920. Dar ne-
intrarea in vigoare a Tratatului putea aduce o stirbire de pre-
stigiu Romaniei, se putea transforma intr-un punct vulnerabil,
incomodand politica sa externa. Principala dificultate, insa,
nu va fi legatd de ratificarea sau neratificarea Tratatului, ci
de lipsa semniturii Rusiei, a carei prezentd la Conferinta de
Pace de la Paris n-a fost agreatd de marii decidenti ai scenei
internationale de atunci.

La 1 noiembrie 1920, Rusia Sovietica impreuna cu Ucraina
Sovietica au protestat impotriva Tratatului Basarabiei, cerand
sa nu fie ratificat. In nota adresati statelor semnatare se aritau
urmatoarele: ,,Afland cé intre Marile Puteri Aliate si Romania
s-a semnat Tratatul cu privire la alipirea la aceasta din urma a
Basarabiei, guvernele Republicilor Sovietice ale Rusiei si Ucrai-
nei declara ci ele nu pot recunoaste ca avand putere intelegerea
cu privire la Basarabia facuti fara participarea lor si cé ele nu
se considera in niciun fel legate de tratatul incheiat pe aceasta
tema de alte guverne”®. Se demonstra astfel ca ,protocolul de

13 Relatiile romdno-sovietice, Documente, vol. 1, 1917-1934, Editura En-
ciclopedicd, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 69.
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la Paris” ,nu numai ca n-a inldturat conflictul sovieto-roman
in problema Basarabiei, ci l-a agravat si mai mult”*. Totodata,
protestul Sovietelor lasa sa se inteleaga ca cele doua republici
puteau accepta o intelegere in privinta Basarabiei doar cu par-
ticiparea lor nemijlocita.

Drept raspuns la acest protest, in nota din 10 noiembrie a
guvernului roman, semnatd de Alexandru Averescu, prim-mi-
nistru, si de Take Ionescu, ministrul afacerilor straine, se arata
ca ,,Unirea Basarabiei cu Romania este o chestiune definitiv re-
zolvata si guvernul roméan nu o pune in discutie” Se admitea
doar si se discute cu Rusia ,chestiunile secundare referitoare
la schimbarea de suveranitate’, rezolvate prin conventia de la
Paris".

Dupa cétiva ani de asteptare, pentru a se vedea in ce sens
evoluau Sovietele, pentru ca guvernul roman sa incerce o re-
glementare aparte cu acestea si in speranta aderarii americane,
dar si pentru a pune la punct unele chestiuni de interes, cum
ar fi cele legate de proprietatile unor cetéteni striaini din Roma-
nia, Aliatii au procedat la ratificarea Tratatului. Prima, Marea
Britanie l-a ratificat la 16 aprilie 1922. Senatul Romaniei l-a
ratificat la 3 aprilie, iar Camera Deputatilor la 7 aprilie 1922.
Regele Ferdinand a promulgat legea la 13 aprilie. Prin legea
adoptata la 7 aprilie 1922 si promulgatd de regele Ferdinand
I la 13 aprilie acelasi an, Romania a ratificat acordul®. Victor
Antonescu, ambasadorul Romaniei la Paris, a depus, si Ray-
mond Poincaré, presedintele Consiliului de Ministri al Frantei,
a primit instrumentele de ratificare!”. La 14 aprilie 1922, amba-

1“9, AeBurt, beccapabckuii Bonpoc 8 KOHMeKCHe MeWOyHAPOOHbIX
omnouwsenuii (1919-1920 zz.), Tupacrioas, 2012, ctp. 191.

> Ibidem, p. 70.

16]. Turcanu, op. cit., p. 156.

7 Ibidem.
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sadorul englez la Paris i-a prezentat lui Poincaré instrumentele
de ratificare a Tratatului de catre Marea Britanie'®. Doi ani mai
tarziu, la 24 aprilie 1924, si Franta a depus instrumentele de
ratificare a Tratatului®. Ultima dintre puterile europene, Italia,
in pofida presiunilor URSS, a ratificat Tratatul Basarabiei la 5-9
martie 1927%.

L

Incid in cursul negocierilor de la Paris si Londra pentru
semnarea Tratatului Basarabiei, Japonia a avut o pozitie apro-
piatd de ceaa SUA, exprimatd la Paris de secretarul de stat ame-
rican, Robert Lansing. Astfel, spre deosebire de reprezentantii
celorlalte Puteri Aliate, Marea Britanie, Franta si Italia, care au
sustinut semnarea Tratatului, delegatul Japoniei, ambasadorul
Ishii Kikujiro, isi informa colegii de negocieri la inceputul lu-
nii octombrie 1920 ca: ,Guvernul meu imi transmite c&, potri-
vit refuzului sdu constant de a aproba o politica ce tinde catre
dezmembrarea Rusiei, eu nu pot, in acest moment, s semnez
nicio stipulatie care dispune asupra Basarabiei. Guvernul ja-
ponez este de parere cd orice actiune, intreprinsa in grabd in
aceastd chestiune, nu poate decat sd ofere bolsevicilor inca un
pretext pentru agitarea spiritului nationalist, bazat pe faptul
ca Aliatii dispun de teritoriul Rusiei, intr-un moment cind un
guvern reprezentativ rus nu-si poate face auzit glasul™. Ca si
SUA, Japonia aprecia ca Rusia nu s-a aflat in stare de riazboi
cu Puterile Aliate; cd aceasta trebuia sa participe la negocierile
privind stabilirea frontierei sale cu Roménia; ca era bineveni-

8 Ibidem, p. 158.

Y Vezi despre aceasta in Gheorghe E. Cojocaru, Franta i ratificarea
tratatului Basarabiei de la Paris, din 28 octombrie 1920, in ,Revista de
Istorie a Moldovei’, Chisindu, nr. 1, 2016, pp. 64-85.

1. Turcanu, op. cit.,, p. 160.

2'Ton Scumpieru, 133 de ani de relatii Romdnia Japonia, Fundatia Eu-
ropeand Titulescu, Bucuresti, 2013, p. 152.
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td o amanare a solutiondrii acestei chestiuni pana la formarea
unui guvern stabil la Moscova®.

Cu toate acestea, la cateva zile dupd ce tratatul privind
suveranitatea Romaniei asupra Basarabiei a fost semnat, la 28
octombrie 1920, de catre Marea Britanie, Franta, Italia si Ro-
mania, acesta a fost semnat si de Japonia.

La 15 martie 1922, la Conferinta Ambasadorilor de la
Paris, ambasadorul Frantei le-a cerut ambasadorilor tarilor
semnatare ale Tratatului Basarabiei sa-l ratifice. Ishii a infor-
mat guvernul sau despre acest demers, dar n-a primit nicio
instructiune. Deoarece Parlamentul francez a intarziat ratifi-
carea Tratatului in acel an, la Conferinta Ambasadorilor nu s-a
mai insistat asupra ratificdrii japoneze®.

Profitand de deschiderea in 1922 a Legatiei japoneze la
Bucuresti, guvernul romén a insistat pe langa autoritatile de
la Tokio si ratifice tratatul. Pentru prima data, la 26 octombrie
1923, ministrul afacerilor straine, [.Gh. Duca, i-a solicitat mi-
nistrului Japoniei la Bucuresti, Genshiro Nishi, sa intervini pe
langa guvernul sdu in vederea ratificirii Tratatului, mentionand
cd ,starea actuald, rezultatd din neratificare, prejudiciaza inte-
resele legitime ale térii si, in special, ale subiectilor domiciliati
in Basarabia”. In scrisoarea de raspuns, din 31 octombrie
1923, diplomatul japonez il asigura pe Duca ci va transmite la
Tokio cererea guvernului roman privind ratificarea tratatului®.
In raspunsul Ministerului de Externe japonez se arita ci acor-
dul va fi ratificat doar dupd ce il vor ratifica Franta si Italia, fara
vreo explicatie suplimentara®.

2 Ibidem.

B Ibidem.

2 AMAER, fond 71/1914, E. 2, vol. 24, f. 3.
% Ibidem, f. 4.

%M. Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 275.
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Dupa ratificarea tratatului de cétre Franta, Roménia este tot
mai preocupata de ratificarea Japoniei. In aprilie 1924, ca ris-
puns la vizita principelui Carol la Tokio din 1920, Bucurestiul
este vizitat de printul mostenitor Narushiko Higashi Kuni,
care, insd, a evitat orice discutii pe teme politice””. Din acest
moment, .Gh. Duca isi modifica tactica fata de Legatia japo-
nezd la Bucuresti: dacd pana atunci el invoca situatia incerta a
populatiei basarabene, vazand ca acest argument nu avea im-
pactul scontat, a inceput sa se refere la méndria nipona, sub-
liniind cé prin neonorarea semnaturii sub Tratat, Japonia isi
prejudicia propria reputatie internationald. Drept urmare, la
8 mai 1924, ministrul de externe al Japoniei, Matsui, a comu-
nicat reprezentantilor Japoniei la Paris, Londra si Bucuresti
cd, deoarece problema Basarabiei este o chestiune europeana,
Japonia nu se putea pronunta inainte ca térile europene intere-
sate sa ia o decizie®.

Japonia astepta ca tratatul Basarabiei s fie ratificat de toa-
te puterile europene care il semnasera: ,De indata ce si Italia
va da incuviintarea sa acestui tratat — anunta Ministerul Aface-
rilor Straine japonez —, ratificarea Japoniei va urma de la sine,
cici nu exista alt motiv care si oblige Imperiul Japonez de a
avea in aceastd chestiune o atitudine diferitd de aceea a fostilor
sai aliati”®.

Nici dupa ratificarea Tratatului de catre cele trei Mari Pu-
teri europene, Japonia nu se grabea si-l ratifice. De acum ina-
inte — ca si pand atunci, de altfel —, Japonia isi va justifica ama-
narea ratificérii prin existenta unor probleme dificile, de ordin
politic si economic, in ansamblul relatiilor nipono-sovietice.

¥ [bidem., p. 276.
2 Ibidem, pp. 277-278.
2 Universul’, 10 martie 1927; AMAER, F. 71/1914, E. 2, vol. 24, f. 34.
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Cea mai importanta in acest sens era chestiunea pescui-
tului japonez in spatiile acvatice ale Sovietelor intre cele doua
razboaie mondiale.

Problema pescuitului japonez in apele ruse a aparut
in a doua jumitate a secolului al XIX-lea. Treptat, aceasta
dobandeste o importanti economica tot mai mare, atit pentru
Japonia, cat si pentru Rusia, raménand, de-a lungul deceniilor,
una dintre chestiunile in cadrul céreia erau testate raporturile
ruso-japoneze.

Dupa instalarea puterii Sovietelor, a aparut problema
solutiondrii relatiilor dintre Rusia si Japonia in domeniul pescu-
itului. In decembrie 1917, guvernul sovietic a propus Japoniei si
stabileasca relatii economice reciproc avantajoase. Conducerea
sovietica a fost de acord sa permita antreprenorilor japonezi s
aiba afaceri in Rusia (in principal, in Orientul Indepartat), dar
sub controlul puterii sovietice®. La 26 august 1919, a fost sem-
nat un acord special, conform céruia toata industria pescuitului
din regiunea Ohotsk-Kamceatka a trecut, in fond, in maéinile
japonezilor: 90% din cantitatea de peste pescuit era exportati
de japonezi, si doar 10% se mai afla in mainile industriasilor
rusi. In realitate, si aceste 10% erau sub controlul japonezilor,
deoarece antreprenorii rusi, din cauza lipsei de capital propriu,
erau constransi si-si doteze pescuitul cu fonduri japoneze®'.

Cu toate ca la 15 decembrie 1922, Comitetul revolutionar
din Extremul Orient (,AaabpeBkom”) adoptase hotérarea ,cu
privire la pescuitul si vanitoarea de animale in Orientul Inde-

% CJI. KouwkapeBa, KoHueccnoHHasiness TEABHOCTb —SIOHCKMX
peibonpombiireHHnkoB  Ha  Kamuyarke B 1907-1945  rr.https://
cyberleninka.ru/article/n/kontsessionnaya-deyatelnost-yaponskih-
rybopromyshlennikov-na-kamchatke-v-1907-1945-gg/viewer.

31 Ibidem.
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partat’, conform céreia toate contractele incheiate pani in ziua
instalarii puterii Sovietelor in Orientului Indepartat erau anu-
late, fiind stabilita o reglementare clara a darii in arenda a zo-
nelor de pescuit®, relatiile dintre URSS si Japonia in domeniul
pescuitului inca nu erau supuse unor norme clare si durabile in
plan juridic. Doar prin Conventia de pescuit dintre URSS si Ja-
ponia, din 23 ianuarie 1928, pescarii japonezi obtineau dreptul
de a pescui si de a prelucra toate speciile de peste si produsele
de mare, cu unele exceptii, de-a lungul litoralului sovietic la
Marile Japoneza, Ohotsk si Bering, cu exceptia raurilor si gol-
furilor interne, in conditiile unor scutiri de taxe etc.*

De la an la an, raporturile bilaterale sovieto-nipone se
complicd, devenind tot mai tensionate, mai ales in legatu-
rd cu inchiderea, la inceputul anului 1931, a bancii nipone
»Ciocenbank” in Vladivostok si blocarea platilor care trebu-
iau incasate de la antreprenorii japonezi pentru arenda unor
sectoare de pescuit. URSS recurgea la masuri de limitare
a activitatii economice si financiare a japonezilor pe terito-
riul sovietic. La rdndul lor, japonezii reactionau prin mésuri
corespunzitoare. In scrisoarea comisarului transporturilor,
L.M. Kaganovici, adresaté la 11 septembrie 1931 lui LV. Sta-
lin, se ardta ca, ,urmare a inchiderii bancii Ciocen, care le-a
cauzat pierderi de pana la 4 milioane, japonezii au raspuns
prin cresterea brusca a taxelor pentru cheresteaua exportata
de noi, ceea ce va provoca importante plati suplimentare din
partea noastra. Rozengoltz** a propus o serie de masuri care

32 [bidem.

3 Aokymeumuvt sHewsHeri noiumuku. Tom 11. 1 susaps — 31 okms-
bps 1928 2, Mocksa, «IocypapcTBeHHOe lI3AaT€ABCTBO MOAUTUYECKON
AUTEpPATYpbl», 1966, cTp. 42-46.

* Rozengolt Arcadii Pavlovici — comisarul poporului pentru comertul
exterior al URSS (22 noiembrie 1930-14 iunie 1937).
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ar obliga japonezii si anuleze aceste taxe. El a sugerat sa redu-
cem importurile de mérfuri din Japonia (ceai), sd introducem
taxe pentru ceaiurile verzi, si cerem anularea taxelor la expor-
tul de cherestea in contextul incheierii contractelor privind
pescuitul si vanzarea crabilor, s initiem o campanie de presa
impotriva incheierii acordurilor privind apele teritoriale pana
la anularea taxelor vamale etc. Desigur ca astfel de masuri,
luate de noi, pot complica grav relatiile noastre cu Japonia, si
asa afectate din cauza problemelor pescuitului. Am améanat
chestiunea pani pe data de 20 [septembrie] si va cerem sa ne
comunicati opinia dumneavoastra..”*. Raspunzandu-i, Stalin
il avertiza: ,Cu Japonia trebuie sa fim mai atenti. Trebuie sa
stam ferm pe propriile pozitii, dar tactica trebuie sa fie mai
flexibila, mai precautd. Rozengoltz doreste sd atace. Acum nu
se cade s procedim in felul acesta. Inca nu a sosit timpul pen-
tru ofensiva”®.

In 1936, a expirat Conventia de pescuit din 1928. La 26
mai 1935, guvernul japonez si-a anuntat oficial dorinta de a re-
vizui vechea conventie. Negocierile s-au incheiat in noiembrie
1936 prin parafarea unui acord. Insi, in legitura cu incheie-
rea, in acest timp, de citre Japonia a Pactului Anticomintern
cu Germania, relatiile dintre URSS si Japonia s-au deteriorat
abrupt, incat guvernul sovietic a refuzat si confirme acordul
de pescuit, parafat de ambele parti.

%ok ok

% Craavn u Karanosuu. Ilepenmcka. 1931-1936 rr., Poccuitckui
TOCYAQPCTBEHHDII apXMB COLIMAABHO-TIOAUTHYECKONU cTopur, MOCKBa,
Poccuiickast moamuTmyeckas sHUuKAomepus, 2001, p. 94. http://history.
org.ua/LiberUA/e_dzherela_Stalin_Kaganovsch/e_dzherela_Stalin_
Kaganovsch.pdf.

% Ibidem, p. 101.
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Dincolo de interesele economice, pentru Japonia erau pri-
oritare relatiile sale directe cu Sovietele, atitudinea si actiunile
Uniunii Sovietice in raport cu asteptarile japoneze, si mai putin
chestiunea ratificarii Tratatului Basarabiei. Si pentru guvernul
sovietic normalizarea relatiilor cu Japonia prezenta un interes
aparte. Sovietele realizasera importanta hotaratoare a deciziei
pe care ar fi adoptat-o Japonia in chestiunea ratificarii Tratatu-
lui Basarabiei, respectiv, pentru validarea sau anularea efecte-
lor politico-juridice ale documentului de la Paris. Aceasta, cu
atdt mai mult cu cit Uniunea Sovieticid nu reusise, catre data
inceperii negocierilor cu Japonia, sa determine Marea Britanie
si Franta sa nu ratifice Tratatul Basarabiei®.

Partea sovietica a urmarit constant imbunatatirea rapor-
turilor bilaterale si stabilirea relatiilor diplomatice cu Japonia®.
Negocierile propriu-zise au inceput la Peking, in martie 1924,
intre ambasadorul sovietic, L.M. Karahan, si ministrul japonez
Yoshizawa Kenichi, in contextul in care URSS fusese recunos-
cutd de Marea Britanie si Italia, iar Franta, dupa ce a ratificat
Tratatul Basarabiei, isi anuntase disponibilitatea de a stabili
relatii diplomatice cu guvernul de la Moscova. Nu intamplator,
sarcina negocierii cu Japonia a fost incredintata lui Karahan.
Acesta condusese delegatia sovietica la negocierile sovieto-
romane de la Varsovia in problema Basarabiei*, acum cerand
ministrului Japoniei, in repetate randuri si intr-un mod mai
mult sau mai putin diplomatic sd nu ratifice Tratatul basara-
bean®. Karahan punea aceasta chestiune in fata lui Yoshizawa

% Ton Siscanu, Gheorghe E. Cojocaru, Japonia si Tratatul Basarabiei
(1920-1940), Chisinau, Lexon-Prim, 2021, p. 35.

1. Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 154.

% Este vorba de tratativele preliminare sovieto-roméne de la Varsovia,
din 22 septembrie-25 octombrie 1921.

1. Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 155.
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pentru prima data in mai 1924, cu prilejul discutiilor asupra
conventiei sovieto-nipone privind retragerea trupelor japone-
ze din nordul Sahalinului si compensatiile reciproce: ,,Neluand
deloc in calcul ca Japonia va accepta aceasta (propunerea unei
conferinte ulterioare la care sa se discute despre pretentiile
si datoriile reciproce — n.n.), am hotérét s propun un punct,
pe care si-l folosesc macar ca moneda de schimb — punctul
despre aceea cad ambele parti sunt de acord si anuleze orice
acorduri sau intelegeri care au putut fi incheiate cu terte parti
prin incélcarea drepturilor suverane sau teritoriale ale celei-
lalte parti, precum si care ameninté securitatea uneia sau altei
parti. O asemenea obligatie se ia si pentru viitor. Propunand
acest punct, am avut in vedere in principal protocolul despre
alipirea Basarabiei la Roménia si am sperat ca japonezii vor
pricepe si ca acesta va fi un punct util, insistand asupra caruia
si, poate, renuntind la el, noi vom putea obtine cedari in alte
chestiuni mai esentiale”®. La 24 mai, Yoshizawa era instruit
sa-i prezinte verbal lui Karahan punctul de vedere al guvernu-
lui nipon, si anume sé declare cé, pané cand Puterile europene
interesate de Tratatul Basarabiei nu-l vor ratifica, Japonia nu
va initia procedurile de ratificare®. Karahan urmarea si stre-
coare referinta sa la problema Basarabiei in textul intelegerii
generale®. Nefiind de acord cu contrapropunerea nipond, care
va fi inseratd in conventia bilaterald, la 9 octombrie, Karahan
i-a cerut lui Yoshizawa o noté diplomaticé prin care partea ja-
poneza sa se oblige sd nu ratifice ,,protocolul basarabean”. I s-a
raspuns cd Japonia nu putea promite si nu ratifice Tratatul. La

“ Mocksa — Tokuo. Iorumuka u ounromamus Kpemars 1926 — 1931.
Kuura 2, Mocksa , «Hayka» , 2007, p. 245.

2 M. Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 279.

® Ibidem, p. 280.
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24 octombrie, Karahan a insistat asupra cererii sale, declarand
ca raspunsul japonez era ofensator pentru guvernul sovietic. EI
acuza autoritatile de la Tokio de ,intentii rele’, sugerand a doua
zi sd se convind asupra unui document confidential prin care
guvernul japonez sa dea asigurarile cd nu va ratifica acordul.
Propunerea sa a servit drept baza pentru un viitor schimb de
note intre cele doud parti**.

in fapt, la 20 ianuarie a fost semnaté ,,Conventia privind
normele de baza ale relatiilor dintre URSS si Japonia” si doua
protocoale-anexa (,A” si ,B”) in care erau reglementate rapor-
turile economice bilaterale. Prin Conventia semnatd, se stabi-
leau raporturi diplomatice si consulare (art. 1). Partile au con-
venit asupra negocierii unei noi conventii privind pescuitul in
locul celei din 1907 (art. 3). Partea sovieticé se obliga sa acorde
Japoniei concesii pentru exploatarea zicamintelor minerale, fo-
restiere etc. in teritoriul siu (art. 6). Conform ,Protocolului A”
(art. 3), Japonia se obliga sd evacueze trupele sale de ocupatie
din Sahalinul de Nord catre 15 mai 1925%, Inaltele Parti con-
tractante declarau, in mod reciproc, cé ,in prezent, niciuna nu
este parte la vreun tratat sau aliantd militara si nici la vreo alta
intelegere secreta cu o parte tertd, care ar constitui o incélcare
sau amenintare pentru Pértile contractante” (art. 4)*.

Ion Scumpieru, fost ambasador al Romaniei la Tokio,
sustine ca aceasta declaratie viza chestiunea ratificarii de cétre
Japonia a Tratatului de la Paris privind Basarabia®.

“ Ibidem, p. 281.

K. E. Yepesko, Cepn u MOAOM NPOMUB CaMypaiickozo meya, MOCKBa,
«Beue», 2003, cTp. 8-9; Ambele tiri au ratificat Conventia in luna februarie
1925 (Ibidem, p. 8).

% http://ru.wikisource.org/wiki/KoxBeHuusi_06_0CHOBHBIX_ITPUHLIM [AX
_ssaumoorHoiennit_mexay_CCCP_u_Snonueir_(1925).

*71. Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 155.
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In conformitate cu ,,Protocolul B, Japonia obtinea drep-
tul asupra 50% din suprafata a opt exploatari petroliere din
Sahalinul de Nord, la alegere, si doud concesiuni in domeniul
extractiei cdrbunelui, cu conditia achitarii de la 5% la 15% din
extractia globald de petrol si de la 5% la 8% din cea de carbune,
in functie de zacaminte®,

Inaltele Parti au decis sa faci un schimb privat de note di-
plomatice secrete in ceea ce priveste pozitia lor fata de Tratatul
Basarabiei®. Notele au fost schimbate intre cei doi negociatori
in aceeasi zi de 20 ianuarie 1925, la Peking, cu ocazia semnarii
Conventiei dintre URSS si Japonia®.

Dupé semnarea Conventiei, Karahan ii scria la 25 ianuarie
lui Gh.V. Cicerin, comisarul pentru afacerile externe: ,,...In ceea
ce priveste Basarabia, cu regret, cu toata insistenta mea, n-am
putut obtine de la ei un angajament neconditionat sa nu rati-
fice protocolul basarabean, dar consider ci chiar si o aseme-
nea formuld prezintd un interes anume. Personal sunt convins
ca chiar daca Italia ar ratifica conventia basarabeand, Japonia
putin probabil sa procedeze la fel, daci noi in prealabil am in-
cepe sa exercitim o presiune in aceasta directie”!.

Ion Scumpieru, pe baza documentelor Ministerului ja-
ponez al afacerilor externe, remarca ca nici in cursul negoci-
erilor de la Peking, nici cu alta ocazie, Japonia n-a declarat ca

“K.E. Yepesko, op. cit.,, p. 11.

1. Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 155.

0 Aokymenmbt sHewsHel noaumukuy. Tom 8. 1 susaps — 31 okmsbps
1925 2, Mocksa, «locypapcTBeHHOe JI3AaTeAbCTBO IMOAUTUYECKON
AUTEpPATYpbI», 1963, cTp. 70-73; Conventia a fost ratificata de Prezidiul CEC
al URSS la 20 februarie, iar de imparatul Japoniei la 25 februarie 1925, in-
trand in vigoare a doua zi, dupa schimbul de declaratii intre reprezentantii
diplomatici ai celor doua parti la Peking.

> Mocksa — Tokuo..., p. 328.
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renuntd la ratificarea tratatului. K. Yoshizawa a explicat ca nu
poate promite partii sovietice asa ceva, deoarece ,Japonia are
obligatii juridice si morale” in chestiunea respectiva®.

Dupa ratificarea italiand in martie 1927, Japonia pierdu-
se ultima ,scuzd” pentru amanarea ratificarii. De bunavointa
sa depindea intrarea in vigoare a unui act international, cum
era Tratatul Basarabiei. La Paris, Londra, Roma si Bucuresti,
se credea ca ratificarea japonezi era ca si un fapt implinit. Insa
aceste asteptari erau exagerat de optimiste.

La 15 martie 1927, Karahan 1i cerea insarcinatului cu afa-
ceri la Tokio, V.S. Dovgalevski, sa declare la Ministerul de Ex-
terne nipon ca ratificarea de catre Japonia a Tratatului Basa-
rabiei va produce o impresie categoric negativd asupra opiniei
publice din URSS, ,,cu atat mai mult ca acum numai de Japonia
depinde «legalizarea» din punctul de vedere al puterilor euro-
pene a ocupdrii Basarabiei”*.

La 19 martie, autoritétile de la Tokio au fost avertizate
cd, in cazul in care Japonia va ratifica ,protocolul basarabean’,
actiunea sa va fi considerati ca ,vadit ostild” fata de URSS. Tot-
odatd, era exprimata convingerea ca relatiile dintre cele doud
tari, precum si perspectivele dezvoltarii lor, vor permite opi-
niei publice sovietice s spere cd guvernul japonez nu va urma
exemplul Italiei**. La 22 martie, Biroul Politic al PC(b)US a de-
cis sa se anunte guvernul de la Tokio ca guvernul sovietic era
dispus sa ofere noi facilitéti in sfera pescuitului antreprenorilor
niponi, ,avind in vedere relatiile amicale cu Japonia si tinind
cont de opinia lui Tanaka cé guvernul japonez nu are intentia
de a ratifica protocolul basarabean si sperand ca guvernul ja-

2 [bidem, p. 156.
1. Siscanu, G.E. Cojocaru, op. cit., p. 43.
1. Scumpieru, op.cit., p. 160.
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ponez, intr-adevir, nu are de gand si recurga la acest act nepri-
etenos fatd de noi™.

La 16 iunie, prim-ministrul Tanaka 1i spunea trimisului
sovietic Dovgalevski cé realiza pe deplin ca ratificarea ,pro-
tocolului basarabean” ar fi fost ,un act neloial fatd de URSS’,
dar a observat ca, pe de alta parte, refuzul ratificarii putea fi
interpretat de alte state interesate drept ,,un act neloial” fata de
acestea®®. Lui Dovgalevski i s-au dat instructiunile sa sublinieze
»ferm” in fata autoritétilor de la Tokio ca guvernul sovietic va
considera ratificarea ,protocolului basarabean” drept ,un act
inamical, neloial” si s prezinte argumentele obisnuite in ceea
ce priveste dezinteresul Japoniei de a-l ratifica. Totodat4, tre-
buia sa se arate cd ,politica concreta” a guvernului japonez in
chestiunea Basarabiei trebuia sa se mentina in parametrii de
pand atunci®.

Dupa cativa ani de evolutie mai mult sau mai putin stabila
in plan comercial-economic, raporturile dintre URSS si Japonia
se deterioreaza din cauza incidentelor din 18 septembrie 1931
dintre trupele japoneze si chineze la Mukden, in Manciuria de
Sud, in vecinatatea teritoriului sovietic si a Caii Ferate Chineze
de Est®®. Autoritatile japoneze au acuzat guvernul sovietic de
trimiterea in teritoriul Manciuriei a unor unitati de ,partizani
rosii” formate din ,,comunistii chinezi si coreeni” si de spriji-
nirea cu arme si munitii a armatei chineze. Comisarul pentru
afacerile externe, M.M. Litvinov, a respins toate aceste acuzatii,

% BKII(6), Komunmepn u Anonus. 1917-1941,Mocksa, POCCIIDH,
2001, ctp. 36.

% Mocksa — Tokuo..., p. 134.

*71. Siscanu, G.E. Cojocaru, op. cit., pp. 45-46.

8 Aokymeumuvt sHewsHeri noiumuku. Tom 14. 1 susaps — 31 okms-
opss 1931 2, MockBa, «IocypapcTBeHHOe 1I3AaT€ABCTBO TOAMTUYECKON
AUTEpATypbl», 1968, cTp. 527-530.
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calificindu-le drept insinudri si subliniind cd URSS promova o
politicd a pécii, cid nu se amesteca in treburile interne ale altor
tari si cd respecta suveranitatea si independenta acestora®.

In noiembrie 1936, Japonia impreuna cu Germania incheie
Pactul Anticomintern pe un termen de 5 ani, in scopul contra-
cardrii in comun a activitatii Internationalei Comuniste. Pac-
tul era un raspuns la tactica agresiva a Internationalei a III-a,
aprobata la Congresul al VII-lea din august 1935, de a forma
fronturi populare unite impotriva imperialismului si fascismu-
lui. Germania si Japonia isi luau angajamentul ca, pe durata
pactului, sa nu incheie cu URSS niciun acord politic care sa
contrazica spiritul intelegerii, fara consimtamantul celeilalte
parti (art. 2)%°. Conducerea sovieticd a interpretat formarea
Pactului Anticomintern ca o aliantd militard secreta a celor
doua tiri impotriva URSS. In consecinti, pozitia Sovietelor
fatd de Japonia a devenit mult mai intransigenta. Drept reactie
la invazia armatei japoneze in China de Nord in iulie 1937, la
21 august Uniunea Sovietica a incheiat un pact de neagresiu-
ne cu China, in fapt, o intelegere de ajutor reciproc impotriva
Japoniei. La Societatea Natiunilor, reprezentantii sovietici au
cerut aplicarea unui regim de sanctiuni impotriva agresiunii
japoneze®'. Relatiile sovieto-japoneze se deterioreaza tot mai
mult, fiind marcate de conflicte de frontiera si ciocniri militare
violente, ca cele din iulie-august 1938 din jurul lacului Hasan si
cele din iunie-septembrie 1939 de la Halhin-Gol.

* Ibidem, pp. 654-655.

% B.3. Moaoasikos, Hecocmossuiascs ocv: bepaun — Mocksa — Tokuo,
Mockaa, «Beue», 2004, cTp. 103.

1 A.A. Kowkus, op. cit., pp. 44-45.
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Dupa ratificarea Italiei, Romania isi intensificd demersuri-
le pe langé autoritétile japoneze in vederea ratificarii acordului
basarabean. A fost redeschisa Legatia romana in Japonia, lon
A. Vasiliu fiind numit ministru plenipotentiar si trimis extra-
ordinar. In drum spre Tokio, acesta a avut in vara anului 1927
o discutie la Paris cu ambasadorul Japoniei, Ishii Kikujiro, care
semnase in 1920, in numele térii sale, Tratatul Basarabiei. Re-
ferindu-se la obstacolele care impiedicau autoritatile japoneze
sa ratifice acordul, Ischii a aratat ca Japonia nu putea risca sa
displacé Rusiei, din cauza necesitétii de a incheia Conventia
de pescuit, pentru salvarea populatiei din nordul Japoniei, de-
pendente de pescuitul in aceste ape. Insa in convorbirile lui
Vasiliu cu Tanaka Giichi, prim-ministrul Japoniei, din decem-
brie 1927, dupd sosirea sa la post, acesta i-a declarat ca tara
sa nu avea niciun angajament de a nu ratifica tratatul, doar cé
acest demers nu putea fi ficut la momentul respectiv®®>. Mo-
tivele neratificérii i-au fost expuse pe larg lui Vasiliu de cétre
directorul pentru afacerile politice din Ministerul japonez de
Externe, care i-a prezentat, inainte de toate, multitudinea de
interese economice, politice si geostrategice pe care Japonia
le avea de solutionat cu Sovietele, incepand de la cele privind
pescuitul, concesiunile de petrol, lemn si carbune si incheind
cu cele legate de China, Mongolia sau caile ferate din Manciu-
ria. Daca la data semndrii Tratatului Basarabiei, Japonia era in
relatii inamicale cu Rusia, la momentul discutiei cu diplomatul
roman, guvernul de la Tokio stabilise raporturi diplomatice cu
URSS si intretinea stranse relatii de colaborare economica. I-a
confirmat lui Vasiliu cd Sovietele au cerut Japoniei si nu rati-
fice acordul, dar nu s-a promis nimic in acest sens. Un motiv

621, Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 160.
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al neratificérii invocat de directorul din Ministerul de Externe
japonez era cd, pana atunci, la Tokio s-a auzit doar vocea So-
vietelor. Odata cu redeschiderea Legatiei roméne, urma si se
auda si glasul Romaniei, creandu-se astfel conditiile pentru a
se apropia de o solutie®.

Ratificarea Tratatului Basarabiei era o chestiune de onoare
pentru Japonia, care, totusi, nu putea intelege de ce Sovietele,
care nu erau parte la acordul din 1920, se opuneau cu atata
vehementd ratificarii. Pe de altd parte, diplomatul nipon se
arata nedumerit de ce Roménia isi dorea atat de mult ratifica-
rea tratatului care, fiind contestat de URSS, nu-i putea garanta
frontiera sa de rasérit. La randul ei, Japonia si-ar fi dorit ca cele
doua téri sa ajunga la o intelegere directa in privinta Basarabi-
ei, fapt care i-ar fi permis si ratifice Tratatul de la Paris fara a
jigni pe niciuna dintre ele®.

Demersurile pe langa autoritatile japoneze au fost conti-
nuate de succesorul lui Vasiliu, consilierul Gheorghe Stoices-
cy, in calitate de insarcinat cu afaceri®. La 21 iunie 1929, vice-
ministrul de externe, M. Yoshida, la receptia cu ocazia plecarii
la Bucuresti a noului ministru japonez, Fujita Eisuke, ii spunea
reprezentantului roman: ,,Cat de penibil este pentru Japonia
de a nu fi putut inca ratifica acest tratat, dar ca raporturile
existente intre Japonia si Rusia, de la reluarea relatiilor diplo-
matice, bazate pe numeroase interese politice si economice,
unele pendinte iar altele in curs de derulare, nu-i permit aces-
teia ratificarea pentru moment” Cand Stoicescu a confirmat ca
se ajunsese, intr-adevir, intr-o situatie penibila, fiind pentru
prima data cand Japonia nu ratifica un acord international pe

8 Ibidem, pp. 160-161.
8 Ibidem, p. 161.
8 Ibidem, p. 162.
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care l-a semnat, Yoshida I-a intrerupt, apucandu-l de méana si
spunandu-i in engleza: ,,Do not insist, you only embarrass us
and all we can do is to apologise”. Yoshida nu se indoia, insa, ca
tara sa isi va onora intr-o buna zi semnétura sub tratatul din 28
octombrie 1920%.

Privitor la atitudinea Japoniei in chestiunea ratificirii Tra-
tatului Basarabiei, Stoicescu, ca si Vasiliu, ajunge la aceleasi
concluzii prea putin optimiste. El recomandad Ministerului
Afacerilor Stridine de la Bucuresti s se urmareasca evolutia
relatiilor sovieto-japoneze si, in cazul ricirii acestora, noile
circumstante s fie folosite pentru obtinerea ratificarii.

Semnarea Conventiei pentru definirea agresiunii de la
Londra, din 4 iulie 1933, de catre Uniunea Sovietica si mai
multe téri est-europene, intre care si Romania, a oferit ocazia
presei japoneze sa reia chestiunea ratificarii Tratatului de cétre
guvernul de la Tokio. Se estima cd, prin semnarea Conventiei,
problema Basarabiei a fost solutionata si ca, odata ce Marea
Britanie, Franta, Italia si, mai ales, Rusia, principalul actor in-
teresat, cel care ar fi abandonat astfel pretentiile fatd de Ro-
ménia, au recunoscut starea respectiva, atunci guvernul japo-
nez, ,in virtutea curtoaziei internationale, va trebui sa proce-
deze la ratificarea Tratatului Basarabiei”®. Guvernul insa nu
impartisea aceastd opinie, invocand vechiul laitmotiv: ,,Am
vrea sd ratificam dar avem prea multe chestiuni en suspense in
relatiile noastre cu Rusia, deci trebuie sd asteptam un moment
mai bun”®.

De la inceputul anului 1933, noul ministru de externe al
Romaniei, N. Titulescu, a abandonat orice campanie pentru

% Ibidem, pp. 162-1634; Marcel Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 309.
1. Scumpieru, op. cit., pp. 163-164.

88 Ibidem, p. 164.

%M. Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 315.
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ratificarea japoneza, avand ca pretext esecul de pand atunci de
a determina guvernul de la Tokio s ratifice Tratatul si preocu-
parea de a nu provoca resentimentele Sovietelor. In mod cu to-
tul neasteptat, prin impactul acestei decizii de non-interventie,
la Tokio inceta orice presiune asupra Ministerului japonez de
Externe, oferindu-se implicit Sovietelor ceea ce nu i-au putut
oferi japonezii lui Karahan in 1927 — o améanare a ratificarii
pe un termen nedefinit. Convins cd problema recunoasterii
suveranititii Romaniei asupra Basarabiei se va rezolva in urma
normalizérii relatiilor diplomatice cu URSS si a schimbului
de scrisori sovieto-romén din 9 iunie 1934, Titulescu a dispus
sistarea demersurilor pe langa guvernul japonez in vederea
obtinerii ratificirii’®.

Nici dupa demiterea lui Titulescu, in august 1936, partea
roména n-a reluat demersurile pe langa autoritatile japoneze
in vederea ratificarii Tratatului din 28 octombrie 19207

% %%

Desi din 1932 Romania nu mai abordase chestiunea ra-
tificirii Tratatului Basarabiei de catre Japonia, la 15 februarie
1938, Shigemitsu Mamoru, ambasadorul japonez la Mosco-
va, care declarase anterior la Tokio cd Japonia nu putea rati-
fica acordul din cauza intereselor sale in Rusia, il intreba pe
ministrul roméan in capitala sovieticd, Edmond Ciuntu, daca
Romania mai era interesatd de ratificare. Japonia era dispusa
sa initieze procedura ratificirii acordului”?. La Bucuresti s-a
considerat cd, deoarece Romania nu era in situatia de a redes-
chide problema Basarabiei, nedorindu-se nici sa se aducé vreo

1. Siscanu, G.E. Cojocaru, op. cit., p. 53.
'1. Scumpieru, op. cit., p. 164.
72M. Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 318.
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ofensa guvernului de la Tokio printr-un raspuns negativ, nu era
cazul sd se raspunda la initiativa lui Shigemitsu Mamoru”.

La 30 iulie 1938, in toiul luptelor cu trupele sovietice la
Vest de lacul Hasan (indltimea Changkufeng/Zaoziornaya),
Sighemitsu Mamoru il intreba pe Nicolae Dianu, succesorul
lui Ciuntu, dacd Roméania mai dorea sa obtina ratificarea din
partea guvernului nipon. El constata ca, desi in anii 1933, 1934,
1935 si 1936, cand colabora la conducerea politicii externe a
Japoniei, partea romind nu a pus niciodatd chestiunea rati-
ficarii Tratatului Basarabiei, tara sa nu l-a ratificat, deoarece
Consiliul de Stat, organismul care decidea asupra cursului de
politicd externd, era atunci impotriva amestecului Japoniei in
afacerile de pe alt continent, care n-o priveau direct si care o
puteau angaja la actiuni pe care nu le-ar fi dorit’. In ultimul
timp, insd, sublinia diplomatul nipon, lucrurile s-au schimbat:
Japonia intretinea legaturi stranse cu unele tiri europene, el
considerand c4, in cazul in care RomAania va solicita ratificarea,
Japonia va ratifica tratatul fara vreo dificultate. Mai mult decét
atat, ambasadorul Shigemitsu Mamoru era dispus sa serveasca
ca intermediar intre guvernele de la Bucuresti si Tokio pentru
obtinerea acestui rezultat™.

Drept urmare, la 2 septembrie 1938, Alexandru Cretzi-
anu’®, directorul Departamentului de analiza politicd al Mi-
nisterului de Externe, a elaborat un referat in care isi expune
opinia privind avantajele si dezavantajele eventualei ratificéri a
Tratatului de cétre Japonia la sfarsitul anilor "30.

Inainte de toate, Cretzianu se intreba daca declaratia am-
basadorului japonez la Moscova a fost autorizata de guvernul

3 Ibidem.

“*AMAER, F. 71/1914, E. 2, vol. 24, f. 174.

7> Ibidem.

76 A se vedea si I. Scumpieru, op. cit., pp. 165-166.
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sau si dacd nu reprezenta mai mult o initiativa personald, preci-
zénd c§, in conditiile in care la Bucuresti si, respectiv, la Tokio
activau ambasadele celor doua téri, ar fi fost firesc ca guvernul
japonez sa fi recurs la calea diplomatica obisnuitd pentru a face
Romaniei o comunicare atat de importanta.

In continuare, admitand ca afirmatiile lui Shigemitsu pu-
teau fi conforme cu realitatea si cd guvernul japonez era dis-
pus sa procedeze la ratificare, Cretzianu mediteazd asupra
oportunitatii acestui gest, punand in balanta punctele tari si
slabe ale unei eventuale ratificéri.

La capitolul avantaje, se mentiona: ,In urma ratificirii de
catre Japonia, Tratatul ar intra in vigoare si cele patru Mari Pu-
teri semnatare ar fi definitiv legate de stipulatiunile articolului
1 al Tratatului prin care recunosc suveranitatea noastra asu-
pra Basarabiei. Aceste stipulatiuni dobandesc, in ce priveste
Franta si Marea Britanie, membre ale Societatei Natiunilor, o
importanta speciald, prin faptul ca art. 10 al Pactului preve-
de ca «Membrii Societatilor Natiunilor isi iau indatorirea s
respecte si sd mentie in contra oricarei agresiuni externe inte-
gritatea teritoriala si independenta politicd existentd a tuturor
membrilor Societitei Natiunilor»””’. Se mai aréta ca ,,...chiar
in afara mecanismului Societétii Natiunilor, este folositor sa
posedam un document definitiv prin care Franta, Marea Bri-
tanie, Italia si Japonia ne recunosc Basarabia. Un asemenea
document isi poate avea insemnadtatea in ziua in care s-ar in-
cheia un Pact al Marilor Puteri, si s-ar incerca anume ajustari
teritoriale™”.

Alexandru Cretzianu considera cé ,daca privim chestiu-
nea din punctul de vedere strict al dreptului international, Tra-

77 AMAER, F. 71/1914, E. 2, vol. 24, ff. 183-185 v.
8 Ibidem.
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tatul Basarabiei are mai mult o valoare morald, angajand pe
fiecare semnatar in parte, dar nu constituie un titlu juridic, caci
fatd de Rusia ,acest tratat constituie un «res inter alios acta»”".

Pe de alti parte, autorul referatului constatd cd in-
convenientele ratificirii de citre Japonia ar fi fost mai nume-
roase decat avantajele. El considera c4 ,in ziua in care Tratatul
Basarabiei ar intra in vigoare prin faptul ratificarei Japoniei,
[era posibil] sa se produca o protestare oficiala din partea gu-
vernului sovietic, astfel cum s-a mai produs dupi ratificarea
Frantei si a Italiei. O asemenea contestare a drepturilor noas-
tre ar redeschide intreaga chestiune a Basarabiei care, din ziua
reludrii relatiilor cu Uniunea Sovietica, fusese pusi la o parte
in mod tacit... O protestare rasunitoare a guvernului sovietic
ne-ar readuce la situatia dintre 1918 si 1934 cand asemenea
contestatii oficiale se produceau la fiecare ocazie”®. Intrarea in
vigoare a Tratatului, dupd cum se afirma in referat, ar fi adus in
mod implicit chestiunea Basarabiei in fata Societatii Natiunilor,
unde reprezentantul sovietic avea sa abordeze chestiunea valo-
rii juridice a documentului, reiesind din prevederile articolelor
2 si 9 ale tratatului. In plus, Cretzianu sustinea ci reprezen-
tantul sovietic in Societatea Natiunilor va aminti, intre alte-
le, ca Anglia, Franta si Italia au impus Romaniei sa plateasca
pentru semnatura lor prin acordarea unor despagubiri consi-
derabile supusilor lor expropriati de proprietitile funciare in
cursul reformei agrare din Basarabia. ,Prin art. 8 al Tratatului
Basarabiei, dupa cum se atragea atentia, ne angajam sa luam
asupra noastrd o parte proportionald din datoria publicé a Sta-
tului rus precum si din toate celelalte obligatiuni financiare ale
sale. Desigur cd indata dupd intrarea in vigoare a Tratatului,

7 Ibidem; Afaceri facute intre altii.
8 Ibidem.
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detentorii francezi de rentd ruseascd ar face presiuni asupra
guvernului lor ca sa ne sileasca sa indeplinim aceste obligatiuni
oneroase”®. Un aspect care nu putea fi trecut cu vederea, desi
nu era determinant pentru a lua o decizie. Au fost expuse si
alte dezavantaje.

Cretzianu a examinat si ipoteza in care guvernul japonez
putea aduce in mod oficial la cunostinta autoritatilor romane
hotararea sa de a ratifica Tratatul. In aceasta situatie ipotetica,
Romaénia nu putea cere Japoniei si se abtina de la ratificare,
dar putea solicita sa tind in secret actul ratificirii. ,Am avea
astfel asupra Uniunei Sovietice un mijloc de presiune care ar
putea deveni folositor la un moment dat”®, isi incheia refera-
tul Alexandru Cretzianu, neluand, totusi, in calcul si posibi-
litatea unei tatondri, directe sau prin intermediul unor terti,
din partea Ministerului roman de Externe la Tokio, in vederea
clarificérii disponibilitétii de a ratifica Tratatul si de a pastra
actul de ratificare in taind, pentru momentul potrivit. Fara a
pierde din vedere relevanta actului ratificérii in sine, Cretzianu
avertiza asupra momentului inoportun ales al unei ratificiri
intarziate care putea dduna intereselor tarii. Riscul principal
al ratificrii japoneze, conform lui Cretzianu, viza o reactie de
protest vehement din partea URSS. Raportul sau, totusi, nu
lamureste, cel putin, cateva aspecte: 1) era ratificarea japoneza
atat de intarziatd incat si nu mai conteze pentru autoritétile
de la Bucuresti? 2) se impacaserd acestea cu gandul ca Tratatul
Basarabiei era condamnat sa ramana nefinalizat si uitat prin
sertarele Ministerului de Externe de la Paris, acolo unde tre-
buiau prezentate si ultimele instrumente de ratificare din par-
tea Japoniei? 3) sau, date fiind implicatiile internationale com-

81 Ibidem.
82 AMAER, F. 71/1914, E. 2, vol. 24, f. 185 v.
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plicate ale ratificarii nipone, se optase pentru asteptarea unei
conjuncturi internationale mai favorabile ultimei ratificari? 4)
si, in fine, a fost sau nu consultatd in acest sens si opinia pute-
rilor europene care ratificasera Tratatul?...

In concluzie, in referatul din 2 septembrie 1938, se estima
cd, deoarece dezavantajele intrarii in vigoare a Tratatului erau
mai numeroase decat avantajele, nu era oportun ca Romania
sa insiste, din nou, pe langa guvernul japonez pentru a obtine
ratificarea. Judecata lui Cretzianu punea in balanta avantaje-
le si dezavantajele sau riscurile ratificarii japoneze, altfel spus,
oportunitatea sau inoportunitatea unei decizii pentru stabili-
tatea internationala a tarii la momentul dat. S-a apreciat c4,
pentru interesele largi ale Romaniei, momentul international
traversat (pana la intelegerile de la Miinchen pe contul Ceho-
slovaciei vecine riméneau céiteva saptamani!) nu era propice
unei intdrziate ratificari japoneze, neavand cum sa se stie daca
se va ivi vreodata un alt moment mai prielnic. Complicatiile cu
URSS erau de evitat. Astfel, se ajunsese in punctul cand ,era
randul Romaéniei sa evite orice posibile dificultéti in relatiile
sale cu Sovietele si ea a trebuit sa decline oferta japonezd™.
Desi guvernul roman nu putea sa se dezintereseze de ratificarea
japonezd, conjunctura internationald il presa si reactioneze cu
maxima prudentd fatd de o ofertd prea mult asteptati si prea
mult intarziatd, in acelasi timp, ficutd, in plus, de o maniera
circumspecta.

Drept urmare a pozitiei expuse de Cretzianu, dupa cum
se vede, Ministerul de Externe n-a revenit asupra chestiunii
ratificarii Tratatului Basarabiei de catre autoritétile de la To-
kio. Lipsa reactiei in diplomatie este echivalentd cu un raspuns

8 M. Mitrasca, op. cit., p. 317.
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negativ, dar lasa posibilitati de reinterpretare si de manevra
ulterioard. Tratatul n-a fost ratificat de cétre Japonia si, ast-
fel, n-a intrat in vigoare. Romania raimanea doar cu semnatura
reprezentantului plenipotentiar al Japoniei sub tratatul din 28
octombrie 1920. Insi, aceastd semniturd, confirmati in mai
multe randuri, riméne o probd indubitabila a recunoasterii de
catre Tara Soarelui-rdsare a drepturilor legitime ale statului
romdn asupra provinciei dintre Prut si Nistru.

& kR

La 26 iunie 1940, cu prilejul inmanarii ultimatumului
sovietic asupra Basarabiei si Nordului Bucovinei ministrului
Romaéniei la Moscova, Gheorghe Davidescu, V.M. Molotov,
presedintele Consiliului Comisarilor Poporului si comisa-
rul afacerilor externe al URSS, printre ,argumentele” privind
pretentiile Sovietelor asupra teritoriului romanesc dintre Prut
si Nistru, aréta cd ,ministrul plenipotentiar (Davidescu — n.n.)
a evitat, probabil in mod deliberat, si aminteasca faptul ca
rapirea Basarabiei necesita confirmarea printr-un document
international, calitate detinutd de Tratatul de la Paris, sem-
nat de Anglia, Franta, Italia, Japonia si Romania. Conform
conditiilor tratatului, remarca Molotov, acesta intrd in vigoare
numai dupa ratificarea de catre statele semnatare. Acest tratat
nu are valoare internationald, mentiona Molotov, pentru ci el
nu a fost ratificat de toate statele semnatare”*. Molotov, dupa

8 Relatiile romdno-sovietice. Documente..., p. 328; Molotov a abordat
chestiunea Tratatului Basarabiei la intrevederea din 23 iunie cu ambasadorul
german von Schulenburg, cind l-a informat despre decizia Guvernului sau
de a-i cere Roméniei si cedeze Basarabia si Bucovina. ,Nici macar aliatii ei
nu au ratificat tratatul prin care se recunoaste ca Basarabia apartine Roma-
niei, spunea Molotov. Deoarece Japonia nu a ratificat acest tratat, el nu este
valabil” (Ibidem, p. 316).
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cum se vede, se prevala de neintrarea in vigoare a Tratatului
Basarabiei pentru a demonstra astfel ca Uniunea Sovietica,
pretinzand teritoriul dintre Prut si Nistru, nu se afla in situatia
de a viola vreun acord international. Davidescu n-a lasat fara
replica malitiozitatea comisarului de externe, declarand ca
»nu a amintit de Tratatul de la Paris nu pentru cé acesta din
urma nu este valabil, ci numai pentru cd Roménia nu are ne-
voie de acest argument pentru a justifica unirea Basarabiei cu
Romania. Drepturile istorice ale Romaniei asupra Basarabiei
si Bucovinei sunt mult mai puternice decat semnaturile unor
puteri terte pe documente internationale’, sublinia ministrul
plenipotentiar al Romaniei*. Molotov raspundea cd ,intelege
foarte bine cd ministrul plenipotentiar nu vrea sé foloseasca
drept argument Tratatul de la Paris” El constata astfel cd ,re-
prezentantul Romaniei nu vrea si facé referire la un pact pe
care apare semndtura tarii sale”®. Davidescu se vedea silit sa
repete ca ,nu a ficut referire la Tratatul de la Paris numai pen-
tru cd Roménia are argumente mai puternice decat acest tra-
tat” El ii spunea lui Molotov: ,,Sé ldsdm istoria sa judece cat de
corecta este solutionarea acestei probleme”. In acest punct,
Molotov se arata de acord cu reprezentantul Romaéniei, con-
vins fiind cé ,istoria isi va spune cuvantul”®.

8 Ibidem, p. 330.

8 Ibidem.

8 Ibidem. In telegrama sa la Bucuresti din 27 iunie despre discutia cu
Molotov, Davidescu mentiona intre altele: ,Am raspuns Presedintelui Con-
siliului cd nu m-am referit la Tratatul de la Paris, nu pentru ca acesta n-ar
avea valoare internationald. In argumentarea mea m-am marginit a expune
drepturile imprescriptibile si mai tari decét orice acord international ale Ro-
méniei asupra Basarabiei, drepturi care, dacé pot fi confirmate de un tratat,
nu pot suferi nici o stirbire prin faptul ca unul din semnatari n-a efectuat
ratificarea” (Ibidem, p. 334).

88 Ibidem.
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Referinta lui Molotov la tratatul ramas neratificat de Ja-
ponia, din ziua dramaticé de 26 iunie 1940, era o confirmare a
faptului cd diplomatia sovieticd a urmadrit cu toata atentia, in
cei aproape 20 de ani de la semnare, parcursul acordului de la
Paris, in care problema Basarabiei isi gasise o rezolvare dreap-
td atunci, tinzand sd blocheze intrarea lui in vigoare. Molotov
insusi a confirmat ca ,rapirea” Basarabiei trebuia consacrati
printr-un acord international. Totodat4, a relevat calitatea de
document international a Tratatului din 28 octombrie 1920 si
n-a ratat ocazia de a ardta ca acesta n-avea vreo valoare juri-
dicd, ceea ce era un indiciu cg, in optica sovieticd, un Tratat
al Basarabiei intrat in vigoare ar fi ridicat probleme delicate
pentru URSS. Neintrarea in vigoare a Tratatului a facut mai
usoard invazia Basarabiei la 28 iunie 1940. Prilejul de jubilare
diplomatica a lui Molotov se datora neratificarii Tratatului de
catre Japonia, si nu nerecunoasterii acordului de catre guver-
nul sovietic, dupd cum s-a pretins in toti acei ani. Or, Tratatul
Basarabiei, chiar si neratificat de Japonia, nu era lipsit de ,va-
loare” argumentativa nici chiar in ochii celor mai mari adver-
sari ai acestuia, in caz contrar n-ar fi fost repus pe tapet de
seful diplomatiei sovietice in momentul in care Armata Rosie
se pregitea sd treacd Nistrul.
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ROMANIA, CONFERINTA DE PACE DE LA
PARIS (1919) SI SISTEMUL DE PROTECTIE
A MINORITATILOR DE RASA, DE LIMBA
SI DE RELIGIE'

Lucian Leustean?

Abstract

Ion L.C. Brdtianu, Prime Minister of Romania and head
of his country’s delegation to the Paris Peace Conference of
1919, vehemently opposed the establishment of a system for the
protection of national minorities. He preferred to resign rath-
er than sign the treaty obliging the Romanian state to accept
special protective conditions for its minority citizens. Finally,
Romania was the founding state of the League of Nations and
participated from the beginning in the system of protection for
minorities ,,of race, language and religion” organized by the Ge-
neva forum. However, despite the genuine enthusiasm shown by
the Romanian political leaders towards the general goals of the
League of Nations, the issue of minority protection remained a
delicate subject. Romanian and foreign historians have dealt
with this subject, but we believe that a new prespective is nec-
essary, based on new archival discoveries and a more balanced
approach.

Key words: Paris Peace Conference, minorities, League of
Nations, minority protection system

1O versiune usor diferitd a acestui text a fost publicata in limba englez&
in Journal of Romanian Studies, vol. 1, nr. 2/2019, Ibidem Verlag, Stuttgart,
pp. 27-46.

2 Lucian Leustean este profesor universitar doctor in cadrul Facultatii
de Istorie a Universititii ,,Alexandru Ioan Cuza” din Iasi, Roménia.
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Din perspectiva Roméniei, Conferinta de Pace de la Paris
de dupd Marele Rédzboi a fost un moment rarisim, cand tara,
prin reprezentantii ei, a reusit sa-si atinga obiectivele natio-
nale majore, fird sa fie coplesitd sau complexata in relatia cu
cei care stabileau noua ordine internationald. Nici atunci ima-
ginea tdrii si a liderilor ei nu era tocmai favorabild, dar acest
fapt nu s-a constituit intr-un obstacol insurmontabil. Docu-
mentele perioadei si literatura memorialisticd stau marturie in
privinta faptului c4, la forumul pacii de la Paris, seful delegatiei
romédne era, practic, detestat de citre multi dintre participanti.
Unul din membrii delegatiei americane, maiorul Stephen Bon-
sal, scria in jurnalul sdu: ,Una din neplacerile marcante ale
presedintelui Wilson este aversiunea fatd de Bratianu, spran-
cenatul prim-ministru al Roméniei, cu caracterul sidu bizantin
notoriu”; americanii il porecleau pe liderul roman ,Taurul™.
Diplomatul britanic Harold Nicolson il considera: ,....o femeie
cu barbd, un impostor de fortd, un intelectual de Bucuresti, un
om dintre cei mai neplicuti”. Diplomatul francez Jules Laro-
che era de pérere ca prestatia liderului roman in sustinerea re-
vendicarilor teritoriale ale tarii sale fusese ,nesatisfacatoare”.
Ministrul britanic la Bucuresti, Rattigan, ii scria sefului sau,
lordul Curzon, la 8 octombrie 1919: ,DI Britianu este cu si-
guranta un patriot, dar caracterului sdu ii lipseste adaptabili-
tatea necesard unei asemenea activitati (cea de la Conferinta
de Pace), si se pare ca a reusit si-i exaspereze pe toti cei cu
care a intrat in contact prin caracterul excesiv al pretentiilor
sale si prin maniera cumva arogantd si nesupusd in care le-a

3Stephen Bonsal, Suitors and Supplicants. The Little Nations at Versail-
les, Prentice Hall, New York, 1946, p. 169.

*Harold Nicolson, Peacemaking 1919, Methuen, London, 1965, p. 248.

>Jules Laroche, Au Quai d’'Orsay avec Briand et Poincaré, 1913-1926,
Hachette, Paris, 1957, p. 74.
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prezentat”. Asemenea caracteriziri, evident subiective si exa-
gerate, au ajuns sa se constituie in unicele surse de inspiratie
pentru unii istorici contemporani, altfel extrem de apreciati,
precum Margaret MacMillan, al cérei capitol despre Romania
la forumul pécii nu face decit sa reitereze asemenea idiosin-
crazii si sa ajunga la concluzii vehement antiroménesti’.

Nici alte sinteze istorice dedicate Conferintei de Pace de
la Paris, de la celebra istorie cvasi-oficiald realizatd in 1921 de
un colectiv coordonat de H.W.V. Temperley® si pana la lucrarile
apdrute in ultimele decenii, ai caror autori sunt nume consa-
crate in breasla istoricd, precum Alan Sharp’, Erik Goldstein'®,
printre altii, nu au privit Romania intr-un mod favorabil, nu au
acordat credit liderilor romani, nu le-au apreciat eficienta cu
care si-au atins obiectivele sau abilitatea cu care au fructificat o
conjunctura favorabila, dar cel putin nu au imbratisat o viziune
antiroméaneasca simplista, precum cea a Margaretei MacMillan.
Singura monografie apuseana despre Romania la forumul pari-
zian al pacii are o abordare mai echilibratd, dar usor schizoida,
de atractie-respingere fata de liderul romén Ion I.C. Brétianu.
Din picate, lucrarea, avand la bazi o disertatie doctorald, este
veche, iar autorul, cu influenta minora in fluxul istoriografic oc-

® Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939 (DBFP), E.L.
Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), First Series, VI, 1919 (London: Her
Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1956), p. 280.

"Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919. Six Months that Changed the World,
Random House, New York, 2003, pp. 125-135.

8 A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, HW.V. Temperley (ed.), 6
vol,, Institute of International Affairs, Henry Frowde and Hodder & Stough-
ton, London, 1921.

° Alan Sharp, The Versailles Settlement, Peacemaking after the First
World War, 1919-1923, Third edition, Palgrave, London, 2018.

0 Erik Goldstein, The First World War Peace Settlements, 1919-1925,
Routledge, London and New York, 2013.
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cidental'. De asemenea istoricii care au scris despre chestiunea
minoritatilor ,de rasd, de limba si de religie” la Conferinta de
Pace de la Paris, despre avatarurile care au marcat conceperea
sistemului de protectie minoritard, n-au fost tocmai favorabili
Romaniei, fie cd au scris in anii interbelici'?, fie dupa al Doilea
Rézboi Mondial®® sau in perioada recenti'.

Singurul autor apusean care nu trateaza cu ostilitate sau
cu dezinteres Romania la Conferinta de Pace de la Paris este
istoricul francez de origine romana, profesorul Carol Iancu, ale
carui lucrari din ultimele decenii au intrat in circuitul stiintific
international'®. Insa istoricul francez are tendinta de a suprali-

1 Sherman D. Spector, Rumania at the Paris Peace Conference, Book-
man, New York, 1962 (Sherman David Spector, Romdnia si Conferinta de Pace
de la Paris, Diplomatia lui Ion 1. C. Bréitianu, Institutul European, Iasi, 1995).

2 Carlile Aylmer Macartney, National States and National Minorities,
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1934 (2nd edition, Russell & Russell, Lon-
don, 1968); Oscar 1. Janowsky, The Jews and Minority Rights (1898-1919),
Columbia University Press, New York, 1933.

BErwin Viethaus, Die Minderheitenfrage und die Entshehung der Min-
derheitenschutzvetrdge 1919, Holzner, Wiirzburg, 1960.

14 Mark Levene, War, Jews, and the New Europe, The Diplomacy of
Lucien Wolf, 1914-1919, The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, Lon-
don, Portland, 1992; Carole Fink, Defending the Rights of Others, The Great
Powers, The Jews, and International Minority Protection, 1878-1938, Cam-
bridge University Press, 2006.

5 Démancipation des Juifs de Roumanie (1913-1919). De linégalité ci-
vique aux droits de minorité: loriginalité d'un combat a partir des guerres
balkaniques et jusqu’a la Conference de paix de Paris, Préface de Charles-
Olivier Carbonell, Université Paul Valéry, Montpellier, 1992; Le combat in-
ternational pour lémancipation des Juifs de Roumanie. Documents et témoi-
gnages (1913-1919), Université de Tel Aviv, Centre Goldstein-Goren, Institut
de Recherche de la Diaspora, Tel Aviv, 1994; Les Juifs en Roumanie (1919-
1938). De lémancipation a la marginalisation, Préface de Pierre Guiral et
postface de Gérard Nahon Editions Peeters, Paris-Louvain, collection de la
Revue des Etudes juives, 1996; The Jews in Romania (1866-1919). From Ex-
clusion to Emancipation, New York, East European Monographs, Columbia
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cita rolul Frantei si cel al evreilor francezi si romani in chesti-
unea aparitiei sistemului de protectie a minoritéitilor nationale
la Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919-1920).

Pe de alta parte, cu totul paradoxal, nici istoriografia ro-
mand nu a acordat o importanta reald participarii Romaniei la
Conferinta de Pace de la Paris, dovada ca nu exista un studiu
monografic consistent dedicat acestei teme. Singura lucrare
care ar putea contesta asertiunea de mai sus este cea apartinand
unui colectiv de istorici, apdruta in 1983, la aniversarea a 65 de
ani de la Unirea din 1918, dar care este departe de a indepli-
ni cerintele unei lucréri de referinta'. E, mai curand, un pro-
dus al istoriografiei national-comuniste, destinat in principal
confruntirilor pe teme nationale si ideologice din epoca. In
rest, sunt doar unele volume de documente, oricum nu foar-
te multe, dar si articole si capitole din carti, insa foarte putine
dintre acestea au cipdtat o relevantd internationald, mai ales
pentru cd nu au aparut in limbi de circulatie internationala. O
comparatie, fie si superficiald, cu istoriografiile térilor din Eu-
ropa Centrala si Résdriteand pe aceasta problematica este net
defavorabild istoriografiei roméne: polonezii, cehii si slovacii,
iugoslavii si grecii au scris sensibil mai mult, iar pentru ger-
mani si maghiari reuniunea de pace de dupa Marele Rézboi s-a
constituit intr-un subiect de prim-ordin, caruia i s-a dedicat o
literaturd imensa. In cazul maghiar, Trianonul rdmane si astazi
o obsesie nationald, primind un tratament istoriografic de prim
rang, augmentat si prin fonduri guvernamentale consistente.

University Press, 1996, 191 p.; Les Juifs de Roumanie et la solidarité interna-
tionale : Documents diplomatiques inédits (1919-1939), Montpellier, Univer-
sité Paul Valéry, 2006.

16 Constantin Botoran, Ion Calafeteanu, Eliza Campus, Viorica Moisuc,
Romdnia si Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1918-1920). Triumful principiului
nationalitdtilor, Ed. Dacia, Cluj-Napoca, 1983.
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Cum s-ar putea explica cele douid fenomene, adicé perife-
rizarea si minimalizarea accentuate ale activitatii romanesti la
forumul parizian al pacii, pe de o parte, si inconsistenta isto-
riografici roméaneasca pe aceastd tema, pe de alta? In primul
caz, explicatiile sunt variate, dar preponderentd este batalia
propagandisticd pe care statul roman a pierdut-o atunci si ul-
terior. Ne referim la chestiunea protectiei minoritatilor, in spe-
cial a evreilor, domeniu in care guvernantii de la Bucuresti au
fost implicati in permanenta dupa 1878, mai ales din perspec-
tiva obtinerii cetateniei ,in bloc” de catre ,striini”. Opozitia
romaneasca in aceasta chestiune, obstacolele eficiente ridi-
cate de autoritéti in perioada de pana la Primul Razboi Mon-
dial in calea ,impamantenirii” ,necrestinilor’, rezistenta de la
Conferinta de Pace de a se infiinta un sistem de protectie a
minoritétilor, inversunarea cu care Ion I.C. Bratianu a com-
batut asa-numitul Tratat al minoritatilor si s-a opus semnarii
sale, preferand chiar demisia din pozitia de premier, toate aces-
tea au declansat si alimentat un razboi propagandistic cu cei
afectati de aceste actiuni si atitudini, confruntare pe care statul
romdn nu avea cum s-o céstige, lipsit fiind de capacitatile, re-
sursele si afinitatile internationale necesare. Efectele infrangerii
au fost implacabile: imagine externa nefavorabila, etichetarea
permanentd a poporului, a statului si a liderilor romani ca fiind
»antisemiti’, sintagmd cu conotatii din ce in ce mai negative
dupi 1945, repercusiuni pernicioase in plan politic si econo-
mic, precum si inevitabile efecte in istoriografia internationala,
de genul celor amintite mai sus.

Pe de alta parte, dezinteresul relativ al istoriografiei
romanesti fatd de prestatia liderilor romani la reuniunea pa-
riziand de pace are cauze diverse. In perioada comunists, mai
ales pentru istoria secolului al XX-lea, grila ideologica era
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preaputernicd, ceea ce reducea Conferinta de Pace la o reuni-
une a imperialistilor, care nu a recunoscut primul stat sovietic,
nici doleantele micilor puteri. Dupé ce comunismul roméanesc
a fost imbricat in straie nationale, partea finald a asertiunii
de mai sus a devenit prevalenta. Iar, dupa 1989, altele au fost
prioritatile unei istoriografii aflate in convalescenta dupa ma-
rasmul prin care trecuse. Nu in ultimul rdnd, nu s-a scris prea
mult in Romania despre pacea de dupa Marele Razboi si mai
ales despre inceputurile proiectului de protectie minoritara
din ratiuni de suficienta. Istoriografia roméana era incantata
de ceea ce obtinuse statul romén, mai ales ca succesul fuse-
se nu numai magnific, dar si cu totul neasteptat, astfel cd nu
péreau necesare explicatii complexe, considerate a fi apanajul
invinsilor, care trebuiau si-si rationalizeze esecul.

Ce ne propunem noi in cadrul acestui text este sa schitdim
o noud imagine, mai echilibrata, fara sentinte definitive si
etichetéri simplificatoare, a ceea ce s-a intamplat la Paris in
1919-1920 din coroborarea perspectivei Romaniei si cu aceea
a conturdrii unui sistem de protectie a minoritatilor ,,de rasa,
de limba si de religie” E nevoie de o relectura a documentelor
deja publicate, de un aport documentar inedit, ca si de o critica
istoriografica lipsita de prejudecati si complexe a ceea ce s-a
scris pand acum in domeniu. In acelasi timp, articolul nostru
este doar o primd componenta a unui proiect mai vast, menit a
fi finalizat in cativa ani, printr-o lucrare monografica.

Relevanta pentru batalia propagandistica — in cadrul care-
ia Romania, in 1919, deja avea de recuperat un handicap apa-
rent insurmontabil — este corespondenta purtata in aprilie-mai
1919 intre William H. Taft, la acea data fost presedinte al Sta-
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telor Unite si viitor judecator al Curtii Supreme, singurul ame-
rican care a detinut ambele functii, si Thomas Tileston Wells,
consul general onorific al Roméniei la New York. Americanul
Taft ii scria americanului Wells despre cit de dezonoranta
considera el ca fusese atitudinea din trecut a Romaéniei fati de
evrei'’, cum guvernul roman isi incalcase promisiunile facute la
Congresul de la Berlin si, drept consecintd, nu se putea opune
niciunei conditii ce-i fusese impusa ca o contrapondere pentru
acordarea unor beneficii majore, atat la Berlin, cét si la actuala
reuniune de pace de la Paris'®. Consulul ,roman” ii replica ilus-
trului sdu conational ca evreii sosisera relativ tarziu in Princi-
patele Romane, dupa 1830, ca nu putuserd primi in bloc ,im-
pamantenirea’; ca reprezentantii roméani nu fusesera ascultati
la Berlin, iar Rusia a preluat sudul Basarabiei, ceea ce i-a facut
pe romani resentimentari, emanciparea populatiei evreiesti si
introducerea sufragiului ,universal” nefiind adoptate decat la
finalul Marelui Razboi". Taft nu se lasa deloc convins de bune-
le intentii enuntate de autoritatile de la Bucuresti, nici de noua
legislatie romaneasca, ci insista pe impunerea de noi conditii
la nivel de tratat international, deoarece ,vehementa impotriva
evreilor pare sa nu tind cont de niciun fel de argument, ceea ce
n-ar trebui sa se intdimple™.

Schimbul epistolar acid dintre doi americani, unul fiind
un celebru fost presedinte, iar celdlalt un reprezentant onori-

17,,I cannot but consider the course of Romania in respect to the Jews
are most dishonorable in the past. It may be, as you say, that they changed
the law now so as to comply with the promises made so many years ago and
so outrageously violated” (Arhiva Ministerului Afacerilor Externe (AMAE),
fond Paris, vol. 53, f. 162).

8 Ibidem, f. 165.

9 Ibidem, ft. 163-164.

2 the bitterness against the Jews seems to override every consider-
ation, and it ought not to be so” (Ibidem, f. 162).
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fic al Romaniei, nu trebuie inteles nicicum ca un caz izolat, ci
doar ca o manifestare a tensiunilor extinse pe multiple planuri
dintre Romania si Statele Unite ale Americii. De altfel, inca din
perioada de inceput al reuniunii de pace, ianuarie-martie 1919,
relatiile Romaéniei cu puterile diriguitoare ale Conferintei de
Pace de la Paris nu erau dintre cele mai fericite, iar anxietétile
delegatiei romanesti erau din ce in ce mai pronuntate. Scri-
soarea pariziand a lui Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, adresata lui
Iuliu Maniu, la 20 martie 1919, este revelatoare in acest sens:
»..Mosi la francezi, mosi la englezi, la americani, la italieni. In
comisii apoi oameni sub 30 si 40 de ani. Dar mosii au votul.
Nu e nicio reavointa, insa fiecare isi pizeste interesele, jelos sa
nu i-o ia celdlalt inainte [...] trebuie s& fim pregatiti, ca luand
lupta, sé ne facem insine dreptate apiarandu-ne de bolsevism,
spre Ukraina si dandu-i pe unguri peste Tisa, iar pe sarbi peste
Dunare, in momentul potrivit. Si vis pacem, para bellum. Sar-
bii, asa balcanici cum sunt, le impun cu nesupunerea lor mai
mult unor babe in pantaloni decat noua ca element de ordine
si de disciplind. Maghiarii, cu fanfaronadele, coruptia si pozele
lor belicoase, azi méaine vor fi tratati ca aliati, de nu vom sti da
vreo doud peste teastd. Ei vor fi chemati numai sa iscéleasca,
dar stii tu cum stiu ei sd suceasca si sa rasuceasca vorbele. Pe
atunci imi prepar arsenalul de hartie, tu pregiteste-1 pe cel de
otel, caci acela procura respect si acestuia™!.

Incercarile delegatiei roméane de captatio benevolentiae,
pe canale oficiale si neoficiale, fata de cei care aveau capacitate
de decizie la Paris nu s-au bucurat decat de un succes parti-

2 Arhivele Nationale Istorice Centrale (ANIC), fond Vaida-Voevod,
dos. 42, ff. 3, 10; Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, Scrisori de la Conferinta de pace
Paris-Versailles 1919-1920, Ed. Multi Press International, Cluj-Napoca,
2003, pp. 53, 60.
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al. S-a utilizat o varietate de metode: de la memorii oficiale si
pana la pranzuri si cine de tatonare, de la propaganda in presa
pariziand si din celelalte capitale aliate si pana la apelarea la
»arma diplomatica secretd’, adicé la farmecul personal, cvasi-
unanim recunoscut, al reginei Maria*”’. Mai mult decat atat, la
sugestia lui Ion I.C. Britianu, Vaida-Voevod impreuna cu alti
sapte membri ai delegatiei romane au aderat la francmaso-
nerie®®, ceea ce a permis obtinerea de informatii utile pentru
oficialii roméni de la Paris, precum si un acces sporit la presa
franceza. In pofida acestor eforturi, doleantele romanesti nu au
gésit intotdeauna receptorii pe care i-ar fi vrut in cadrul foru-
rilor de conducere ale Conferintei, de multe ori delegatia sta-
tului roman impartdsind senzatia cd nu era ascultata. Roma-
nia, cum spunea unul din putinii contemporani care nu s-au
exprimat nefavorabil la adresa statului romén, ,a fost tratata
precum Cenusareasa de catre mama sa vitregda”**. Este de inte-
les, in acest context, patetismul prim-ministrului roman: ,,Am
fost de mai multe ori pe punctul de a protesta, intorcaindu-ma
in Romania si dandu-mi demisia. Un exces de constiinta a da-

2 Regina Maria si-a petrecut lunile martie-aprilie 1919 la Paris si Lon-
dra, sperand ca printr-un ,succes de jolie femme” sa favorizeze cauza ro-
méneascé (vezi Maria, Regina Romaniei, Insemndri zilnice (decembrie 1918
— decembrie 1919), vol. 1, Ed. Albatros, Bucuresti, 1996, pp. 72-157). Regina
si-a hiperbolizat reusita (,,...a fost o mare realizare pentru Tara Mea’, p. 156),
unii dintre contemporani au fost ceva mai retinuti, la fel fiind si cei mai multi
dintre istorici. Desi nu a reusit sa influenteze decisiv atitudinea potentatilor
de la Paris fatd de Romania, regina Maria a fost, cu certitudine, cel mai sim-
patizat ,reprezentant” al romanilor la Paris si Londra in primavara anului
1919 (David A. Andelman, A Shaterred Peace. Versailles 1919 and the Price
We Pay Today, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Hoboken, NJ, 2008, pp. 231-235).

% Liviu Maior, Alexandru Vaida-Voevod intre Belvedere si Versailles
(insemndri, memorii, scrisori), Ed. Sincron, 1993, pp. 82-83.

% Dr. Edward J. Dillon, The Inside Story of the Peace Conference,
Harper&Brothers, New York, London, 1920, p. 85.
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toriei mi-a impus obligatia de a indura totul, cat timp va exista
o sperantd de a face sd inceteze aceasta situatie mizerabild”.
Se acumulaserd tensiuni, in lunile de la inceputul anului
1919, pe relatia dintre Roménia si Marile Puteri reunite la foru-
mul péacii de la Paris, dar era evident faptul cd cea mai mare in-
cordare exista in cadrul raporturilor americano-romane. Trei
au fost motivele esentiale ale acestei incordari: confruntarea
militard romano-maghiara, chestiunea petrolului romanesc
si problematica minoritétilor ,de rasa, limba si religie”. Istori-
ografia romand s-a ocupat de aceste probleme®. Unii istorici
romédni chiar au stabilit o legitura extrem de stransa intre dis-
putele asupra petrolului roménesc si tratamentul defavorabil
de care s-a ,bucurat” Roménia la Conferinta de Pace?. Este
indiscutabil ca statele bogate au exercitat o presiune sustinuta,
cu nuante uneori de santaj, asupra statelor aflate in nevoie acu-
td de bani. Aceasta era, de altfel, si situatia Romaniei*. Necesi-
tati de prim ordin, in special de natura alimentara, impuneau
apelul la creditele externe. Cei care puteau imprumuta bani nu
erau decat americanii, britanicii si francezii. Orice cerere de

» Apud Gheorghe Bratianu, Actiunea politicd si militard a Romdniei in
1919 in lumina corespondentii diplomatice a lui lon 1. C. Brdtianu, ed. a Il-a,
Ed. Cartea Romaneasca, Bucuresti, 1940, p. 58.

%Vezi, mai ales, pentru comentarii de substantd, Gh. Brétianu, op.cit.,
pp. 65-104; 1. Ciuperca, Bucuresti-Washington: diplomatie si petrol, in vol.
Relatii romdno-americane in timpurile moderne, Gheorghe I. Florescu (ed.),
Ed. Universitétii ,ALIL Cuza’, lasi, 1993, pp. 171-177; Idem, Dincolo de ,fa-
tada impundtoare” a Conferintei de pace de la Paris, in vol. Romdnii in is-
toria universald, 11.1, Universitatea ,ALIL Cuza’, lasi, 1987, pp. 615-619 (vezi
si David Sherman Spector, Romdnia si Conferinta de Pace de la Paris, Di-
plomatia lui Ion I.C. Brdtianu, Institutul European, Iasi, 1995, pp. 172-195)

% Gh. Buzatu, Romdnia si trusturile petroliere internationale pind
la 1929, lasi, 1981, pp. 111-126; Idem, O istorie a petrolului romdnesc,
Bucuresti, 1998, pp. 120-132.

2 E.J. Dillon, op.cit., pp. 220-226.
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creditare era inevitabil insotitd de conditii foarte brutale, vi-
zénd, in cazul romanesc, avantaje si privilegii in domeniul ex-
ploatarii petrolului roménesc®. De asemenea, Roménia a fost
si tinta unor amenintéri deschise din partea omnipotentului
Herbert Hoover, seful organismului American Relief Adminis-
tration (A.R.A), destinat asigurarii aprovizionérii Europei de-
vastate de razboi®.

In plus, statele mici nu au avut niciun cuvant de spus in
privinta proiectului de tratat cu Germania. Devenise foarte
probabil cd Marile Puteri urmau sé procedeze in acelasi fel si
in privinta tratatelor cu Austria, Bulgaria, Ungaria si Turcia.
In consecinti, reactia statelor mici a fost una de incercare de
coalizare, de realizare a unei abordari comune, intemeiata pe
solidaritatea de interese si teluri®. Factorul coagulant al acestei
cooperari ad-hoc® era reprezentat de nemultumirile comune:
fatd de potentialul sistem de protejare a minoritatilor, fata de
impunerea unei dezarmari ce le-ar fi pus pe acelasi palier cu
statele invinse®, fatd de chestiunea tranzitului comercial si fata

¥ Desavdrsirea unitdtii national-statale a poporului romdn.
Recunoasterea ei internationald. 1918, Documente interne si externe, lon Ar-
deleanu (coord.), Vasile Arimia, Mircea Musat, Ed. Stiintifica si Enciclopedi-
cd, Bucuresti, 1986, vol. IV, pp. 471-477.

% Gh. Britianu, op.cit., p. 68.

3! Constantin Botoran, Romdnia si statele succesorale din centrul si sud-
estul Europei la Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919-1920), in ,Revista de
istorie”, tom 36, nr. 11/1983, pp. 1133-1134.

32Vezi scrisoarea lui Al. Vaida-Voevod catre Iuliu Maniu, trimisa de la
Paris la 11 iunie 1919, in Desdvdrsirea unitdtii national-statale..., vol. I11, pp.
421-432.

3 Les Délibérations du Conseil des Quatre (24 mars—28 juin 1919).
Notes de lofficier interprete Paul Mantoux, tome I, Jusqua la remise a la
délégation allemande des conditions de paix, Editions du Centre National de
la recherche scientifique, Paris, 1955, vol. I, pp. 183-186; Foreign Relations
of the United States, The Paris Peace Conference 1919 (Washington: United
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de asa-numita ,,cotd de eliberare”?, adica preluarea unei anu-
mite parti din datoria publicd austro-ungara si din reparatiile
datorate de defuncta monarhie bicefala®.

Istoriografia romana a acordat, pe buna dreptate, atentie
tratamentului pe care Marile Puteri invingéitoare l-au aplicat
statelor mici la reuniunea pécii de la Paris, precum si incer-
carii esuate a micilor puteri de a realiza un front comun. In
cadrul cercetarii noastre nu ne putem permite si prezentam si
s analizdm toate aspectele acestei probleme, ci ne vom limita
doar asupra unuia dintre acestea, unul cu semnificatie aparte
pentru tensiunile dintre Romania si Marile Puteri — problema
protectiei minoritatilor.

Propunerea formala de a se stabili un sistem juridic inter-
national de protectie a minoritatilor a fost prezentata de cétre
presedintele Woodrow Wilson la o sedintd a Consiliului celor
Patry, la 1 mai 1919%. El s-a referit la exemplele de tratament
rauvoitor fatd de comunitatile evreiesti din Polonia si Roma-
nia, propunind niste clauze de protectie. Documentul care le
continea a fost redactat de David Hunter Miller, un jurist din
cadrul delegatiei americane, care s-ar fi consultat in prealabil
cu reprezentantii statelor interesate si cu cei ai evreilor. Dupa
o discutie la care s-au alaturat David Lloyd George si Georges
Clemenceau, din care a reiesit cd egalitatea in drepturi a tu-

States Government Printing Office, 1946) (FRUS, PPC, 1919), vol. V, pp. 877-
878. Datorita opozitiei energice a tarilor mici din tabara invingatoare, Marile
Puteri au trebuit sa renunte la planul de dezarmare propus de Wilson la 5 iu-
nie 1919 (A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, Harold W.V. Temperley
(ed.), London, 1921, vol. IV, p. 436).

% P. Mantoux, op.cit., vol. IL, pp. 214, 231-232; FRUS, PPC, 1919, vol. V1,
pp. 43-44, 65-66.

% Vezi lon Calafeteanu, Politicd si interes national in Romdnia interbe-
licd, Ed. Enciclopedica, Bucuresti, 1997, p. 24.

3 FRUS, PPC, 1919, vol. V, pp. 393-395, 678-681.
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turor cetatenilor era panaceul pentru boala ce se manifesta
prin lipsa de loialitate a evreilor fata de statele unde traiau, s-a
luat decizia s se infiinteze un Comitet al noilor state, menit sa
identifice solutiile la problema protectiei minoritare, dar si la
alte chestiuni privind statele mici din Europa Centrala si Résa-
riteand.

Ce s-a decis la 1 mai 1919 a fost ceea ce se mai pu-
tea face dupd esuarea incercarii de a se introduce protectia
minoritétilor etnice in proiectul de pact al Ligii Natiunilor,
esec cauzat de contraatacul japonez privitor la egalitatea ra-
selor, un principiu inacceptabil la acea vreme atét in térile eu-
ropene, cat mai ales in Statele Unite. Japonezii au dat lovitura
de gratie propunerii wilsoniene de protectie minoritara printre
statele Ligii*’, dar erau multi altii care nu priveau ideea cu ochi
buni: britanicii, francezii si italienii, pentru a-i aminti doar pe
cei mai importanti*. Asa cum spunea unul din participantii cu
rol major la conceperea sistemului de protectie a minoritatilor,
James Headlam-Morley, ,ar fi presupus dreptul de a interveni
in afacerile interne ale oricarei tari din lume. [...] I-ar fi dat Li-
gii Natiunilor dreptul de a-i proteja pe chinezi la Liverpoool,
pe romano-catolici in Franta, pe francezi in Canada, pentru
a nu mai aminti de cele mai serioase probleme, precum cea
irlandez&”®

O mare influenta asupra desfisuririi evenimentelor in
chestiunea institutionalizarii protectiei minoritare au avut-o
actiunile diverselor delegatii evreiesti la Conferinta de Pace,
atat inainte de 1 mai 1919, cét si dupa aceea. Unele din soli-

3 E.H. Dillon, op.cit., pp. 490-496, 500-502.

¥ C. Fink, op.cit., pp. 154-160, M. Levene, op.cit., p. 235.

% Sir James Headlam-Morley, A Memoir of the Paris Peace Conferen-
ce 1919, edited by Agnes Headlam-Morley, Russell Bryant, Anna Cienciala,
Methuen, London, 1972, p. 113.
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citarile evreiesti aveau si se regiseascd in textele care au stat
la baza sistemului de protejare a minoritatilor, inclusiv formu-
larea ,minoritati de limbd, de rasd si de religie” in locul ace-
leia de ,minoritati nationale’, neagreatd, din motive lesne de
inteles, de organizatiile evreiesti*’. Activitatile bine organizate
ale evreilor*! au avut un impact considerabil asupra formei si
naturii drepturilor minoritatilor*.

In istoriografia romana, dar nu numai, activititile diverse-
lor grupuscule evreiesti de la forumul parizian al pacii par a fi
insumate unui unic organism international al evreilor, compact
si unitar, care era un factor de presiune internationald in favoa-
rea drepturilor evreilor. Noi stim astdzi ca asa ceva nu exista,
ci era doar o iluzie cauzatd, pe de o parte, de prezenta con-
sistentd a unor reprezentanti de extractie evreiasca in cadrul
delegatiilor Marilor Puteri (ministrul de externe italian Sidney
Sonnino, francezii Louis Klotz — ministru de finante — si Paul
Mantoux, interpretul lui Clemenceau, britanicii Edwin Monta-
gu (secretar de stat pentru India) si Lewis Namier, americanii
Louis Brandeis, Felix Frankfurter, Louis Epstein, Henry Mor-
genthau si Oscar Straus, pentru a-i aminti doar pe unii dintre
ei)®, iar, pe de alta parte, de multitudinea reprezentantilor evrei
din diverse organizatii atat occidentale, cat si din Europa Cen-

4 Mark Levene, Nationalism and Its Alternatives in the International
Arena: the Jewish Question at Paris, 1919, in ,Journal of Contemporary His-
tory’, Vol. 28, No. 3 (Jul,, 1993), p. 524.

' Vezi excelent documentata lucrare scrisa de C. Fink, Defending the
Rights of Others..., pp. 133-264.

* Stanislaw Sierpowski, Minorities in the System of the League of Na-
tions, in Ethnic Groups in International Relations, Comparative Studies on
Governments and Non-dominant Ethnic Groups in Europe, 1850-1940, vol.
V, Paul Smith, Kalliopi Koufa, Arnold Suppan (eds.), New York, 1991, pp.
13-14.

M. Levene, War, Jews ..., p. 238.
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trala si Résdriteand, care se perindau in preajma delegatiilor
oficiale. Toti pareau a face parte dintr-un monolit, dar reali-
tatea era cd exista o enorma diversitate de pozitii ale evreilor
despre evrei, iar unele opinii erau nu numai diferite, ci si con-
tradictorii: unii erau sionisti, iar altii asimilationisti; unii erau
moderati, iar altii erau radicali; unii erau cetiteni ai Marilor
Puteri, iar altii veneau din jumétatea rasariteana a Europei. Pe
langa parerile lor diverse, mai existau orgolii concurente, ca si
veleitati aflate in competitie.

Aceastd lipsa de unitate a activitatilor evreiesti de la
Conferinta de Pace de la Paris este astazi reflectatd pe larg in is-
toriografia internationald, dar este interesant ca ea beneficiaza
de concluzii diferite din partea celor trei istorici care au tratat
subiectul pe larg. Daca Mark Levene crede cé ,nu evreii ame-
ricani au contribuit decisiv la forma tratatelor minoritétilor, ci
Lucien Wolf”*, unul din liderii organizatiei evreiesti britanice
Joint Foreign Committee, Carol Iancu, acorda credit in schimb
celor de la Alliance Israélite Universelle®, subliniind insa si
aportul lui Wilhelm Filderman, unul din fruntasii evreilor ro-
mani, aflat la Paris in primévara lui 1919, iar Carole Fink pune
accentul pe rolul jucat de Louis Marshall si Julian Mack, liderii
influenti ai American Jewish Congress, care au preluat conduce-
rea organizatiei preponderent sioniste Comité des Délégations
Juives/Conference of Jewish Delegations”. In acelasi timp, cei
trei istorici scot in evidentd aportul adus de delegatiile Marilor
Puteri la reglementarea protectiei minoritétilor etnice: Mark

“ Ibidem, pp. I1X, 285-298.

4 Carol Iancu, Emanciparea evreilor din Romdnia (1913-1919), Ed. Ha-
sefer, Bucuresti, 1998, pp. 250-255, 257-266.

4 Wilhelm Filderman, Memorii & Jurnale, volumul 1: 1900-1940, Jean
Ancel (ed.), Ed. Hasefer, Bucuresti, 2016, p. 211.

¥ C. Fink, op.cit., pp. 202, 217-226, 259.
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Levene este de parere ca delegatia britanica a identificat com-
promisul necesar, Carol Iancu crede ca francezii au gasit acel
modus vivendi care a scos negocierile din impas, iar Carole
Fink subliniazi caracterul decisiv al contributiei americane la
rezolvarea problemei.

Nu ne propunem noi sa transam aceste tensiuni istorio-
grafice, ci doar ne limitam la a afirma ceea ce toti cei trei isto-
rici au recunoscut inainte de a-si scoate in prim-plan favoritii:
protectia minoritatilor ,de rasd, de limba si de religie” stabilita
la Conferinta de Pace de la Paris a fost rezultatul unor negoci-
eri de natura politicd, neavand caracter umanitar sau altcum-
va, a fost un compromis intre Marile Puteri, intre acestea si
statele implicate in sistemul de protectie, intre toti acesti actori
internationali si organizatiile evreiesti apusene si est-europe-
ne. Ca la orice compromis, fiecare parte a trebuit sa cedeze in
anumite aspecte, nimeni nu a castigat totul, nimeni nu a fost
deplin satisfacut. Fiecare a obtinut mai putin decéat credea ca
e corect, dar alternativa era refuzarea intelegerii, adica s nu
obtind nimic. Paradoxal, dar nici macar statele care s-au opus
acestei intelegeri n-ar fi fost avantajate pe termen mediu si
lung, ci ar fi devenit, mai devreme sau mai tarziu, in cazul in
care nu erau deja, tinte ale oprobriului international, pentru
asuprirea, reald sau exageratd, a minoritatilor etnice si confe-
sionale. In acelasi timp, nu trebuie uitat faptul brut pe care l-a
remarcat unul din membrii Alliance Israélite Universelle, Eu-
gene Sée: ,Treaba Conferintei este de a crea un stat suveran
pentru polonezi, nu pentru evrei”.

Procesul de concepere a principiilor privitoare la protectia
minoritatilor a fost puternic afectat de reactiile statelor direct
implicate. Principala dezbatere a avut loc in cadrul celei de-a

8 Apud Mark Levene, Nationalism and Its Alternatives..., p. 519.
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opta sesiuni plenare a Conferintei de Pace, din 31 mai 1919%.
Proiectul de tratat cu Austria continea prevederi referitoare
la protectia minoritétilor in statele succesoare: Romania, Ce-
hoslovacia, Polonia, Regatul sarbilor, croatilor si slovenilor si
Grecia. Avand informatii din culisele conferintei despre ceea
ce se pregitea, delegati din aceste state (roménii Bratianu,
Misu, Diamandy, Vaida-Voevod, grecii Venizelos si Politis, ce-
hii Kramar si Benes, croatul Trumbic si polonezii Dmowski si
Grabski), chiar inainte de primirea proiectului de tratat, s-au
reunit si au pregatit riposta. Bratianu cerea fermitate, dar unii
erau retinuti, Venizelos chiar afirménd cé ,eu nu am iluzia ca
as reprezenta o tard liberd si independenté. Noi toti suntem la
discretia Marilor Puteri. Eu nu cred ca mé pot opune vointei
lor”. Din discutia ce a urmat, a reiesit ca era nevoie de o actiune
comund a statelor mici, dar mai toti se fereau sé fie purtatorii
de cuvant ai grupului ad-hoc constituit, ceea ce i-a permis lui
Brétianu s preia initiativa: ,dansul, dupa ce satisficuse formei,
oferind onorul celorlalti, nu s-a mai lasat rugat, ci a primit,
[spre] multumirea generald”.

Adunarea generalda a Conferintei din 31 mai 1919 a re-
prezentat cel mai important moment public din disputa
internationald privitoare la drepturile minoritare, iar Ion I.C.
Brétianu a dat glas opiniilor impartésite si de ceilalti lideri cen-
tral si est-europeni in privinta protectiei minoritatilor, chiar
dacd l-au sustinut doar in surdind: minoritarii puteau primi
drepturi speciale doar daca se intampla la fel in toate statele
membre ale Ligii Natiunilor. Bratianu a accentuat ca fondatorii

“ AMAE, Fond 71/1914, partea a II-a, vol. 57, ff. 2-14; Fond 71/Romé-
nia, vol. 372; League of Nations, Archives, United Nations Library, Geneva
(LNA), 1/S336.

% Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, op.cit., pp. 171-177.
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Ligii Natiunilor au violat principiul egalitatii dintre state chiar
din momentul in care organizatia lua fiinta. Suplimentar, s-a
atras atentia asupra consecintelor introducerii unor discrimi-
ndri intre cetdteni in relatiile interne: unii (minoritarii) puteau
face apel la legislatia internationald, iar altii (majoritarii) nu
erau indrituiti sa procedeze astfel. Institutionalizarea inegalita-
tii, din punct de vedere intern si international, parea statelor re-
spective ca o amenintare la adresa dezvoltarii lor armonioase.
Iata cum descria prestatia lui Bratianu un adversar politic
al sdu, transilvineanul Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, cel care avea
sa deving, spre finalul lui 1919, prim-ministru al Roméniei,
fiind si cel care a acceptat semnarea Tratatului minoritétilor:
»Succesul moral obtinut de Britianu a fost absolut. Desi fiecare
din statele mici a prezentat in mare alt punct de vedere, totusi
faptul cd s-au pronuntat toate a fost o manifestatie de solida-
ritate. Nu ai idee cu ce vehementa in gest si in voce a incercat
Clemenceau si-1 intimideze pe Bratianu. Zadarnic, Bratianu isi
are nervii-n frau. Si cand se-roseste de emotie interna, fie su-
parare, fie furie, nu-si pierde capul. [...] I-a replicat lui Clemen-
ceau, si tot asa lui Wilson. Delegatii, care de altd datd motaiesc
fara rusine, ori converseaz, [...] de data aceasta s-au purtat
demn, sub impresia covérsitoare a expunerilor lui Bratianu”'.
Astazi pare firesc ca lon I.C. Brétianu sa fie considerat ,,un

752 sau ,xenofob”??,

nationalist la fel de vehement ca tatél sau
dar totusi etichetdrile sunt incorecte. Liderul roman avea ati-
tudini foarte asemdandatoare cu ale altor conducétori politici
din epocd, din estul Europei, dar si din cadrul Marilor Puteri.

Era un patriot, era reprezentativ pentru tara sa, avea sustinere

L Ibidem, pp. 177-178.
2C. Fink, op.cit., p. 232.
M. Levene, War, Jews ..., p. 256.
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nationald, contestatarii sdi avand influentd redusa. Eterna
comparatie cu Take Ionescu este azi rizibila. Desi Ionescu era
foarte apreciat in capitalele mai marilor lumii si multi l-ar fi
dorit ca prim-ministru, ficind chiar si presiuni in acest sens,
el n-avea cum si reprezinte Roméania la forumul pécii, neavand
sustinere internd nici in vechea Romaénie, nici in provinciile
unite cu tara in 1918.

Multi i-au reprosat lui Bratianu vehementa si radicalismul,
adica lipsa flexibilitatii diplomatice, ca si faptul ca ii irita pro-
fund pe cei ,Irei Mari”*. A fost comparat atat cu Take Ionescu,
cét si cu Venizelos sau Kramar sau Benes, pentru a se evidentia
solutia opusa, cea a adaptarii la cerintele prea puternicilor mo-
mentului. E insa greu de spus astézi care era solutia: mlidierea
cehilor le-a adus succes, dar nu s-a intdmplat la fel cu grecii;
polonezii, sarbii si croatii au alternat atitudinile, iar rezultatele
au fost de diverse feluri. Nimeni nu-i poate contesta lui Bréti-
anu eficienta cu care si-a atins cele mai multe din obiective. In
plus, el era consecvent si consistent: nu putea fi ferm in ches-
tiunea petrolului roméanesc sau a razboiului cu Ungaria comu-
nistd a lui Béla Kun, iar in privinta protectiei minoritétilor sa
cedeze cu usurinta.

In orice caz, confruntarea din sesiunea plenara din 31 mai
1919 a scos in evidentd niste aspecte: statele mici au refuzat s
se supuna fard lupta; Consiliul Suprem a trebuit sé le raspun-
dd in scris delegatiilor din Romania si ,Iugoslavia” si sd res-
pinga propunerile de negocieri ale grecilor si cehoslovacilor;
reprezentantii evreilor nu au fost primiti la discutii si au inteles

*]. Headlam, op.cit., p. 136. ,Bratianu aswered again; while he was
speaking, Lloyd George tourned round, and in a very loud aside said: ,This
damned fellow; he can not even get coats for his soldiers without us!, an ob-
servation which, though it presents a substantial truth, might perhaps been
presented more discreetly”.
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cé nu se incheiase nimic, iar eforturile lor trebuiau intetite, mai
ales in directia influentérii oamenilor de stat occidentali; toti
actorii participanti au inteles cé trebuiau facute concesii, nee-
xistand solutii facile. In plus, nu trebuie uitat faptul ci revolta
condusé de Bratianu a venit la doar doua zile dupa replica in-
grijoratoare a delegatiei germane la proiectul de tratat. Rés-
punsul german continea si referiri precise la dreptul germani-
lor la autodeterminare®.

Una din consecintele actiunii combinate a statelor asa-zis
minoritare a fost scrisoarea lui Georges Clemenceau cétre Pa-
derewski din 24 iunie 1919%. Presedintele Conferintei de Pace
a justificat pe larg telurile tratatelor referitoare la minoritati.
Doar faptul ca existau niste principii protective urma si faci-
liteze, potrivit lui Clemenceau, acceptarea noii situatii de ca-
tre minoritdti®’. Faptul ca Liga Natiunilor urma sé supervizeze
garantarea protectiei minoritatilor urma sa excluda o potenti-
ald interferenta in afacerile interne ale statelor interesate. De
aceea, prevederile referitoare la garantii fuseserd formulate cu
y,maximi scrupulozitate’, astfel incét sa elimine orice caracter
politic din orice disputa care ar putea aparea ca rezultat al apli-
carii acestor prevederi®.

Oricum, intre 31 mai si 24 iunie, deja fusesera facute niste
concesii in privinta tratatului ce urma s fie semnat cu Polo-
nia. Spre exemplu, arbitrul suprem al disputelor pe chestiuni
minoritare devenea Consiliul Ligii Natiunilor, unde deciziile
se luau in unanimitate, deci orice membru avea drept de veto,

% LNA, 1/8336.

% Pablo de Azcarate, League of Nations and National Minorities, An
Experiment, New York, 1972, pp. 166-167.

> C.A. Macartney, op.cit., pp. 238-239.

% George Sofronie, Principiul nationalitdtilor in tratatele de pace din
1919-1920, Ed. Albatros, Bucuresti, 1999, pp. 168-169.
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ceea ce permitea un blocaj relativ facil al unor eventuale con-
damniri severe ale incilcarii tratatului. In toamna, cand rebe-
lii est-europeni, Roménia si Regatul Sarbilor, Croatilor si Slo-
venilor, trebuiau adusi la ordine si facuti sa semneze Tratatul
cu Austria si tratatele minoritétilor, pe care refuzasera sa le
accepte in septembrie 1919, s-au facut noii concesii, in cazul
romanesc disparand asa-numitele ,clauze evreiesti” (articolele
10-11 din ,tratatul polonez’, adicé cele privitoare la comitetele
evreiesti si, respectiv, la Sabat)®, ca si orice referire la Tratatul
de la Berlin. Istoria cvasi-oficiala a Conferintei de Pace con-
semna: ,Atitudinea romanilor in aceasta privinta nu este usor
de inteles. Ei par sa fi considerat intregul sistem cu asemenea
neplédcere incat au respins orice referire la el si si-au dus aceas-
ta atitudine pana la nivelul la care n-ar fi acceptat nici macar
o inlaturare formald a obligatiilor lor; au preferat sa actioneze
ca si cum aceste obligatii n-ar fi existat”®. A aparut insi o vag
conceputd autonomie locald pentru germani si maghiari in
chestiuni scolare si religioase®'.

In toamna anului 1919, inainte de semnarea de citre Ro-
mania, la 10 decembrie, a Tratatului minorititilor, au fost
consemnate niste presiuni fara precedent la adresa statului ro-
méan. Spre exemplu, ultimatumul Conferintei de Pace la adre-
sa Romaniei, din 15 noiembrie, a fost primul text cu adevirat
transant trimis romanilor: era comentata politica de tergiver-

% Viorel V. Tilea, Actiunea diplomaticd a Romdniei, nov. 1919 — mart.
1920, Tipografia Poporului, Sibiu, 1925, pp. 31-32; Carol lancu, Lupta
internationald pentru emanciparea evreilor din Romdnia, Documente si
mdrturii, vol. I (1913-1919), Ed. Hasefer, Bucuresti, 2004, pp. 285-291.

H. Temperley, op.cit., vol. V, p. 149.

¢ David Hunter Miller, My Diary at the Conference of Paris with docu-
ments, vol. XIII, New States (Minorities), Appeal Printing Company, New
York, 1924, pp. 267-288, 296-297, 551-562.
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sare practicatd de guvernele de la Bucuresti, era amendata
atitudinea romaneasca de a incerca sa trateze de pe pozitii de
egalitate relatiile cu forumul parizian: ,guvernul roman con-
tinua de trei luni si jumatate sa negocieze cu Conferinta ca de
la putere la putere, fara si tind seama de alte drepturi si inte-
rese decat ale sale si refuzénd sa accepte sarcinile solidaritatii,
voind totusi sd beneficieze de avantagii’, li se cerea roménilor
sa se conformeze imediat deciziilor adoptate de catre Confe-
rinta de Pace in privinta retragerii din Ungaria, a incetarii re-
chizitiilor si semnarii tratatului cu Austria si a celui referitor
la protectia minoritatilor. Romania avea la dispozitie opt zile
pentru a se supune ordinelor venite de la Paris, in caz contrar
ea urmand si fie indepartata din randurile Aliatilor, exclusa de
Conferinta de Pace, iar misiunile diplomatice ale Marilor Pu-
teri urmand s fie retrase de la Bucuresti: ,,Consiliul Suprem se
va vedea constrans, cu cel mai profund regret, sa rupa relatiile
cu Romania, dar cel putin are constiinta ca a impins rabdarea
péana la cele din urma limite”2.

Prima reactie a guvernului Vaitoianu la amenintérile in-
cluse in ultimatumul aliat a fost de respingere a conditiilor im-
puse de cei de la Paris. S-a redactat un raspuns ferm®, acesta
fiind chiar inaintat ministrilor aliati de la Bucuresti, la 29 no-
iembrie 1919, ins3, la insistentele acestora, pand la urma s-a
renuntat, lasindu-se sarcina replicii pentru cabinetul ce urma
sa fie alcatuit in urmatoarele zile®. Tot in acele zile din a doua
jumatate a lunii noiembrie, regele Ferdinand a adresat o scri-
soare presedintelui Frantei, regelui Marii Britanii si regelui

2 FERU.S., PPC., 1919, vol. IX, pp. 176-179, 182-184; D.B.EP., vol. 1I,
pp. 311-312.

% D.B.EP.,vol. VI, pp. 445-450; Desdvdrsirea unitdtii national-statale...,
vol. V, pp. 236-244.

% D.B.EP., vol. VI, pp. 443-445.
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Italiei, protestind impotriva tratamentului la care era supus
statul roman la Conferinta de Pace si solicitind interventiile
respectivilor sefi de state pe langa guvernele din tarile lor®.
Acest mesaj al suveranului roman a starnit ménia celor din
Consiliul Suprem al Conferintei Pacii, deranjati de abordarea
prea putin constitutionala a lui Ferdinand®. Pe de altd parte,
meritd remarcat faptul cd scrisoarea suveranului romén nu a
fost trimisa si presedintelui american Woodrow Wilson, ceea
ce era si o impolitete, si un indiciu cd romanii nu considerau ca
ar mai putea obtine ceva din partea Statelor Unite, date fiind
animozitatea delegatilor americani fatd de Romania si nerati-
ficarea de catre Congres a actelor semnate la reuniunea pacii
de la Paris. In orice caz, incercarea lui Ferdinand s-a dovedit
infructuoasa.

Termenul limitd stabilit in ultimatumul din 15 noiembrie a
fost ulterior extins in mai multe randuri®, datorita crizei de gu-
vern de la Bucuresti, precum si datorita ofensivei bolsevice din
Ucraina ce reactiva amenintarea comunista impotriva Roma-
niei®®. Cand a devenit clar faptul cé Ionel Bratianu nu mai urma
sa detina nicio posturi oficiald in cadrul noului cabinet rezul-
tat in urma alegerilor din Romania®, Georges Clemenceau a
renuntat la vehementa sa impotriva Bucurestilor. Iar, datorita
insistentelor sale, secondat fiind si de reprezentantul italian in
Consiliul Suprem, s-a prelungit termenul in care statul romén
trebuia sa se conformeze ultimatumului. In plus, premierul
francez a avut o intrevedere, la 4 decembrie, cu Victor Anto-

% Desdvarsirea unitdtii national-statale ..., vol. V, pp. 246-247, 411-412.
®FER.U.S., PPC., 1919, vol. IX, pp. 369-370.

7 Ibidem, pp. 354, 462.

S.D. Spector, op.cit., p. 269.

% Desdvdrsirea unitdtii national-statale..., vol. V, pp. 305-306.
FER.US., PPC., 1919, vol. IX, pp. 459-462.
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nescu, ministrul plenipotentiar al Roméniei la Paris, intalnire
in cadrul céreia Clemenceau s-a declarat ,un mare prieten al
romanilor” si a afirmat cé va sustine cererile romanesti in pri-
vinta modificérilor tratatului minoritétilor™.

La 6 decembrie 1919, Consiliul Suprem a fost informat
in plen ca transilvaneanul Alexandru Vaida-Voevod urma sa
formeze guvernul si sa accepte conditiile decise la Paris’. In
realitate, cabinetul condus de Vaida fusese alcatuit inci de
la 5 decembrie. Imediat, noul premier a trimis presedintelui
Consiliului Suprem al Conferintei de Pace de la Paris, Geor-
ges Clemenceau, o scrisoare in care isi preciza pozitia: era de
acord cu semnarea Tratatului minoritatilor, dar, scria el, ,nu
putem suprima speranta cd intelepciunea Consiliului Suprem
va sti gasi modalitétile potrivite spre a admite unele modificari
neesentiale din punctul de vedere principial, care nu ating nici
spiritul tratatului, nici drepturile minoritétilor, dar care din
punctul de vedere al sigurantei viitoare a tarii si al relatiilor
sale internationale, reprezintd pentru Romania o hotératoare
importantd””.

Merita subliniata convergenta de péreri intre noul prim-
ministru al Romanei si liderul liberal Ion I.C. Bratianu. Amén-
doi considerau ca forma initiala a proiectului de tratat al mi-
noritétilor era incompatibild cu suveranitatea nationald, deci
trebuiau realizate modificari semnificative’. Alexandru Va-
ida-Voevod solicitase, de altfel, incd de la finele lui septem-
brie autorizarea de la Bucuresti pentru a negocia modificarile
din Tratatul minoritatilor; de asemenea, el, care se intelesese

TA.M.A.E,, fond 71/1914, E2, partea a II-a, Paris, 1914-1924, vol. 3, f.
519.

ER.U.S., PPC., 1919, vol. IX, p. 508.

B A.M.A.E,, fond 71/1914, E2, partea I, vol. 153, f. 122.

*AN.L.C., fond Vaida Voevod, dos. nr. 89, f. 2.
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foarte bine cu Ionel Bratianu cat timp acesta din urma fusese
la Paris, nu mai avea aceleasi relatii cu subordonatii liderului
liberal ramasi in capitala Frantei, dupa cum consemna intr-o
scrisoare cétre Iuliu Maniu, la 17 septembrie 1919: ,Cu asa
suflete mici trebuie sd ma baldbanesc. Obicinuiti, ba chiar dre-
sati, sd aiba numai «seful» initiativd, acesti castrati de indivi-
dualitate nu pot suferi pe nici un om cu c...e. Noroc ca sunt
pe cat de ostuti si de copilarosi, pe atat de lasi” Acelasi Vaida
caracteriza cu severitate proiectul de tratat al minoritatilor:
»Proiectul de tratat in chestia minoritatilor contine, pe langa
cateva infamii, o multime de prostii. [Se] revine in mai multe
articole asupra modalititilor cum si fie ficutd impamaéanteni-
rea. Da ovreilor ceea ce au si nu le dé ceea ce li s-ar putea da,
dar le asigura unele privilegii cu care niciun evreu cu minte nu
va sti ce incepe. Tot proiectul e ficut de evrei pentru evrei. Se
vede si din faptul ca, pe cdnd chestia evreilor e lanos [pe larg,
n.n.] tratatd, pe sacui si sasi ii absolva [expediazi, n.n.] in doud
randuri si jumadtate, stilizand articolul 12 referitor la ei foarte
neghiob””.

Ca urmare a replicii venite din partea noului cabinet de la
Bucuresti, la 9 decembrie, liderii Conferintei au purtat discutia
finald despre modificarile’® din asa-numitul tratat al minori-
tatilor, ajungandu-se la concluzia ca trebuiau omise din pre-
ambul acele referiri la independenta Romaniei si la Tratatul
de la Berlin din 1878, trebuia addugatd o propozitie ce afirma
cd tratatul a fost pregitit de comun acord cu Romaénia si, in

7> A.N.I.C., fond Vaida Voevod, dos. nr. 95, ff. 15-17.

76 Aceste schimbari fuseserd convenite anterior in cadrul unei discutii
intre Philippe Berthelot si Victor Antonescu (D.B.EP., vol. II, pp. 412-413),
iar expertii Conferintei, mai putin cei americani, au acceptat transformaérile
(Ibidem, pp. 422-424, 517-518). Iuliu Maniu promisese si el diplomatilor bri-
tanici cd Romania va semna ,tratatul minoritatilor” (LNA, 1/S336).
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sfarsit, trebuiau eliminate articolele 10-11, acelea care ficeau
referiri speciale la evreii romani””. In consecint, la 10 decem-
brie 1919, generalul Constantin Coanda, delegat al Roméniei
la Conferinta de Pace, a semnat tratatele cu Austria, Bulgaria si
cel privitor la protectia minoritatilor. Americanul Frank Polk a
dat o ultima dovada de ineleganti fata de romani, punandu-si
semnatura pe Tratatul minoritétilor la 9 decembrie, deci cu o
zi mai devreme, neacceptand in felul acesta s stea la aceeasi
masa cu delegatia romaneascd’™.

o

EE S

Daca primii istorici (Macartney, Janowsky, Viethaus) care
au scris despre formarea sistemului de protectie a minoritatilor
rasiale, lingvistice si religioase la Conferinta de Pace de la Pa-
ris au sustinut cd aceasta a fost o victorie a lobbyului evreiesc
in detrimentul statelor central si est-europene, istoricii con-
temporani o considerd un compromis, ,un experiment hibrid,
echilibrand viziunea anglo-americand in privinta protectiei cu
cererile evreiesti si opozitia franco-polond””. Marile Puteri au
incercat s limiteze potentialul exploziv al chestiunii minorita-
re prin internationalizarea problematicii, dar si prin limitarea
ei, lasand Ligii Natiunilor teribila sarcind de a transforma in
practica internationald niste termeni vagi si anumite principii
prea putin clare. Sau asa cum spunea un contemporan: ,Liga a
fost tratata ca un organism viu inainte ca ea s fi existat. Toate
problemele pe care Consiliul Suprem le-a considerat de nere-
zolvat i-au fost lisate ei spre judecatd”®. In plus, desi tratatele

7ER.U.S., PPC., 1919, vol. IX, pp. 538-540.
78S.D. Spector, op. cit., 1995, p. 275.

7C. Fink, op. cit., p. 264.

8°E.H. Dillon, op. cit., p. 485.
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aveau o evidenta bazd comuna®, existau si diferente dificil de
explicat: Sabatul evreiesc era protejat in Polonia, nu insi si in
celelalte state din sistem; germanii din Romania se bucurau de
un anumit tip de autonomie, nu insé si cei din Cehoslovacia sau
Iugoslavia; ucrainenii din Cehoslovacia dispuneau de o regiune
autonomad, dar cei din Polonia nu au avut o astfel de sansa.

Interesant de remarcat este promptitudinea cu care Marile
Puteri s-au derobat de protectia minoritatilor din Roménia. La
doar noua zile de la semnarea tratatului, la 19 decembrie 1919,
un raport al Foreign Office consemna faptul cd Marile Puteri
sau Consiliul Suprem nu mai trebuie si se ocupe de acuzatiile
pe care maghiarii le adresau romanilor: aceasta era treaba Ligii
Natiunilor!® De altfel, cel care se ocupa deja in toamna anului
1919 de operationalizarea Sectiunii pentru minoritati a Ligii,
cel care avea si-i fie sef vreme de un deceniu, diplomatul nor-
vegian Eric Colban, era tinut la curent pana la cel mai mic de-
taliu in privinta evolutiilor pe tema protectiei minoritatilor la
forumul pécii de cétre diplomatii britanici Harold Nicolson si
Allen Leeper®.

Din perspectiva romaneasca, lon I.C. Bratianu a privit sis-
temul protectiv pentru minoritati ca un canal prin care Marile
Puteri ar fi putut exercita presiuni economice, politice si de
altd naturd asupra Romaniei. Experienta traitd de tatal sdu, la
Congresul de la Berlin din 1878 si in perioada ulterioara, pri-
vitoare la intruziunile anumitor puteri in afacerile interne ale

81 Arhivele Ligii Natiunilor contin, spre exemplu, o copie a tratatului
minoritatilor semnat de Polonia la 28 iunie 1919, folosita drept ciorni pen-
tru proiectul de tratat al minoritatilor ce trebuia semnat de Roménia; altfel
spus, a fost adnotat ,tratatul polonez’, pentru a se redacta ,tratatul roma-
nesc’, LNA, 15/S350.

821.NA, 1/5S336.

$1LNA, 15/8350.
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statului romén, a marcat profund gandirea din acel moment
a lui Ionel Bratianu. Ceea ce vedea desfisurdndu-se in jurul
say, la Conferinta de Pace de la Paris, ii confirma sefului dele-
gatiei romanesti cele mai negre previziuni privitoare la acest
aspect®. In consecinti, s-a opus din toate puterile ca Romania
sa semneze Tratatul privind minoritatile, a schimbat replici ta-
ioase cu Clemenceau, Wilson si Lloyd George, a incercat sa-i
mobilizeze pe ceilalti lideri ai statelor mici si, in cele din urma,
a preferat chiar s demisioneze din functie din acest motiv.
Este imposibil de pus sub semnul intrebérii forta argumentelor
formale (erau, teoretic, irefutabile) ale lui LI.C. Bratianu (lipsa
universalitatii sistemului de protectie a minoritatilor si intro-
ducerea de discrimindri juridice intre cetatenii aceluiasi stat)®,
precum si justificarea in acel moment a anxietatilor sale referi-
toare la potentialele lovituri date impotriva tinerei suveranitati
nationale roménesti de catre Marile Puteri®.

Ceea ce nu s-a remarcat insa este in ce masura prognoza
sumbr4 a lui Bratianu s-a adeverit in cei 15 ani, cat a functionat
sistemul de protectie a minoritatilor. Astizi, noi putem spune,
fara teama de a gresi, ca in anii interbelici Roménia a trebuit
sa suporte presiuni si ingerinte multiple, de naturd economica
sau politicd, insa niciuna nu a venit pe filiera protejarii mino-

8 JTatd cum explica chestiunea protectiei minoritéitilor Victor Anto-
nescu, trimis de Brétianu la Bucuresti pentru a informa guvernul si pe su-
veran: ,Aliatii au fagaduit evreilor si reconstituie Palestina. Lucrul nu s-a
putut, Palestina fiind in marea majoritate locuitd de mahomedani. Atunci
alianta israelitd internationala a ciutat si impund conferintei crearea in fa-
voarea evreilor a unor adevirate state in stat. Aceastd pretentie a fost insa
privitd de presa mondiald cu atata indignare si protestatii, incat s-a recurs la
formula de azi, garantii sub protectia celor mari in favoarea minoritétilor”
(Desavarsirea unitdtii national-statale..., vol. 111, p. 451).

8 E.H. Dillon, op.cit., pp. 506-507.

8 Desdvdrsirea unitdtii national-statale..., vol. 5, pp. 362-364.
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ritatilor. Marile Puteri s-au ferit sa se implice in sistemul mi-
noritar gestionat de catre Liga Natiunilor, constiente fiind de
caracterul exploziv al chestiunii, cu posibile urméri pernicioa-
se pentru propriile lor imperii multietnice. Altfel spus, Ionel
Brétianu era indreptatit de experienta roméneascé anterioara
sa judece aspru debutul sistemului international de garantare a
drepturilor minoritarilor, insa evolutia ulterioara a evenimen-
telor in aceastd chestiune nu a validat temerile liderului romén.

Inlocuitorul lui Britianu, transilvineanul Alexandru Vai-
da-Voevod, a preferat sa semneze actele pacii, pentru a putea
negocia atunci si mai tarziu, in timp ce liderul liberal dorea s&
obtind cit mai multe concesii, inainte de a-si pune semnétura
pe tratatele ce blocau lucrérile forumului pacii. lar o altd deo-
sebire intre cele doud abordéri era aceea a stilului: in timp ce
Bratianu era tdios in replici, discuta de la egal la egal si utiliza
o logica mult prea implacabila pentru un reprezentant al unui
stat mic, Vaida-Voevod era onctuos, oferea aparenta supune-
rii si construia oportunititi pentru compromisuri. Iatd finalul
notei trimise la Paris, anuntdnd cd Roménia va semna , Tratatul
minoritétilor”: ,Precum in zilele grele ale razboiului mondial,
constiinta de a fi in alianta cu natiunile mari, care reprezentau
idealurile civilizatiei si ale libertatii, a otelit poporul romanesc,
spre a suporta, plin de niddejde, piederile in vieti si in avere,
suferintele nesférsite si persecutérile neomenoase ale unor ve-
cini dusmani fard de mil4, astfel acum, cand zorile pacii s-au
ivit, natiunea romana intreaga este incalzita de dorul cé prin
strangerea legaturilor cu puterile aliate si asociate si-si asigure
un viitor vrednic de un popor unit si liber, contribuind si ea,
prin munca rodnici, la realizarea inaltelor idealuri de pace si
de civilizatie, alaturi de puterile aliate si asociate”’.

8 A.M.A.E., fond 71/1914, E2, partea I, vol. 153, f. 123.
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WAR AND DIPLOMACY OVER
CARINTHIA.
DETERMINATION OF THE BORDER
BETWEEN KINGDOM OF SERBS,
CROATS AND SLOVENES AND AUSTRIA,
1918-1920

Miljan Milki¢!

Abstract

In the following article, the author provides an analysis of
the process of determination of the border between Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and Austria. The author discusses
the position of Slovenian population in South-eastern Carin-
thia and their attitude towards Austria and the new Yugoslav
State. The article includes the findings based on documents
from corresponding bibliography in Serbian, Slovenian, English,
and Croatian.

Key words: Serbian Army, the First World War, the Ca-
rinthian question (the Question of the Klagenfurt Basin), The
Klagenfurt plebiscite

The end of First World War in 1918 and the new political
situation in Europe enabled the formation of the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (renamed Yugoslavia in 1929)% The

! Colonel Dr. Miljan Milki¢ is senior research associate at the Strategic
Research Institute, Belgrade, Republic of Serbia.

*Bogdan Krizman, Raspad Austro-Ugarske i stvaranje jugoslovenske
drzave, Skolska knjiga, Zagreb, 1977. Branko Petranovi¢, Istorija Jugoslavije
1918-1988. Kraljevina Jugoslavija 1914-1941, knjiga 1, Nolit, Beograd 1988.
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policy of the Serbian government during the First World War
was directed towards the realization of the Yugoslav ideal®. At
the same time, the formation of the Yugoslav state was very
complicated because of its domestic politics and internation-
al relations. One of the biggest problems was the borders of
the future Yugoslav state. Serbian army liberated in November
1918 the entire ethnic area of the future South Slav state, in-
cluding the areas belonging to the former Austro-Hungarian
Empire. The Adriatic issue (the Yugoslav-Italian border) was
one of the most important and difficult subjects at the Paris
Peace Conference of 1919

The army of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
was confronted with problems of establishing and protecting
the borders of the new state, as well as with a number of secu-
rity problems in Kosovo, Metohija, Montenegro and parts of

Vasilije . Kresti¢, Srpsko-hrvatski odnosi i jugoslovenska ideja u drugoj
polovini XIX veka, Nova knjiga, Beograd 1988. Milorad Ekmeci¢, Stvaranje
Jugoslavije 1790-1918, knjiga 1, Prosveta, Beograd 1989. Milorad Ekmeci¢,
Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-1918, knjiga 2, Prosveta, Beograd 1989. Branko
Petranovi¢, Jugoslovensko iskustvo srpske nacionalne integracije, Beograd
1993. Ljubodrag Dimi¢, Istorija srpske drzavmosti. Srbija u Jugoslaviji,
Novi Sad 2001. Marina Cattaruzza, “Great Britain, Italy, the “oppressed
nationalities,” and the dissolution of Austria-Hungary in the First World
War’; Italogramma, 16, 2018, pp. 1-19.

*Milorad Ekmeci¢, Ratni ciljevi Srbije 1914, Srpska knjizevna zadruga,
Beograd, 1973. George Hugh Seton-Watson, Christopher Seton-Watson, The
making of a new Europe: R. W. Seton-Watson and the last years of Austria-
Hungary, Methuen & Co. Ltd, London 1981. Ljubinka Trgovcevi¢, Naucnici
Srbije i stvaranje Jugoslavije, Narodna knjiga-Srpska knjizevna zadruga,
Beograd 1987. Andrej Mitrovi¢, Serbia’s Great War 1914-1918, Hurst and
Company, London 2007.

* Alberto Becherelli, Yugoslav-Italian Relations and the Adriatic Issue
in Late 1918 and Early 1919, in A. Biagini, G. Motta (ed.), Empires and
Nations from XVIII to XX Century, Vol. 1, Newcastle, Cambridge Scholars
Publishing, 2014, pp. 384-392.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina®. For this reason, the demobilization
of the army of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes was
carried out in 1920, from April 5, to May 5°.

Serbian officers arrived in Ljubljana on November 8, 1918
to organize the South Slav command. Serb officers and soldiers
also arrived in Maribor/Marburg on November 97. Despite the
arrival of the Serbian troops, the Austro-Hungarian troops
technically remained in control of the frontier. The former
Austro-Hungarian military commander of South Styria, Major
Rudolf Maister, held Slovenian loyalties. South Slav soldiers un-
der Maister’s command entered Carinthia and occupied most
of the region by November 30, 1918, except for Klagenfurt,
the capital of Carinthia. The soldiers also advanced towards
the North across the Mura River in late November to occupy
German-speaking towns in Central Styria. Maister’s soldiers
faced little resistance, as the provincial government in Graz
proved unable to organize a military response. As a reaction
to Maister’s occupation of the frontier region, the Carinthian
provincial assembly decided on December 5, 1918 to begin
armed resistance against South Slav occupation. The Carinthi-
an German militia rejected a South Slav attack on Klagenfurt/
Celovec on December 14, 1918, and on January 6, 1919 the
militia from the Ziljska dolina region, including a number of
ethnic Slovenes, launched a counter-attack. The local Slovenes

> Amutap Tacuh, Pam nocie pama. Bojcka Kpavesune Cpba, Xpsama
u Caosenaya Ha Kocosy u Memoxuju u y Makedonuju 1918-1920, Yronuja,
VHcTutyT 3a cTparerujcka ucTpakubamwa, beorpaa, 2008.

¢ Mile Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine SHS 1918-1921, Narodna knjiga,
Beograd, 1988, p. 68.

”Military operations were analyzed in a book published by the Military
History Institute in Belgrade: Vojne akcije u Koruskoj 1918/1919. godine
(kratak pregled), Vojnoistoriski Institut JA, Beograd, 1950.
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also supported Carinthian German militia in Rosental/Roz,
forcing the South Slav troops to retreat. By early May 1919, the
Carinthian militia had almost completely rejected the South
Slav troops out of Carinthia, but counter-attacks reversed the
situation and South Slav troops occupied Klagenfurt on June
6, 1919.

The Paris Peace Conference

The Paris Peace Conference (1919-1920) was expected
to resolve all the contemporary issues, which were extremely
numerous. At any rate, towards the end of 1918, the situation
was rather chaotic in many parts of Europe, characterised by a
hasty creation of new states in the large area between Germa-
ny, Italy, and Russia, as well as by the emergence of the condi-
tions for revolutions in many regions®.

Twenty-seven victorious Entente states and five British
dominions took part in the conference, while the defeated
states were only to be formally invited to accept the peace con-
ditions. Preliminary conference meetings started on January
12, 1919, and the conference was officially opened on January
18, in the Palace of Versailles. The delegation of the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes consisted of four authorized del-
egates, led by the former Serbian Prime Minister Nikola Pasi¢’.
There were also present Ante Trumbic, the new Foreign Minis-
ter, Milenko Vesnié, the Serbian Ambassador to Paris, and the
former Austro-Hungarian Minister, the Slovenian Ivan Zolger.
In addition to the authorized delegates, the delegation also in-

8 René Petrds, “Organizational aspects of the Paris Peace Conference
(1919-1920), Central European Papers 2015/111/2, pp. 34-44.

° Livia Kardum, ,Diplomatska borba za Korusku na Pariskoj mirovnoj
konferenciji 1919. godine’, Politicka misao, Vol XXXVIII, 1/2001, pp. 125-
142.
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cluded three government envoys: Mata Boskovi¢ (Serbian MP
in London), Josip Smodlaka and Otokar Ribarz. They had the
right to participate in resolving and drafting proposals, but
they did not have the right to participate at the conference. On
the evening of January 18, 1919, immediately after the official
opening of the peace conference, an exceptionally important
session of the delegation took place for the purpose of pre-
senting a memorandum on the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes territorial demands'. Josip Smodlaka argued that the
Yugoslavs should absolutely adhere to the nationality principle
and restrict their demands to those territories populated by
their people. Nikola Pasi¢ acknowledged the primacy of na-
tionality principle.

Violence in Carinthia led the Council of Ten at the Par-
is Peace Conference to establish a neutral zone between Ger-
man-Austria and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.
The Carinthian question (The Question of the Klagenfurt Ba-
sin) was one of the many territorial disputes at the Paris Peace
Conference''. The Slovene settlement in Carinthia goes back
to early medieval times and by the fifteenth century the Slo-
vene population was reduced mainly to the rural parts of the
South-eastern Carinthia'?. The majority of the people living in
the cities and small market-towns in the area was German. Af-
ter the First World War and the collapse of the Austro-Hungar-
ian Empire, the newly-established Kingdom of the Serbs, Cro-

1 Dragan Baki¢, “Nikola Pasi¢ and the Foreign Policy of the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 1919-1926, Balcanica XLVII (2016), pp. 285-316.

" Livia Kardum, ,Diplomatska borba za Korusku na Pariskoj mirovnoj
konferenciji 1919. godine’, Politicka misao, Vol XXXVIII, 1/2001, pp. 125-
142.

2Claudia Friss-Ehrfeld, “The role of the United States of America and
the Carinthian Question, 1918-1920’, Slovene Studies 8/1, 1986, pp. 7-13.
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ats and Slovenes claimed that the frontiers of the new Yugoslav
State should include all persons of Slovene origin. The disin-
tegration of the Habsburg Monarchy on the one hand and the
emergence of the new Yugoslav state on the other, represents
one of the most profound changes in Slovene history". Some
Slovenian authors argued that the historical development after
the First World War caught Slovene politicians unprepared**.
That should mean that the Slovenians were not prepared for
national unification, despite the development of the Yugoslav
Movement between 1917 and 1918, and despite the massive
support given to the request that all the South Slavs of the
Monarchy ought to unite into an autonomous state unit under
the Habsburg crown. The events on the ground, and especially
the future plebiscite, will show whether all this was true. The
first decision reached by the Allied delegations on the matter
of Carinthia implemented a demilitarized zone in the region,
and South Slav troops withdrew from Klagenfurt at the end of
July 1919.

Despite the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes oc-
cupation of the German-Slovene frontier region, the Ger-
man-Austrian government remained determined to claim as
much of this territory as possible. The German-Austrian dele-
gation emphasized on the historic, economic, and geographic
claims to Carinthia and Styria, while the Yugoslav delegation
emphasized on the ethno-linguistic claims. The Yugoslav del-
egation also favored data from the official survey of popula-
tion from 1849 to 1851, claiming that statistics gathered before
the Germanisation better reflected the ethnic realities. The

13 Peter Vodopivec, “Commentary: The 1920 Carinthian plebiscite’,
Slovene Studies 8/1, 1986, pp. 21-25.
“Ibidem.
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committees established by the Allied delegations debated how
to divide the regions. The dispute over Carinthia and Styria
was emphasized amongst the discussions of the Treaty of St.
Germain at the Paris Peace Conference. The delegation of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes submitted proposals
for its new border with German-Austria to the Council of Ten
on February 18, 1919.

The Council established a Territorial Committee to exam-
ine the German-Austrian and Yugoslav claims on their shared
frontier. The Territorial Committee, examining the border
between German-Austria and Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes, decided on April 6, 1919 to divide the area into two
separate regions. The Committee subsequently established the
Marburg/Maribor area, representing southern Styria, and the
Klagenfurt/Celdvec area, representing southern Carinthia. In-
itial discussions on the Marburg area began shortly after that.
In the first discussions, the US, British, and French delegates
agreed that the Slovenes were predominant in the Marburg
area. The three delegates also agreed that the Marburg area
shared close economic relations with the South, and there-
fore proposed the Marburg area to be given to the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Despite the Italian opposition,
the April 6, 1919 draft articles of the Peace Treaty granted the
Marburg area to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes,
while tentatively proposing the Klagenfurt area also to be given
to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes with the popu-
lation approval.

Before the beginning of the negotiations in Paris, US ex-
perts in their reccommendation to their President on January
21, 1919 adopted an “ethnic” solution: they proposed to divide
the Basin and to give to Yugoslavia the portion south of the
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Drava river, departing from the language line only so far as it
was necessary to avoid the confusion of the economic rela-
tions."”” An earlier report of the so-called US “Inquiry” of Oc-
tober 1, 1918 also recommended a border-line along the Drava
River. The English and French experts involved in the disposi-
tion of the Klagenfurt Basin were not convinced, as were the
U.S. experts, of the pro-Austrian sentiments of the local Slo-
venes'®. They agreed that the Karavanke Mountains were the
boundary between Yugoslavia and Austria, but they proposed
an investigation to be carried out to the north of this line. The
investigation was actually a formal plebiscite. In the continuing
discussions on April 6, the US, British, and French delegations
recognized that the Klagenfurt region contained a mixed pop-
ulation. The report from 6 April represented the first indica-
tion that a plebiscite should be held in Carinthia.

It took many months for the Allied delegations at the Paris
Peace Conference to decide how to deal with the frontiers of
Carinthia and Styria. Despite tha fact that there was much dis-
agreement, the delegations eventually decided to hold a plebi-
scite in Carinthia. The basis for resolving the Carinthian issue
was the Treaty of St. Germain. The Treaty of St. Germain, signed
on September 10, 1919, confirmed that a plebiscite would de-
termine the new border in Carinthia, separating Austria and
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Article 49 of the
St. Germain Treaty outlined the resolution of the Klagenfurt
area. The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes signed the
Treaty of St. Germain on December 5, 1919, in Paris"’.

15 Claudia Frass-Ehrfeld, “The role of the United States of America and
the Carinthian Question, 1918-1920’, Slovene Studies 8/1, 1986, pp. 7-13.

16 Ibidem.

17 Balkanski ugovorni odnosi, Volume II (1919-1945), Editor: Momir
Stojkovi¢, Sluzbeni list SR], Belgrade 1998, pp. 19-49.
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The Plebiscite Commission

Allied delegates appointed the members of the Klagenfurt
Plebiscite Commission in April 1920.The United Kingdom,
France, Italy, Austria, and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes each had their own representative in the commis-
sion. Prior to the plebiscite, Carinthia would have been under
the control of the Plebiscite Commission, in charge with the
organization of the plebiscite. In the meantime, the Austrian
government remained responsible for the administration of
Zone B and the Yugoslav government for Zone A. On arrival in
Klagenfurt on July 21, 1920, the representatives of the Plebis-
cite Commission announced their intention “to preside over a
work of wisdom and justice”®. The Yugoslavs began withdraw-
ing troops on September 1, 1920, completed by September 14.

Despite the Allied intervention, the Yugoslav officials and
military forces continued attempts to influence the outcome of
the plebiscite. The President of the Plebiscite Commission re-
ported on September 30, 1920, less than two weeks before the
plebiscite, that Major Maister remained in the plebiscite zone
and continued to spread propaganda, despite the demilitariza-
tion of the zones. Between May 22, 1919 and October 16, 1920,
the Austrian Delegation sent at least forty-one separate notes
to the Peace Conference protesting against the Serb-Croat-Slo-
vene activities in Carinthia and Styria, especially in Klagenfurt.
The Klagenfurt plebiscite proceeded as planned on October
10, 1920. This plebiscite was to decide the national fate of the
larger part of the Klagenfurt Basin consisting of approximate-

¥ More about Miles Mission: Tom Priestly, “On the Link between the
Miles Mission Reports and the 1919 Plebiscite Decision in Paris: What is the
Evidence of the Reports Themselves?’, Prispevki za novejso zgodovino 1/2005,
pp- 1-21.
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ly 755 square miles with a population of 125,900 north of the
Karawanke Mountains®.

The Klagenfurt Plebiscite Commission issued a final re-
port on the plebiscite on October 27, 1920. The Commission
reported no problems on voting day, and expressed surprise
at the 96 percent voter turnout. Similarly, both Yugoslav and
Austrian representatives on the Plebiscite Commission ac-
cepted the results. The final result showed that 22,025 persons
had voted for Austria and 15,278 for Yugoslavia. Austria won
59.04% of the total vote®. The Southeastern part of the Ce-
lovec/Klagenfurt Basin, constituting “Zone A’, where the pleb-
iscite was held, contained a population of about 70% speakers
of Slovene, according to the Austrian census of 1910. Winning
only 41% of the votes in the face of this 70% Slovene figure was
a bitter surprise for Yugoslavia. The results showed that 10,000
Slovene speaking voters had voted for Austria. The fact that
Zone A voted in favour of a union with Austria meant that a
plebiscite in Zone B was not necessary. We can agree that the
Klagenfurt Plebiscite did not determine the ethnic feelings of
the population in question. In fact, it was testing preferenc-
es for the Austrian State versus preferences for the Yugoslav
State. Why did the majority of the Slovenes in Carinthia opt
for the Austrian state, thus severing themselves from the Slo-
vene ethnic whole? We can agree with Slovenian author Peter
Vodopivec that we should not seek the reasons for over 10.000
pro-Austrian votes in 1920 in the population’s ethnic orien-

19 Maria Isabella Reinhard, “An isolated Case”: The Slovene Carinthians
and the 1920 Plebiscite, Nationalities Affairs New Series, 48/2016, pp. 85-
105.

2 Claudia Frass-Ehrfeld, “The role of the United States of America and
the Carinthian Question, 1918-1920’, Slovene Studies 8/1, 1986, pp. 7-13.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0/ 141

tation and several other factors must be taken into account®,
such as: the absence of any long-term tradition of pro-Yugo-
slav politics in Carinthia; the religious prejudices against an
Orthodox Dynasty; the progressive political orientation; and
the great social security in the Austrian republic.

& % %

The case of Carinthia represents one of the territorial dis-
putes after the First World War. Austria’s victory in this regard
surprised the Yugoslav government because this meant 10,000
Slovene-speaking voters and 21 of the predominantly Slovene
communes had voted for Austria. The result of the Carinthian
plebiscite did not threaten Austria’s existence, nor could it sub-
stantially change the size and power of the Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes. The case of Carinthia shows us a perfect
example that the end of the First World War saw the dissolu-
tion of the multi-ethnic Central European Empires and the for-
mation of new states based on Woodrow Wilson’s concept of
national self-determination. Concerning the Slovene Carinthi-
ans and their pro-Austrian orientation at the 1920 plebiscite,
the case of Carinthia underlines the limitations of Woodrow
Wilson’s national self-determination concept. The outcome of
the plebiscite illustrates that minorities are motivated by more
than solely ethno-linguistic reasons when deciding what state
to belong to. Even though other factors existed, the key moti-
vations for Slovene Carinthians to remain with Austria were of
economic and political nature. Unpleasant occupation of parts
of Carinthia by the troops of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes and the higher effectiveness of Austrian propaganda,

2 Peter Vodopivec, “Commentary: The 1920 Carinthian plebiscite’,
Slovene Studies 8/1, 1986, pp. 21-25.
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played a key role in the vote of many Slovene Carinthians. The
Carinthian issue was very important for Slovenian politicians
— even Yugoslavia’s communist government after the Second
World War continued its diplomatic struggle over Carinthia.
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IMPACT OF THE VERSAILLES TREATY
ON TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE
IN POLAND, CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND
ROMANIA

Andrzej Dubicki

Abstract

The peace agreements, which were concluded after the First
World War had a deep impact on the issue of transportation in
some countries, especially in the newly created ones (Poland,
Czechoslovakia) or in those who had significantly grown after
the war (Romania). The communication lines, especially rail-
ways were not prepared to face the new European order and
very often were cut by borders. This created situations which
had to be resolved by special international conventions. The ar-
ticle aims to present the issue concerning the three states which
had problems with some railway lines, after territorial changes.
The initial situation was that of the heritage of the past, when
these railways belonged to o Austro-Hungary or Germany and
the issue of borders, customs etc. did not exist. The issue will
be analyzed and presented using the existing literature, docu-
ments from archives and so called social documents — historical
timetables.

Key words: transport, infrastructure, railway lines, bor-
ders, international conventions

! Dr. hab. Andrzej Dubicki is professor associate at the University of
1.6dz, Poland.
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The Treaty of Versailles, as well as the other ones ending
the Great War, greatly influenced the condition of the trans-
port network in Central and Eastern Europe. There has been a
hitherto unknown phenomenon of railway lines remaining un-
der the management of a specific railway network, but actually
cut off from home networks. It was the result of the break-up
of multinational countries into several state organisms and the
taking over of a given territory by many states or rail manage-
ments. This concerned both state and private railways (GySev).
The new political situation often influenced the aggressive po-
litical behavior of new international entities striving to master
the most convenient connections between particular parts of
the country. The delimitation of new borders has often forced
the construction of new connections bypassing e.g. railway
lines interrupted by border cordons, or vice versa by creating
connections where it has not been possible before for various
reasons, not always economic and often military.

In the new political and economic conditions, the pos-
sibility of functioning of many railway border crossings was
designated/maintained, which compared to the conditions no-
ticeable after the end of World War II, was a huge contrast. On
the other hand, in the case of Poland, it should be noted that
the shape of the borders was completely different in relation to
both World Wars, given that as a result of the Versailles Treaty
the western border of Poland was not based on natural obsta-
cles, so it was possible to maintain traffic at 23 border crossing
points indicated e.g. in the ordinance of the Ministry of Com-
munication of December 28, 19272

*Rozporzadzenie z dnia 28 grudnia 1927 r. o wprowadzeniu bezposred-
niej komunikacji towarowej pomiedzy Polska, jako tez Bulgarjg, Jugostawja,
Rumunja, Wegrami, Austrja oraz Czechoslowacja z jednej strony a stacjami
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The peace treaties concluded after the Great War creat-
ed many situations in which, as mentioned, the new border
crossed the existing railway line, which bowed and later re-
turned to the first of the countries concerned. Therefore, the
research question may be asked whether the efficiency of con-
clusion of appropriate transit agreements could have resulted
from the general state of relations between the two countries, a
positive example is the convention concluded between Roma-
nia and Czechoslovakia as early as 1920, regarding the facilita-
tion of travel on the railway line leading to Transcarpathia with
access only possible through Romania. Importantly, this line
in its entirety passed on Polish territory between the stations
Jasina (CSD) and Worochta (PKP).

The episode was launched de facto in 1920, with the actual
attachment of Transcarpathian Rus to Czechoslovakia as a re-
sult of the implementation of the Saint Germain Treaty.

The peace treaty concluded in Triannon confirmed the
belonging of Ruthenia, and thus of the railway line to Czecho-
slovakia, for which this area was a land bridge towards Roma-
nia, with which political cooperation was established to block
Hungarian revisionism. Cooperation in this respect was based
on the use of the former Hungarian north-eastern railway,
which was actually the only direct connection between Roma-
nia and Czechoslovakia.

In its original shape, the line of the former northeast-
ern railway crossed the Romanian territory between Sighetul
Marmatiei [Dragos Voda] and Valea Viseului making section
of 36,9 km; but CFR trains from direction of Oradea had to
enter Czechoslovak territory at Halmei and go to Kralovo nad

kolei Orjentalnych w Turcji z drugiej strony. https://www.prawo.pl/akty/dz-
u-1928-66-619,16863547.html [access, 20 09 2019].
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Tisou junction (22 km), and then proceed to Dragos Voda thus
making 79,8 km on Czechoslovak territory®. The additional
problem was the maximum speed allowed on the line: between
Halmeu and Kralovo nad Tisou it was set to 50 km/h, then
to Sighet 60 km/h. The slowest section on Romanian territo-
ry was between Sighet and Valea Visaului — 45 km/h. Then
final section between Grigore Ghica Voda and Cernauti was
covered with 90 km/h*. Freight trains were much slower, their
speed on this line was set only at 30 km/h®. In 1929 there were
on the section Halmeu—Valea Visaului: 14 freight trains, oper-
ated by CSD and 8 operated by CFR®.

There traveled along this route, among others trains be-
tween Prague (Wilsonovo Nadr.) — Jasina — this route was the
longest connection operated by CSD with a length of 1053
kilometers. In 1938, the express train covered this route in 18
hours and 20 minutes’. One of the pair of trains leaving Jasina
at 12.52 was connected to the train arriving from Poland at
12.10, so it allowed, at least in theory, a journey from Galicia
towards Transcarpathian Rus or northern Romania, the trans-
port in the opposite direction looked a bit worse because the
train from Prague came at 4.52, which made the change quite
uncomfortable®.

*Mersul trenurilor de célatorii valabil dela 15 mai 1930, Bucuresti 1930,
p- 421 bis.

*Ibidem, pp. 523-524.

> Mersul trenurilor de marfi pentru linia Oradea — Borsa, Bucuresti
1929, p. 404.

¢ Ibidem, passim.

7 https://zeleznicar.cd.cz/zeleznicar/historie/nejdelsi-trasa-prvni-repu
bliky- -rychliky-z-prahy-do-jasini-/-2460/24,0,,/ (access, 20.09.2019).

8 Timetable 1938, https://zeleznicar.cd.cz/zeleznicar/historie /nejdelsi-
trasa-prvni-republiky--rychliky-z-prahy-do-jasini-/-2460/24,0 (access, 20.09.
2019).
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The rail network in Transcarpathian Rus was essentially
shaped in the Hungarian period, i.e. primarily in the meridian
system — providing relatively quick access to Galicia, important
for Hungary for strategic and economic reasons, but less useful
for Czechoslovakia, which did not maintain too close relations
with Poland and was less interested in transit from Galicia to
Hungary. The Czech side wanted parallel connections, which
was provided by the former Hungarian North-Eastern Line.
However, to reach this line, it was necessary to pass through
Bohemia and Slovakia, and here especially in the initial period
of the republic’s existence there was a problem of only one di-
rect connection through Ostrava’®, which was one of the main
premises of the Czech attack on Cieszyn Silesia in January
1919. There were some alternatives, but they led to secondary
lines with weaker characteristics, and therefore less suited for
strategic transports.

In addition to the de facto internal aspect, this issue also re-
lated to matters concerning the transit of Czechoslovak goods
ona southern direction. The abovementioned shape of this
country, combined with the heritage of the Austro-Hungarian
times, resulted in new conditions for transport. It was primari-
ly about the use of the Romanian rail network for transport to-
wards Black Sea ports, which was an important alternative to
the trade of river transport on the Danube which had been so
far dominating in this direction. In this case, trade from the di-
rection of Transcarpathian Rus or eastern Slovakia was actual-
ly unprofitable due to the lack of quick and direct connections
of this area with the Danube ports in Bratislava and Komarno.
The only option was to use the Kosice-Poprad-Zilina-Galan-

9M. Vrsecky, Casovd dostupnost po Zeleznici v Ceskoslovenské Republice
v roce 1937, Praha, 2013, p. 26.
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da-Bratislava railway line, which prolonged and complicated
the transport, because the cost and time of the Danube trans-
port had to be added to the final price’®. Czechoslovak transit
through Romania remained at the turn of the 20s and 30s at
the level of 2200-2300 tons per year, while in 1932 there was
a significant decrease in transit to the level of 1053 tons, due
to the general economic situation in Europe, however it was
inscribed in the so-called general trend and the percentage
share of Czechoslovak goods in the transit was maintained,
Romania continuing to hold its position in the Czechoslovak
transit towards the Middle East. Generally, goods transported
from Czechoslovakia constituted a serious source of income
for CFR, as they accounted in total for about 1/5 of all tran-
sit through the Romanian network: 18.54% in 1920, 25.42% in
1931, and 18.89% in 1932. The main export direction used by
Czechoslovak enterprises was, for example, Bulgaria, which
prevailed, e.g. in 1932 with a transit of 450 tons. In the pre-
vious year (1931), the Yugoslav direction prevailed with the
government transporting 2029 tons; here, however, statistics
show that Yugoslavia was the only transit partner of Czecho-
slovakia'’.

Still, it can be seen that the available Romanian data treat-
ed the information on the origin and destination of goods quite
enigmatically, which is why it is difficult to present unambigu-
ous conclusions on this matter. The main and actually the only
border point through which Czechoslovakian goods came to
Romania was Halmeu (Halmei) located on a railway line lead-

E Codrescu, Tranzitul Cehoslovaciei prin Romdnia, Bucuresti 1934,
p. 62.

"' In addition, Turkey also appears in the lists as a recipient of
Czechoslovak goods, and Italy, but with a small percentage (10 tons) in 1932.
Ibidem, p. 63.
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ing directly from Kosice. The line leading to the Transcarpathi-
an Rus was not seen as being completely used as a transit route
for Czechoslovakian goods produced in this area — forestry
products. Czechoslovakian goods were directed further to two
border points: with Bulgaria — Boteni (Botew) — on Bulgarian
and Turkish direction; with Yugoslavia — Jimbolia (Yugoslav
and Italian direction). Therefore, it was advanced to build an
additional railway line in Romania between the Valea Viseu-
lui station and the Salva station, where the line from Dej — an
important railway junction located near Cluj — reached at. In
addition, if another section was to be built between Ilva Mica
and Vatra Dornei, the route between the Czechoslovak bor-
der and the Bulgarian border would be further shortened'> Of
course, there were permanent demands for the construction of
another railway bridge on the Danube, between Giurgiu and
Ruse, but this idea was implemented only in 1954 and also for a
bridge on the border with Yugoslavia, [not implemented yet]*.

In the context of passenger transport between Romania
and Czechoslovakia, it can be mentioned that it was not very
intense: in 1933 there were 6568 Czechoslovak citizens enter-
ing Romania, while 7042 people traveled in the opposite direc-
tion — it is difficult in this case to indicate how many of them
remained in Romania or were only in transit.

As in the case of freight transport, the main place of entry
into Romania was Halmeu, through which 3910 people passed,
4074 left; Valea Viseului passages were used (crossing towards
Jasina) by 104 people who came in, while 110 used it for de-

12 T.M. Atanasescu, Programul desvoltérii retelei de cai ferate din
Romania; mijloace de tractiune de adoptat pe diferite linii noui ce se vor
construii, Bucuresti 1933, p. 33.

BE. Codrescu, op. cit., pp. 66, 67.
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parting, traffic traces were also recorded in Bocicioul Mare —
33 people departing and 22 arriving and at Teceul Mic where
23 people departed and 16 arrived'. In all, analysis of the CFR
Service Timetable from 1930 shows us that CSD had put into
circulation 31 trains on Romanian railway network, the long-
est route operated was between Kralovo nad Tisou and Valea
Visaului 94,7 km long, this distance was covered by Czechoslo-
vak fast trains in 2 hours and 37 minutes (fast) and 4 hours 2
minutes (personal). In total, Czechoslovak trains had to travel
a 1344 km distance on CFR network. The sections used varied
between aforementioned 94,7 km to 1,9 km section connect-
ing Akna Slatina with Sighetul Marmatiei®.

In the program proposed by the engineer Atanasescu in
the case of contact points with CSD, it was suggested above
all to strengthen the railway lines leading to Halmeu, after all
the only railway crossing with Czechoslovakia, which is re-
ally important for transit traffic, with some potential also of
a political nature. We cannot forget about the aspect of Ro-
mania’s participation in the Little Entente. Measures had to
be taken to ensure the effective possibility of using it in the
event of a need to provide assistance during a hypothetical
conflict with Hungary. Similar measures were suggested to be
taken in t case of helping Poland. In addition to the obvious
geopolitical conditions, there was a need to duplicate the line
leading to the Polish border (Grigore Ghica Voda — Sniatyn
Zalucze) —Chernivtsi—Jassy—Galacz. It was also proposed to
build a ,bypass” section — Grigore Ghica Voda—Mosi—Lipcani

1F. Codrescu, op. cit., p. 68.
1> Mersul trenurilor de calitorii, valabil dela 15 mai 1930, Bucuresti
1930, pp. 56-57.
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Targ—Lipnic—Balti and Lipcani Targ—Dangheni—Jassy', which
would enable an alternative access to the PKP network and an
alternative connection with Bessarabia, and was also impor-
tant in the context of opening the Polish-Czechoslovak border
crossing Woronienka—Jasina. This would allow shortening the
road between Bessarabia and Maramures. The possibility was
also provided for in the railway conventions already concluded
between Poland and Romania. It should be noted that, in most
projects, work on lines leading to the Polish border was con-
sidered a priority and was expected to be carried out before
anything else. The reality, unfortunately, cancelled these plans
and until the outbreak of war, these situations did not arise.
Concerning the transit line between the Romanian and
Czechoslovak border through Poland, a relevant convention
was concluded on November 9, 1929. It was signed by Fran-
ciszek Moskwa, deputy director of the department at the Min-
istry of Communication, on the Polish side, by Cesar Mereuta,
deputy director of the CFR, representing Romania and by Jaro-
slav Ourednicek, counselor at the Czechoslovak Ministry of
Railways', representing Czechoslovakia. The convention orig-
inally recommended and allowed special transport, carried out
with the help of trains specifically defined as transit. Moreover,
it also specified the type of passenger carriages to be used in
transit traffic (Article 3).The carriages had to be equipped with
a corridor, which unlike the sidecars, were easier to control be-
cause they had a limited number of entries. Transit trains were
not to stop in Poland or Czechoslovakia, except for the neces-

16T. M. Atanasescu, op. cit., s. 34.

7 Acordurile asupra traficului pe calea ferata intre Regatul Romdniei,
Republica Polond si Republica Cehoslovacd, vol. 1, Bucuresti 1930, s. 49-55.
I1I 209949.
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sary technical stops (the question was whether they were in-
cluded in the official timetable — consultation with Romanian
timetables). The convention provided for the use of individual
locomotives for the transit of Romanian trains by individual
railway managements, i.e. PKP and CSD. Transit train passen-
gers did not need to have passports and were not subject of
customs control (Article 26). As an addition to the convention,
it was also proposed to strictly define the timetable of the train
to connect Chernivtsi to Oradea.

In February 1930, it was concluded that the average jour-
ney time between the mentioned stations was 41 hours, taking
into account the shortest route, i.e. through Czechoslovakia
and Poland [485 km], not through Romania, where the train
had to travel about 520 km longer. Due to the fact through the
mountainous territory, the fast trains Accelerat) did not circu-
late, the travel time was very long. It was proposed to launch
the train in the fast regime, which was to cover the 485 kilo-
meters route in a decent 15-hour time for political and terrain
conditions'®. The train was to leave Oradea at 15.00 [14.50],
to reach the border station of Halmei (Halmeu) at 18.58 (Ro-
manian time, there was a change of time to Czechoslovak and
Polish time [17.58], according to which the train henceforth
traveled in the direction to the Polish-Romanian border, de-
spite returning to the Romanian area between the stations
Sighetul Marmatiei (20.30) and Valea Viseului (21.35); to the
Polish-Czechoslovak border in Jasina the train was to arrive
at 23.05. The next check points were Delatyn (1.21), Kolomyja
(3.00) further on, the train had to leave from Grigore Ghica
Voda at 4.32 / 5.32, in order to arrive in Cernauti at 6.00 [6.04]
Romanian time. In this direction distance of 486,1 km was cov-

8 Ibidem, p. 111.
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ered in 15 hours 14 minutes. The train was to depart from the
capital of Bukovina at 21.40, to reach the station in Oradea at
13.05 [12.45 according to final timetable] next day, thus cov-
ering the distance of 486,1 km in 14 hours and 5 minutes"”. In
this way the average commercial speed of the train was to be
around 33 km/h*. According to this timetable this train cir-
culated in 1930?". This timetable was mentioned in the agree-
ment, but in reality a different one was put into schedule, hav-
ing a few changes mentioned in 1930.

More changes were registered in 1934, based on the pas-
sengers’ observations and demands. The train (Personal no.
441, 444) left Oradea at 3.45 am, passed Satu Mare at 7.30, en-
tered Czechoslovakia in Halmeu at 7.10 [8.10] change of time
zone into Central European Time). The train had to arrive in
Sighet at 9.05, where number of the train was changed into
458/455, and cars from Oradea were attached to the train from
Kosice. After that, the train had to reach the following check
points: Valea Viseului at 10.12, then Jasina at 12.07, Woronien-
ka at 13.41 [like the train no. 3112], Stanistawdéw at 17.13, Gr.
Ghica Voda at 21.40 and finally Cernauti at 22.55*2. Anoth-
er difference from the original text of the agreement was the
composition of the train, because in reality ir consisted only of
2 and 3 class cars.

The agreement clearly stipulated the circulation of only
one train per day. The addition of another on this route was to
be possible only after the conclusion of additional annexes to
the original protocol. The maximum weight of the train on the

1 Mersul trenurilor de célatorii valabil..., pp. 522-524.
2 Acordurile asupra traficului pe calea ferata..., p. 111.
2 Mersul trenurilor de célatorii valabil..., pp. 522-524.
2 Mersul trenurilor valabil dela 16 iunie 1934, tab. 71.
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whole route was set at 165 tons, however, the Polish side prob-
ably envisaged joining it, at least on part of the route by the
local group of wagons, because the possibility of expansion on
the Polish side of the train to 300 tones is mentioned*. Prob-
ably it was supposed to run on the 322 train schedule — from
Czerniowce to Krakéw?*.

The minimum train composition was determined as fol-
lows: locomotive, four-axle post car, % double-axle car, 3-axle
4-axle car, or sleeping car. The cars were to be provided by CFR
and the International Sleeping Car Company [Wagons Lits]
(CIWL). In reality, according to Romanian timetable from
1930 this train [number 58/59] had to be made of: one baggage
4 axles car [D], one 2 axle — 1 and 2 class [A/B] car and one 2
axle — 3 class [C]?.

The agreement did not contain stipulations regarding ad-
ditional freight trains to be routed on this route, considering
the existing connections to be sufficient, without excluding the
possible extension of the offer in the future.

Upper Silesia Area

The provisions of the Versailles Treaty also affected other
areas of Poland, first of all we should mention here the most
developed area in this respect, namely Upper Silesia. As a
result of three Silesian uprisings and the final plebiscite, this
area was divided between Poland and Germany. Poland re-
ceived a larger share of the Silesian industry, while Germany
received a larger territory (71%: 29%). On the Polish side there
were also 1,170 km of railway track, and 108 railway stations

B Acordurile..., p. 112.
2 PKP timetable, winter 1930/31, table 195.
»Mersul 1930..., pp. 1022-1023.
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and stops®. PKP took over the management of these lines af-
ter June 17, 1922, when the area of Upper Silesia was handed
after the plebiscite administration to Poland. One of the first
tasks of the new administration was to organize and improve
the railway network, since the newly established divided a
uniform railway network in the center of the industrial dis-
trict. The new border crossed 16 standard-track sections of
the line, and 16 narrow-gauge lines?. In addition, new borders
divided the existing key lines for the Polish economy, such as
the only route leading directly to the Baltic Sea through By-
tom, Kluczbork, Ostrow Wielkopolski and Poznan. The two
sections: Bytom-Rojca and Lubliniec-Kepno, remained in
German hands. The network had no connections with Galicia
and Congress Poland, which had yet to be built. The railway
lines in Upper Silesia were also not prepared to take over the
traffic coming from Congress Kingdom, because there was
no such need so far. All larger marshalling yards and shunt-
ing stations were located in the western part of Upper Silesia
and prepared to handle German traffic (Gliwice, Pyskowice,
Kedzierzyn, Racibdrz, Kluczbork and Bytom). There was also
a lack of sufficient number of repair workshops, most of them
being located on German territories. Although the Upper
Silesian Convention imposed on Germany the obligation to

27, Delowicz, Z dziejow kolejnictwa na Slasku. W 70-lecie otwarcia
linii kolejowej Rybnik-Zory-Pszczyna [From the history of railways in Silesia.
On the 70th anniversary of the opening of the Rybnik-Zory-Pszczyna railway
line], Zory 2008, p. 32.

7 D. Keller, Wplyw czasu powstan i plebiscytu na funkcjonowanie kolei
na Gérnym Slasku w okresie miedzywojennym (wybrane aspekty) [Influence
of the uprisings and plebiscite on the operation of railways in Upper Silesia in
the interwar period (selected aspects)], [in:] D. Keller [ed.] Zeszyty Rybnickie
11, Gérny Slask na zakrecie historii. Materiaty konferencyjne [Upper Silesia
at the turn of history. Conference materials], Rybnik, 2011, p. 89.
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repair Polish rolling stock. However, due to the fear of sabo-
tage, it was preferred to conduct the repairs in Polish facto-
ries, even though it meant prolonged waiting and time and
a reduced amount of rolling stock available for use. Gener-
alizing railway matters were so important that in the Upper
Silesian Convention they took 105 articles out of 606 included
in this document in general (Articles 396-500)%. New condi-
tions also forced the construction or reconstruction of border
stations, including those in: Lubliniec, Chebzie and Sumina®.
Construction of new sections of the rail network had also be-
gun, enabling detour in German areas in order to minimize
the need for transit through Bytom and Kluczbork (towards
Poznan). First such lines were built as early as 1923-1924:
Hajduki Wielkie-Kochtowice and Chorzéw Stary-Szarlej,
thus enabling a detour around the interchange in Bytom. The
Bluszczoéw—Brzezie nad Odra line was also built, which ena-
bled direct connection of between the rest of the country and
towns located near Raciborz™®.

Attempts to bypass the railway hubs that were under for-
eign management did not apply only to German stations. The
construction of the Chybie—Skoczéw line, allowed the bypass-
ing of the Annaberg (Chatupki) railway junction, managed by
the under the Czechoslovak railways (1927). Bypasses of the
German network were also built on the northern border of
Upper Silesia. The most economically important was the by-
pass of Kluczbork, which was finally accomplished by building
the Kalety—Wielun—Wieruszéw Podzamcze line with a length
of 115 km. This facilitated the export of coal to Poznan, es-

% Ibidem, p. 90.

»]. Delowicz, Z dziejow kolejnictwa na Slgsku... [From the history of
railways in Silesia...], p. 34.

3 Ibidem, p. 35.
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pecially in the period preceding the construction of the coal

mine?’.

The rest of the Polish-German border

The Polish side took over the railway lines in this area ac-
cording to Articles 27 and 87 of the Versailles Treaty, regarding
German territory ceded to Poland. The issue of the transfer
of the railway infrastructure was regulated by Article 371 of
the aforementioned Treaty, which also regulated the issue of
the transfer, in a serviceable condition, of the movable inven-
tory prior to November 11, 1918. Moreover, these rules were
also extended to railways located in the former Russian parti-
tion and rebuilt into the normal course during the war. On the
Gdansk section, Poland took over the supervision of railways
in accordance with the Article 104 of the Treaty and Articles
21, 22 and 25 of the Polish-Gdansk Convention. The excep-
tions were trams and narrow gauge railways located within the
city itself. In addition, privileged transit issues were regulated
by Article 89 of the Treaty of Versailles, and Article 98 obliged
Poland and Germany to conclude the appropriate railway con-
vention.

Apart from the section of the Upper Silesian lines men-
tioned in later contracts as transit lines, the Polish-German
border established by the Versailles system interrupted 20 lo-
cal rail lines, which led to a limitation of the traffic or even
to its suspension. During maintenance periods, the traffic was
limited to 2-3 trains per day on the route, both on Polish and
German sides, and in most cases the trains did not cross the

31 7. Taylor, Rozwdj i regres sieci kolejowej w Polsce [Development and
regression of the railway network in Poland], Warsaw 2007, p. 50.
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border®>. Unused sections were usually left in the material
sense, while bridge over the Vistula River in the village of Opal-
enie on the Smetowo-Kwidzyn line had a slightly different fate.
. Because rail traffic on this line had not been carried out since
1922 (especially on the section Opalenie-Kwidzyn)*, the Pol-
ish side decided to demolish the bridge and transfer the struc-
ture to Torun and Konin, being still used today. The Germans
tried to rebuild it during the Second World War, but their
structures were destroyed during the retreat in 1945. During
the Cold War, the plan was to open a temporary bridge in the
event of a conflict.

It is also worth mentioning the issue of transit communi-
cation between Germany and East Prussia on the German sec-
tion. The first transit agreement was signed in 1921 between
the two countries, it was (the Paris Convention) in a straight
line fulfilling the obligation imposed by Article 89 of the Treaty
of Versailles regarding the freedom of transit of goods, ships,
wagons and transports by post, from East Prussia to the rest of
Germany or vice versa through Poland. This document clearly
separated normal transit, e.g. international trains with com-
mercial stops in transit country, but subject to all customs and
passport regulations, and privileged transit, carried out on the
basis of passing through the territory of another country with-
out the possibility for passengers to leave the wagon, regard-
less of whether the train had commercial stops in the transit
country or not; the advantage was the lack of customs and

32 A. Massel, Pasazerski ruch kolejowy w czasach II Rzeczypospolitej (1).
Polgczenia miedzynarodowe [Passenger rail traffic during the Second Polish
Republic (1). International connections], “Swiat Kolei” 11/2009, p. 20.

#The 1922 summer timetable no longer provided trains on the Kwidzyn
line. Rozklad Jazdy Pociggéw lato 1922, tabela la [Train Timetable summer
1922], table 1a.
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passport formalities. The first agreement identified 8 railway
lines on which, if necessary, privileged traffic could be started.

1. Lebork (Lauenburg [DR])-Gdansk—Tczew—Malbork
(Marienburg [DR]);

2. Chojnice—Tczew—Malbork (Marienburg [DR]);

3. Pita (Schneidemiihl [DR])-Bydgoszcz—Torun—Itawa
(Deutsch Eylau [DR]);

4. Zbaszynek (Neu Bentschen (from 1923) [DR])-Zbaszyn
— Poznan-Torun—Itawa (Deutsch Eylau [DR]);

5. Rawicz—Leszno—Poznan—-Torun—Itawa;

6. Krotoszyn—Gniezno—Torun—Itawa;

7. Gardeja—Malbork—Gdansk;

8. Itawa—Malbork—Gdanisk3*.

The last one was rather relevant for an eventual transiting
of Poland from Warsaw to Pomerania.

Also, six transport corridors were marked out for freight
transit, which largely coincided with the lines designated for
passenger transit; a certain deviation was the designation
of two ,regular” transit lines towards the USSR: Protschken
(Prostki)—Grajewo—Bialystok—the Soviet border; Kimochen—
Raczki—Grodno-Soviet border®,

Until 1936, the Germans used 5 northern transport corri-
dors: Lebork—Malbork, and Chojnice-Tczew—Malbork; Pita—
Bydgoszcz—Torun-Itawa; Zbaszyn—Poznan—Torun—Itawa and
Rawicz—Poznan—Torun—Itawa. The most circulated was the
Chojnice-Tczew—Malbork route, constituting the main con-

3 T. Bissaga, Geografia kolejowa Polski z uwzglednieniem stosunkow
gospodarczo-komunikacyjnych [Polish railway geography including economic
and communication relations], Warszawa 1938, p. 175.

%], Wendt, Geopolityczne aspekty tranzytu w Europie Srodkowej
[Geopolitical aspects of transit in Central Europe], “Geopolitical Studies’, vol.
6, Warszawa 1999, p. 56.
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nections between Berlin and East Prussia, having 3 (4) express
trains and one passenger train on the route. One of them was,
fast, fully transit type, while the others stopped in Chojnice
and Tczew and were available for passengers boarding in Po-
land for international travel.

These rules were in use until February 7, 1936. Later on,
due to the scale of German financial arrears, Poland termi-
nated the application of the Convention, almost completely
blocking transit from Germany to East Prussia. In the attempt
to improve relations with Poland, Germany quickly tried to
clarify the matter and conclude a new agreement, which even-
tually succeeded.

In this case, rail traffic was regulated by the agreement of
March 1, 1936, which designated 11 transport corridors for
German freight transit to East Prussia, primarily with destina-
tion points on the German border (East Prussia) in: Malbork
(Tczew—Malbork railway crossing; but it was still necessary to
formally pass through the territory of the Free City of Dan-
zig); Itawa (Dzialdowo). For passenger (ordinary) transport,
two additional corridors were designated: Inowroctaw—Mal-
bork and Costau (Kostéw) (border station Leka)-Torun—Itawa
(border station Rakowice), however the analysis of the time-
tables does not confirm DR’s use of these possibilities®. It is
worth mentioning that this also concerned the communica-
tion of East Prussia with the Free City of Danzig, where the
management of railway lines was in Polish hands and was en-
trusted to PKP. Despite the fact that these transport corridors
were indicated in the contract, traffic was not carried out on all
of them, as traffic was very often restricted by the Polish side
due to late payment of transit fees by Germany. In privileged

36 RJP, summer 1935, table 109.
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traffic it was planned to use five railway lines. According to
the agreement of May 7, 1936, two of them were Strzebielino—
Gdynia—Gdansk-Tczew—Malbork (with 6 trains towards East
Prussia and 4 trains in the opposite direction) and Chojnice—
Tczew—Malbork (with 6 pairs of trains [100-120 axles] round
trip per day)¥, while the other three options were probably not
used by the Germans due to the reduction of costs that PKP
would have to pay. In total, German transit debt was estimated
at around 100 million zt (around 20 million $), of which Ger-
many would ultimately only pay some of it back in cash, paying
the rest by delivering certain goods®.

It is worth mentioning the attempt to use the corri-
dor by Germany on the Polish side — e.g. in 1923 the War-
saw—Gdarnisk express train followed the route used today e.g.
through Dzialdowo—Ifawa and Malbork). In the late 1930s the
use of these routes by fast Motor coaches (LUXtorpeda) was
also considered.

It is also worth mentioning about the perturbations on the
Polish-Czechoslovakian section, where, contrary to the orig-
inal arrangements from November 1918, the Czechoslovak
army attacked and finally manned the section of the Kosice—
Bohumin Railway, which, according to the original agree-
ments, and also according to the principle of nations self-de-
termination was to belong to Poland. The occupation by CSR
of Zaolzie and the railway lines in this area, although rational
for the Czechoslovakian side, exacerbated relations between
the two countries, and this state lasted practically throughout

. Bissaga, Geografia..., p. 175.

3 K. Lewandowski, Prekonteneryzacja w Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej 1926-
1939 [Pre-containerization in the Republic of Poland 1926-1939], L.6dz-
Wroctaw 2016, p. 53.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



162 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

the interwar period. The cut-off of Cieszyn (Polish) from the
railway network on the southern bank of the Olza forced the
construction of a connection between this city and Upper Sile-
sia, so as to provide local people with access to seasonal jobs.
The division of the current Duchy of Cieszyn was also a poten-
tial disaster for the industry concentrated in this city, which
was virtually deprived of the possibility of free export of man-
ufactured goods to the rest of the country. For this reason, the
construction of a section of the railway line from Pawlowice in
Upper Silesia to Chybia (Cieszyn) with a length of 14 kilome-
ters began in 1922. This line was put into use on November 1,
1924 for freight traffic, and on March 15, 1925 for passenger
traffic®.

The Paris Peace Conference and the subsequent peace
treaties have created a new situation in Europe not only on po-
litical level, but also regarding transport and economy. Again,
it was proved that these three factors cannot be treated sepa-
rately. The situation on transborder/transit lines was an out-
come of the political situation between the interested states.

% K. Nowak, Problemy rozwoju sieci kolejowej Slaska Cieszyriskiego
i jej integracji z gornoslgska czescig wojewddztwa slgskiego (1922-1939)
[Problems of the development of the Cieszyn Silesia railway network and its
integration with the Upper Silesian part of the Slgskie Voivodeship (1922-
1939)], in M. Kapias, D. Keller [ed.] Wegiel, polityka, stal, ludzie... Studia z
dziejow kolei na Slasku [Coal, politics, steel, people... Studies from history in
Silesia], Rybnik 2018, p. 198 [195-207].
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THE ARMEE D’ORIENT FROM THE
ARMISTICE TO THE PETITE ENTENTE
(1918-1920)

Vincent Arbarétier!

Abstract

The following paper analyzes the missions of the Army of
the East, carried out after the conclusion of the armistice of No-
vember 11, 1918 in order to ensure international security. Com-
posed of large units of armies from France, England, Greece, It-
aly and Serbia and commanded by General Franchet d’Espérey,
the Army of the East had its initial command in Thessaloniki,
then in Istanbul. In Hungary and Bessarabia, the Eastern Army
cooperated with the Romanian army against the Bolsheviks to
ensure economic order and reconstruction. The author also ex-
amines the help given by the Eastern Army in the creation of the
Yugoslav army, as well as in the Albanian republic of Koritza
formed in November 1919, under the protection of the French
army.

Key words: Franchet d’Espérey, Armée Alliée d’Orient,
Danube Army, Emmanuel de Martonne, General Berthelot,
Bolshevik military units

As Future Maréchal Franchet d’Espérey started the first
allied offensive and victory on September 15, 1918, from Sa-
loniki area, he surely did not know that some of his French sol-

'LTC Vincent Arbarétier is Chief of the History and Symbolic Depart-
ment — French Defense Historical Service — Vincennes, France.
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diers and sometimes allies would still be in this part of Europe
two years later. As soon as the Armistice between France and
Germany was concluded on November 11, the preliminary
work of the Paris Conference was launched, and despite many
difficulties, we will highlight further on, until the signature of
the treaty of Versailles on June 28, 1919. The Armées Alliées
d’Orient (Eastern Allied Armies Command) were restructured
in accordance with the new missions received after the con-
quest or liberation of different countries by the Allied Armed
Forces.

After reaching a line covering most of Balkan and Cen-
tral European countries, after 90 days of intense progression,
General Franchet d’Esperey was able to focus on the internal
security of his new area of operations and interest:

After receiving the report from his commander in the
Eastern Theater, Marshal Foch was wondering if it was still
necessary to proceed in Austria or to fight against a new threat:
Bolshevism spreading not only among the 90,000 prisoners of
the Central powers, but also in Hungary (Béla Kun) and on the
borders between Romania and new USSR. Franchet d’Espérey,
who was not part of the diplomatic discussions taking place in
Paris, had the idea to join Constantinople on February 8, 1919.

His own Headquarter was moved from Salonika to Istan-
bul on February 6, 1919.

His missions consisted in interposition between warring
factions till the peace was signed in Versailles, and his multina-
tional army had to be deployed in different countries in order
to be able to face any internal or external threat*:

2 Jean Bernachot (Général), Les armées alliées en Orient, Tome 1,
Vincennes 1972, pp. 6-7.
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1. Army Milne (HQ Constantinople): 122 FR 1D? 22 UK
ID, 27 UK ID, 28 UK ID, 229 Bde?, Sicilia Italian Bde.

2. Occupation Allied Contingent of Bulgaria (HQ Sofia):
commanded by French General Chrétien: 26 UK ID, 2 Battal-
ions of 35 IT ID, and 1 Battalion of 11 FR Colonial Infantry
Division.

3. Army Henrys (HQ Belgrade): 2" Group of Infantry Di-
visions (76 FR ID, 17 FR Colonial ID), 11%* FR Colonial ID, one
FR Cavalry Bde, 35" IT ID minus the 2 battalions sent to Bul-
garia.

4. Army Mitchitch (HQ Belgrade): 1** Serbian Army (Mora-
va, Danube and Drina Divisions) 2 Serbian Regiments (25" IR,
26" IR) 2" Serbian Army (Timok, Chumadia and Yugoslav Di-
visions), 2 Serbian Infantry Regiments (23' and 24" IR).

5. Army Paraskevopoulos (HQ Salonika): 1** Army Corps
(1, 2n4, 13 HEL ID); 2™ Army Corps (3%, 4™, 14" HEL ID);
National Hellenic Defense Army Corps, 9" HEL ID.

6. Allied Contingent of the Adriatic Sea :

a. Scutari (Albania):1 FR INF BN, 1 FR CAV SQN, 1 FR
ENG® COY® 1 IT INF BN, SQN, 1 IT ENG COY, 1 UK BN.

b. Antivari (or Bar) (Montenegro):1 FR COY, 1 SER COY,
11T BN.

c. Cattaro (or Kotor) (Montenegro): 1 FR BN, 1 US BAT, 1
SER BN, 3,5 IT BN.

d. Ragusa (or Dubrovnik) (Croatia): 1 FR BN, 1 SER BN.

e. Fiume (Slovenia): 1 FR ENG BN, 1 SER BN.

f. Spalato (or Split) (Croatia):1 SER detachment.

*Infantry Division.
*Brigade.
*Engineer.
®Company.
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7. Italian Troops in Montenegro

a. Antivari (or Bar): 1 BN.

b. Neagous: 2 COY.

c. Virpazar: 1 COY.

8. Reserve under the command of CinC’: 57 FR ID.

9. Odessa and Sevastopol: 156 FR ID subordinated to Gen-
eral Berthelot.

The missions of those allied troops under the command
of General Franchet d’Espérey was respectively to enforce the
armistice conditions agreed on the one hand with Germans
and Austro-Hungarians, and on the other hand with Bulgari-
ans and Ottomans. Relatively important forces were located in
Hungary, Bulgaria and Istanbul from December 1918 to Octo-
ber 1923. In December 1918, some units were sent to Southern
Russia against Russian Bolsheviks.

Regarding the situation in Bulgaria, General Chrétien
had to manage the strikes and unrest throughout the coun-
try. Tsar Ferdinand 1* abdicated just after the signing of the
ceasefire on September 29, 1918 and left his kingdom to Tsar
Boris 3", aged 25. Prime Minister Teodorov who succeeded
Malinov, strongly opposed the Bolshevik movement. The de-
mobilization was going quite well, as French reports stated
that “people’s confidence in the Bulgarian army remains in-
tact, although it has to withdraw from Dobrudja; soldiers are
behaving very respectfully in front of their officers and salute
them but do not salute Allied officers”

Teodorov’s external policy continued the collaboration
with the Allied Occupation troops, while trying domestically
to focus on the improvement of the social and economic situ-

7Commander-in-Chief.
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ation in order to prevent the newly-formed Bolshevik move-
ment to ascend to power. French troops were noticing that the
US President Wilson was very popular among the Bulgarian
population for his defense of the National Rule principles and
that Italy (through her 35 ID) was trying to push the Bulgarians
against the Serbs as far as Western Macedonia was concerned.

In 1920, Stamboliyski won the elections, and the Bulgari-
an political regime became peasant dictatorship.

About the situation in Hungary, Romanian troops fought
against Béla Kun Bolshevik regime from March to July 1919
and tried to support the annexation of Transylvania. Georges
Clemenceau, who was trying to favor an action of the Romani-
an Army against the Russian Bolshevik incursions into Eastern
Romania, failed to create a unique French Command of the
Romanian Army and had no choice but to allow the Romanian
Army to occupy Budapest in November 1919.

For 133 days, Béla Kun tried to impose a Red revolution
around the world and his great Red Army of several thousand
managed to easily defeat the Czech forces out of Slovakia. Af-
ter the collapse of the Hungarian Bolshevik Regime, a new
Counter-revolutionary Regime emerged, led by Admiral Hor-
thy, who called himself Regent of Hungary. He replaced the
Red Terror with a White one and forced the peasantry to give
back to big landowners their own land.

French Occupation forces in Hungary faced the following
challenges:

+ Preventing Hungarian regime from falling into Bolshe-
vism;

« Solving Transylvanian, Banat and Slovak issues with as
low trouble as possible,

+ Ensuring that the Mackensen Army complies with Armi-
stice regulations.
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Regarding the situation in newborn Yugoslavia under the
Serbian rule, both the military and the civilian outcome of 1*
World War were under the responsibility of both the French
and Serbian armed forces and diplomats. The integration of
Croats, Slovenes, Bosnians and Macedonians in the new king-
dom was a difficult task. Those people used to fight against
the Serbian and Montenegrin armed forces within the KuK®
Austro-Hungarian army where the cohesion lasted until the fi-
nal day of the war under the Habsburg emperor. After the war,
the French and Serbian representatives had a lot of difficulties
to enhance the Yugoslavian authority in those territories. The
French Army was involved only in peace restore missions and
sometimes was not strong enough to support new Yugoslavian
authorities. General Henrys was the commander of the French
Army in the East till he was sent in Poland in late 1919.

As far as Albania was concerned, the French Army of the
East had established a new state called the Autonomous Re-
public of Koritza (Kor¢é) which existed until 1921. Themistokli
Gérmenji, the leader of the Albanian Resistance against the
French Military presence was executed. But the French loss-
es were also very numerous. The French Military Cemetery of
Koritza has more than 640 graves of the French soldiers and
represents a testimony of that great loss. Colonel Henri Des-
coins, the former Chief of Staff of the Dardanelle expedition,
was the French military commander in Koritza.

Regarding the Danube Army, the French divisions had
the task to disarm the German units, as well as to block any
attempt from the Russian Bolsheviks to cross the Romanian
border in Bessarabia. A Great Romanian Assembly took place
in the Transylvanian city of Alba Julia in December1918 in or-

8 Kaiserlich und Koniglich: Imperial and Royal.
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der to unite the province with the Romanian Kingdom, thus
creating Greater Romania. This country’s population and ter-
ritory had doubled in size... Among her 18 million inhabitants,
29.1% are minorities: Hungarians (8%), Germans (4%) and
Ruthenians (3%). On the Religious and Cultural side, 72% of
Romanians are Greek-Orthodox, 8% are Greek Catholics, 7%
are Roman Catholics, and 5% are Jews. In summer 1919, the
Romanian Army was able to replace the French Army in Bes-
sarabia. Emmanuel de Martonne and General Berthelot were
the two French characters who embodied the French support
towards Romanian unification. The first of them was charged
with the precise delineation of the Rumanian borders; the sec-
ond was the one who reorganized the Rumanian Army.

French Historian Jean-Noél Grandhomme wrote about
French intervention’ in Russia:

“Clemenceau decided the intervention in Russia on 21
November 1918. Berthelot receives the mission to sustain local
governments in order to maintain the stability during the time
necessary for them to set up their own armed forces. In addi-
tion, he must safeguard the Allied general interest in this area”

Once the threat of Hungarian Bolshevism was handled,
most of the Romanian military units were thrown into Bes-
sarabia in order to deter any Russian tentative of invasion. Af-
ter supporting the French Danube Army, the Romanian Army
was involved in a series of low-level combats against Bolshevik
military or paramilitary units.

In Romania, as in Hungary, French and British units were
deployed in order to build local stability needed to prevent
warring factions from fighting each other and to prepare the

°Jean-Noél Grandhomme, Berthelot du culte de loffensive a la stratégie
globale, ECPAD éditions, Paris, 2008, p. 705.
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physical and economic functions necessary for a global recon-
struction of the regional area.

The addition of Bessarabia to Romania was just as prob-
lematic, as Russia was not involved in that part of the Versailles
Conference. However, General Berthelot did not receive clear
guidance from French Government. He was given only a mis-
sion to coordinate with General Denikine’s White Russian
Forces. The attachment of Bessarabia to Romania was so well
prepared among diplomats that there was no realistic approach
on the ground except for the delineation of Eastern border.

About the expedition of French and Allied forces into
Western Russia and Ukraine, the animosity between General
Berthelot and General Franchet d’Esperey, General Berthelot’s
diary is particularly interesting: “As soon as I arrived in Salon-
ika on 13 October, General Franchet d’Espérey seemed very
surprised to see me. Without any doubt, he did think that my
role would have diminished his own one, because I acknowl-
edged to have found in his behavior as well as in his staff none
of any warmth nor any good will, which would have been able
to facilitate my own mission. All my Staff officers were deeply
struck by that lack of positive behavior”’.

As described by Tim Mulholland™: “To mobilize under
the cover of the Allied Divisions. Berthelot’s appointment also
created some friction within the command structure of Allied
forces in Eastern Europe. In order to bypass General Franchet
d’Esperey, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Army of the
East, toward whom Clemenceau harbored, considered antip-

10 Général Henri-Mathias Berthelot, Souvenirs de la Grande Guerre,
éditions des PARAIGES Histoire, Références, Metz 2018, p. 789.

" Kim J. Mulholand, The French army and intervention in Southern
Russia, https://www.persee.fr/doc/cmr_0008-0160_1981_num_22_1_1903,
pp- 45-46.
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athy, Berthelot’s command was organized independently so
that he reported directly to Foch and Clemenceau. Franchet
d’Espeérey grumbled at this division of military authority, and
he differed with Berthelot over prospects for a successful in-
tervention in Southern Russia. He warned that the expedition
would have to be massive — at least ten thousand more men
than had been scheduled for Russian service — if the promises
of the French government were to be fulfilled. Existing resourc-
es in the Eastern Theatre were insufficient. Many units desig-
nated for the Ukraine fell below normal strength, and Franchet
d’Esperey predicted that Senegalese troops from the colonial
army, who were to be part of the expedition, would find the
Russian climate intolerable. He also warned of war-weariness
and poor morale among many units. Some officers and sol-
diers had seen eighteen to twenty-four months’ duty without
leave, and in their exhausted condition they were susceptible
to the influence of Soviet propaganda. According to the official
Greek history of the intervention, Franchet d’Esperey noted
that while French soldiers fought enthusiastically against the
Central Powers and relished the prospect of victory on the
Danube, they viewed any occupation of the Ukraine with hos-
tility and threatened mutiny. Thus, Franchet d’Espeérey insist-
ed that only volunteers or politically trustworthy troops not
scheduled for immediate demobilization are employed in Rus-
sia. By the time the expedition was ready to embark for Russia
from bases in the Balkans, Berthelot began to share Franchet
d’Espeérey’s reservations. He discovered that only three divi-
sions, not twelve, were immediately available to occupy a wide
expanse of territory in the Ukraine, and one of these divisions
could not be employed due to an influenza epidemic within its
ranks. Berthelot now argued that the intervention was doomed
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to fail unless extensive reinforcements arrived promptly from
France. Even at this early stage there was a large discrepancy
between what Berthelot had promised the Volunteers and the
realities of French support for military intervention”

Nothing was really prepared in order to win a further war
against the Russian Bolsheviks. The Spanish flu, as well as the
low morale of French soldiers and the poor logistics support-
ing this expeditionary force were involved in the fiasco of this
plan. Neither Berthelot, nor Franchet d’Espérey were in a good
condition to win in Russia a war against the Red Army with
scattered units without any form of coordination.

Nevertheless, some allied units were integrated within the
French Command structures: “the Allies and Denikin: In the
next few weeks the French expedition, augmented by a size-
able Greek contingent and smaller units of Polish, Romanian
and Czech troops, seized Nikolaev, Kherson and Tiraspol so
that Allied forces controlled an arc of territory in the Western
Ukraine along the northern shore of the Black Sea between the
Dniester and Dnieper rivers. In January, General d’Anselme
arrived in Odessa to assume command over operations in the
Western Ukraine, and he quickly established contacts with
Simon Petliura. At Kherson and Nikolaev, dAnselme’s repre-
sentatives arranged with Petliura’s troops for a peaceful trans-
fer of power to French authority. The French command later
justified this decision on the ground that Petliurians controlled
the communication lines with Odessa, and the only alternative
to negotiation was a direct and perhaps bloody confrontation.
D’Anselme’s decision to negotiate with Petliura enraged the
Volunteers who accused the French of treachery for dealing
with Ukrainian nationalists. D’Anselme replied that the Vol-
unteers lacked any authority in the region, and military ne-
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cessity rather than any political consideration dictated his de-
cision. In response to Denikin’s complaint about his dealings
with Petliura, d’Anselme observed that his relations with the
Directorate were of a purely military character. The occupa-
tion of Kherson and Nikolaev was crucial for the protection of
Odessa and the security of vital supplies and military stores in
Nikolaev itself. As evidence of his good faith, d’Anselme point-
ed out to Denikin’s representatives that he had declined Petli-
ura’s offer to place the entire Ukraine under French protection.
But d’Anselme insisted from the outset that his instructions
required that he cooperate with all patriotic elements, not just
the Volunteers, opposing the Bolshevik'”"

There was a bad relationship between the French Troops
and the White Russians. No common goal and operational ob-
jective was to be defined. The only way to proceed, as far as the
French Expeditionary Corps was concerned, was to evacuate
all willing White forces by sea from Odessa under indirect Red
fire.

As promptly assessed: “When Franchet d’Esperey’® ar-
rived in Odessa on March 20 for an inspection tour, d’Anselme
presented a candid assessment of prospects for the city’s de-
fense. He observed that poor morale and the danger of revolt
complicated his task, but he expected that the city could be
held at least temporarily. However, the loss of supply and rev-
enue from the countryside meant that supporting the swollen
population would be extremely difficult. In effect, the defeats
at Kherson and Nikolaev made the provisioning of Odessa dif-
ficult, if not impossible. Given the tactical advantages held by
the Allies in defending entrenched positions, the military sit-

12]. Kim Mulholland, op. cit., pp 47-49.
B Ibidem, p. 57.
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uation did not seem hopeless, at least on paper, and the Allies
could bring in supplies and reinforcements by sea. Yet there
were only eight to ten days’ food reserves on hand for a popula-
tion that had swollen from four hundred thousand to over one
million. D’Anselme and Franchet d’Esperey concluded that
evacuation was unavoidable. Although Franchet d’Espérey as-
sured the Volunteers that he intended to defend Odessa, he
privately agreed with d’Anselme that the evacuation should
be prepared, and on March 21, he issued instructions on how
this would be accomplished, should the order be given. Two
days later, he cabled Paris that because of his inspection tour
he concluded that Odessa could be held only with difficulty,
given the limited number of available troops, and these Allied
soldiers had no desire to fight. He called for a ,liquidation” of
the Ukrainian intervention; he announced that Allied troops
would fall back toward Bessarabia, and civilians would be tak-
en off by ship unless the situation improved rapidly. On March
25, d’Anselme issued detailed orders in preparation for the
possible departure, and the following day Franchet d’Esperey
cabled Clemenceau and Foch that the situation in Southern
Russia and Hungary had become very serious and would only
get worse in the immediate future. Not only were Bolshevik
partisans threatening Odessa, but at this time a communist
government under Béla Kun had seized power in Hungary.
The absence of supplies and reinforcements, the danger of an
internal revolt, the uncertain reliability of Allied troops, Grig-
orev’s numerical superiority and, now, the danger of a hostile
government in Hungary, all pointed toward a prompt retreat
from Odessa”

The removal of French forces from this critical area was
completed without any hope of returning and installing any
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French or Allied base within this strategic area of Europe. Ro-
mania was left alone against the Russian Bolshevik adversary.
The technical agreement between Poland and Romania on the
common railway policy in transporting troops from one coun-
try to another was not completed, until the external threat
from the East was finally dealt with.

The French global strategy in Eastern European countries
did not aim at replacing Russian, German, Ottoman or Aus-
tro-Hungarian domination by a French one, but at using the
new countries as a permanent barrier against any attempt by
either Germany or Bolshevik Russia, to put in place any kind
of undemocratic political regime. Nevertheless the role of
French and allied units was unclear. In parallel to this policy,
there was also a clear will in Asia Minor to support Hellenic
strategy of removing any Turkish domination from the former
Asian Greece. Clemenceau, who was masterminding this pol-
icy, was clearly aware of French military and naval limitations
in the global picture. Without any material resource, France
was focusing on its own reconstruction and was not in a good
position to reshape Eastern or Central Europe. Left alone by
its main allies, two or three years after the Armistice of 1918,
France was also facing antimilitarism and weariness of war
among its own soldiers. All border controls within Central
European new countries were under the French Military Mis-
sions’ survey.

According to documents in French Military archives',
the French military action together with allied forces of those
countries was focusing on all aspects related to the formation
and training of forces. Healthcare was part of it, as well as con-
structing new railways in order to be able to transport and pro-

“SHD: GR7N 2991 in Vincennes for Polish Armed Forces building.
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ject forces along, inside and outside the countries. Military ad-
visers, but also engineers, both civilian and military, as well as
doctors and logisticians were part of this effort. Learning and
training new French ways of combat were, as well, part of it. In
addition, French instructors, officers and NCOs, were author-
ized, on a case-by-case basis, to follow in combat the troops
that had been trained. In Poland, French instructors were al-
lowed to follow Polish troops in combat either in 1919 or later
on until 1921. In the Balkans, the French Expeditionary Force’s
behavior was the same. Instruction and courses were given by
French officers in Yugoslavia, Romania or smaller countries
(Montenegro or Albania). A kind of global strategy was con-
ducted everywhere and Allied contingents were equipped and
trained to French standards. French technicians and soldiers
supported tanks, Artillery, Aviation and Motorized units. The
only industry present in those countries during the 1918-1925
timeframe was the French one. The “Petite Entente” between
Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia was a series
of bilateral treaties between France and each of those new
countries aiming at reinforcing the security level in the area.

An example of the consequences of this alliance was the
inclusion of a strategic railway line in Romania by the French
geographical expert, Emmanuel de Martonne. As a result,
both Poland and Romania were able to shift Romanian forces
in Poland or Polish forces in Romania as much as needed, in
the event of a Russian threat against one of those two countries
(Image no. 1).

In conclusion, although France and the French Army were
in a very good position after the armistice in the Balkans and
in Central Europe to enforce a new order and a new securi-
ty organization after having dismantled all the great Empires
in the area, the opportunity was missed after the spring of
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1919. Then, the failure of White Russian troops in Ukraine and
Crimea forced the Allied forces to withdraw them from Sev-

astopol.
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Moreover, a new threat of the Bolshevik ideology and
revolutionary movements inspired by the USSR was to be ad-
dressed. In this sense, a double approach was highlighted: di-
rectly, by the new governments in force or indirectly, through
the military support brought by the former French army of
Eastern Europe or the Danube Army, for Romania, Hungary;,
Yugoslavia or even Poland. Here, a specific French mission
helped to form and prepare Polish forces to join the Polish
army in the fight against the Bolsheviks.

The “Petite Entente” was supposed to be supported by
French forces, and to provide each government in Poland, Ro-
mania and Yugoslavia with mutual support possibilities, which
could not be set up mainly for financial reasons. Concisely,
France has finally failed to be a great power in Eastern Europe
for the next 20 years and left this crucial area fall under the
controversial influence of Italy, Germany and Russia for a long
period of time.
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MILITARY FACTOR AND THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE YUGOSLAV -
ROMANIAN BORDER IN BANAT
1918-1919

Dalibor Denda'!

Abstract

For Romania and Serbia, the Banat issue was just one of
many territorial issues that should be resolved at the end of the
First World War. Both countries faced the Hungarian revolu-
tion. The Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had disputes
with Italy over the Adriatic coast of Dalmatia and with Austria
over Carinthia. It also had to respond to the Albanian rebel-
lions in the south. Apart from Hungary, Romania also faced the
Bolshevik threat to the East. Both countries shared a common
interest in taking control of Bulgarian aspirations to the north-
ern and eastern borders. Territorial disputes were resolved by
diplomacy. The Serbian government did not intend to lose its
only traditional ally. Thus, at the request of France, until July
28, 1919, Serbian troops evacuated Timisoara and parts of
eastern Banat.

After the withdrawal of the Yugoslav from Klagenfurt to
Carinthia and the Romanian success in the war against the
Hungarians, the Romanian Prime Minister Brdtianu, began to
remember the values of the 1916 Bucharest treaty. This meant
Romanian claims over the entire Banat. On August 24, 1919,
the Yugoslav Supreme Command did not rule out war as a po-
tential solution and began to strengthen troops in Banat and

! Col. dr. Dalibor Denda is a research associate at the Strategic Research
Institute of the University of Defense, Ministry of Defense, Belgrade, Serbia.
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prepare them for defence. Finally, the agreement with the Su-
preme Command of Romania was concluded through the Al-
lied. Romania’s headquarters said it had no aggressive inten-
tions in Banat and the situation was stabilized after the estab-
lishment of the common border line. The common interests of
Hungarian and Bulgarian irredentism forced both countries to
establish closer and allied relations through the Little Entente
and the marriage of Yugoslav King Alexander I to Princess Ma-
rie of Romania. From the Serbian point of view, the military
factor was crucial in saving the West Banat issue in _favour of
the Serbian national interest.

Key words: Banat, Nikola Pasi¢, Constantin Prezan, Vo-
jvodina, border adjustments

After the Great War, the issue of Banat region was one of
the questions that caused tensions in the Serbian-Romanian re-
lations which had always been relatively good and friendly, un-
til then. The Serbian aspirations concerning Banat were openly
presented in public ever since 1914. According to a circular
memo sent by the Serbian Prime Minister Nikola Pasi¢ on Sep-
tember 4, 1914 to the diplomatic representatives abroad, the
new South-Slav state should have comprised Serbia, Bosnia,
Herzegovina, Vojvodina, Croatia, Istria and Slovenia®. Accord-
ing to a draft document from September 21, among the other
territories, the Yugoslav state was to include the entire plain of
Banat®. An essential element of this demarcation was founded
on an ethnic Yugoslav basis, but in case of Banat, there were

2 Andrej Mitrovi¢, Serbia’s Great War 1914-1918, Hurst & Company,
London, 2007, p. 89.

3 Porde Stankovi¢, Nikola Pasié, saveznici i stvaranje jugoslovenske
drzave, Nolit, Beograd, 1984, p. 49.
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also strategic reasons. According to these reasons Serbia need-
ed Banat with its geographic-strategic border, because other-
wise it couldn’t defend neither Banat, nor Belgrade. Historical
reasons were mentioned as well. According to them, Banat was
the greater part of the old Serbian Vojvodina with the Military
March frontier, etc.* At the same time, Pasi¢ was claiming, that
Serbia’s future border should include Orsova, Timisoara with
the territories up to the Mures River, while Romania would
get to keep Lipova, Lugoj and Arad’. However, by the treaty
of Bucharest from August 17, 1916, the Entente had promised
the whole region up to the Tisza River to Romania®. Banat was
a multi-ethnic territory inhabited to a large extent by Roma-
nians, Serbs, Swabians, Hungarians, Jews, Slovaks, and Cra-
schovanians. The relative majority of population in the east-
ern and central region was Romanian, followed by Serbians in
the western region’. Both Serbian and Romanian sides wanted
the annexation of the entire Banat to their national states. Af-
ter the Romanian retreat from the war in the spring of 1918,
the Romanian leading opposition politician Take Ionescu had
a series of meetings with the Serbian Prime Minister Nikola
Pasic¢ in Paris and London during the summer of 1918, where
he admitted the possibility that Romania would renounce its
claims on the entire Banat. In his telegram sent to the Serbi-

* Andrej Mitrovi¢, Serbia’s Great War 1914-1918, p. 89.

> Anapej Murposuh, ,CyuemaBame ca  CpPeAHOEBPOIICKUM
nmnepujaauamom”, Vicropuja cprckor Hapoaa, VI — 2, Cprcka KibIKeBHa
3aApyra, beorpaa, 1994, p. 63.

¢ About the Treaty of Bucharest see: Petar Tomac, Prvi svetski rat 1914-
1918, Vojnoizdavacki zavod, Beograd, 1973, pp. 406-408.

’Florin Cristescu, “The division of Banat, the apple of discord between
Serbia and Romania’, First part, April 10, 2019/https://europecentenary.
eu/the-division-of-banat-the-apple-of-discord-between-serbia-and-
romania%EF%BB%BF-first-part/.
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an government on October 27, 1918 Pasi¢ wrote that he and
Ionescu appealed together several times to the French Foreign
Minister, Stephen Pichon, with the claims that Serbia and Ro-
mania are willing to find compromise regarding the Banat is-
sue. According to Pasi¢, Ionescu recognized Serbia’s rights to
Torontal County, thus Pasi¢ did the same regarding Romania’s
rights to the Eastern Banat. For disputes between two sides
regarding the Timisoara County, lonescu and Pasi¢ agreed to
accept the mediation of the Allies®.

After a successfully conducted Vardar offensive and the
liberation of the Serbian state territory, upon request of the
French East Army Headquarters and the demands of local Ser-
bian population, Serbian troops entered Banat. First small de-
tachments crossed the Danube on November 3, 1918°. After
Belgrade’s armistice, on November 13, the Royal Serbian Army
entered Banat with the approval from both Hungary and the
Allies'. Several weeks prior to that, a so-called Banat Repub-
lic was proclaimed on the territory of Banat. Serbian Morava
Division’s 1* infantry regiment accompanied by 1% mountain
artillery division took control of Timisoara on November 17,
being acclaimed by all communities''. By November 22, Ser-

8 Auapej Mutposuh, Pasepanuuerwe Jyeocrasuje ca PymyHujom u
Mahapckom 1919-1920: Papmo-teaeBusuja Cpbuje; TIpomerej, Beorpaa,
Hosu Cap, 2019, pp. 143 — 144.

® Aparony6 M. Kouuh, ,ITpopop Cprcke Bojcke y baHar m ormop
Pymyna“, in Cpbuja 1918. 200uHe u cmsapare Jyzociasuje — 3060pHUK
paaoBa 6p. 7, yp. CaaBenko Tepsuh, Vicropujckn uncruryt, Beorpaa 1989,
pp. 323 — 324.

1 Momup Muaojesuh, ,,YroBopu o npumupjy*, in : Cpbuja 1918. 2ooune
u cmsapare Jyeocrasuje — 300pHUK paposa Op. 7, yp. CaaBenko Tepsuh,
Wcropujcku unctutyT, beorpaa, 1989, pp. 312-313.

"' Beauku pam Cpbuje 3a ocrobolerwve u yjeduwewe Cpba, Xpsama
u Crosenaya 1914-1918, XXXI, TaaBuu henepaawrra6, Beorpaa, 1937, p.
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bian forces had camped along the Mures River, from Szeged to
Lipova. In their advance eastwards, they stopped at Caranse-
bes and Orsova'?. The general purpose of this offensive was
to secure as much of the region as possible before the Paris
Peace Conference, obtaining an advantage in the region’s split
between Serbia and Romania. Placed under its control, Ser-
bia regarded Banat as an acquired territory, part of a province
called Vojvodina (Banat, Backa and Baranja). On November
25, this view was enforced by the all-Slav Popular Assembly of
Novi Sad. It hosted 72 Serb and other deputies of Slavic origin
from the disputed areas®.

Because of possible tensions with Hungary and Romania,
starting from November 13, the Serbian Supreme Command
had stationed in Banat and Backa regions troops in total of two
and half infantry and one cavalry divisions. The Headquarters
of the Serbian I army responsible for Banat area was situated
in the city of Novi Sad'. Having re-entered the war, again on
the side of the Allies, on November 10, 1918, the day before it
ended in the Western Europe and a week after the capitulation
of Austria-Hungary, Romania had ambitions concerning the
entire Banat territory based on the Bucharest treaty from 1916.
Serbian side at the time had troops on the ground and advocat-
ed for the right of self-determination of nations, regarding the

211 (Serbia’s Great War for liberation and unification of Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes 1914-1918, Vol. XXXI, Main General Staff, Belgrade, 1937, Further:
SGW, XXXI, p. 211).

2SGW, XXXI, p. 262.

B Ljubivoje Cerovi¢, Sdrbii din Romdnia. Din Evul mediu timpuriu
pand in zilele noastre (Timisoara: Uniunea Sarbilor din Roménia, 2005), pp.
155-158.

*Mile Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca 1918 — 1921,
Narodna knjiga, Beograd, 1988, pp. 166 — 167.
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western part, based on Woodrow Wilson’s 14 points program.
The Serbs also had claims on Timisoara because of strategic
reasons. At the other side, France had much more interest to
support Romanian goals in the Banat, having in mind that Ro-
manian Army was numerically stronger than the Serbian one
and was engaged both against Soviet Republic in Hungary and
Bolsheviks on Ukrainian front. French General Berthelot vis-
ited Banat in late 1918. He had asked the French government
since November that all Serb troops should be sent to the west
of the Tisza River and that the region should be occupied by
French troops until the conclusion of the peace treaties.

At the same time, a small French presence in the Banat
was also established: a French cavalry brigade under the com-
mand of General Frangois Léon Jouinot-Gambetta, who es-
tablished its Headquarters in Vr$ac!®. On December 1, 1918
the Headquarters of the French cavalry brigade was moved
to the town of Bela Crkva, its Moroccan Spahi Regiment was
placed in the village Jasenovo and its 1 African light cavalry
regiment — in Vracev Gaj'. After the Alba Iulia assembly, the
Serbian Supreme Command took into account the possibility
of an attack from the Romanian army and irregulars against
Hungary and the territories under Serbian occupation in Ba-
nat. According to official Serbian reports, it was of great im-
portance for the Serbs and Entente allies to avoid any clashes
between the Serbian and Romanian troops. On December 2,
1918 the Chief of the Serbian Supreme Command, Field Mar-

I>F, Cristescu, “The division of Banat, the apple of discord between
Serbia and Romania’, Part 2, April 11, 2019/https://europecentenary.eu/
the-division-of-banat-the-apple-of-discord-between-serbia-and-romania-
part-2/.

16 SGW, XXXI, p. 310.

7 Ibidem, p. 336.
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shal Zivojin Misi¢, sent to French Command the request to
occupy the territory eastward from the line Orsova—Mehadia—
Caransebes—Lugos—Lipova'®. Upon request, in the evening of
December 3, General Francois Léon Jouinot-Gambetta and his
Headquaters arrived in Timisoara. On the next day his cavalry
brigade reached the city too'. Until mid December the part of
troops of 11" French Colonial Division in total of 3 infantry
battalions and 3 artillery divisions was placed in eastern Banat
along the line of Danube—Orsova—-Lugoj—Lipova—Mures—Na-
dlak—10 km westward from the line Nadlak-Timisoara—Bela
Crkva and combined forces with the Serbian troops®.

In the meantime, the Serbian military attaché to Roma-
nia informed Serbian Headquarters on December 16, 1918
about his official meeting with the Romanian Chief of Staff,
General Constantin Prezan. During the meeting, Prezan tack-
led the Banat issue insisting on the fact that according to the
Bucharest Treaty, the Entente Allies gave the entire region of
Banat to Romania. Romanian general accepted the fact that
200.000 Serbs were also living there, but he trusted the good
Serbian-Romanian friendship. Prezan suggested that the issue
could be solved peacefully, trough the exchange of population.
According to his idea the Serbs from Banat should exchange
their properties with the Valachs from the Timok valley and
immigrate to Serbia?'. The next day he also sent the informa-
tion that Ion I.C. Britianu openly advocated for the merging of
the whole Banat with Romania. The Serbian military attaché to
Romania thus suggested that “The Serbian troops should not

8 Ibidem, pp. 333-334.

¥ Ibidem, p. 357.

2 [bidem, p. 422.

2 A. M. Kouuh, ,ITpopop Cpricke Bojcke y Banar u orniop Pymyna“, p.
330.
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evacuate Banat at any costs, not even in the case of a possible
clash with Romanians”®. Having in mind the fact that Roma-
nia still had ambition to seize whole Banat, on December 26,
Serbian Headquarters issued the order to its representative to
the Allied Command in Budapest to collect the information
regarding the capabilities and the combat readiness of the Ro-
manian troops. His answer was that Romania mobilized 23
divisions, but they had only 110.000 rifles at their disposal.
He also mentioned that General Berthelot strongly supported
Romanian interests®. Preparing for a possible military con-
flict Serbian Headquarters sent at the end of December one
battalion from XI infantry regiment as reinforcement to the
Serbian troops in Timisoara. At the beginning of January, Ser-
bian Headquarters estimated that the possibility of a conflict
with Romanians was less probable due to the unrests in Bu-
charest and the bad morale and state of the Romanian troops®~.
After that, the Banat issue was more or less solved peaceful-
ly. On January 23, 1919, the Serbian troops got the order to
withdraw west of the line Orsova—Karansebes—Lugoj. They
were replaced with the French troops from the 11* colonial
division that arrived during the next 10 days and was placed
in a buffer zone between the Serbian and Romanian troops
centered in Timisoara®. The city was not entirely relinquished
by the Serbian side. Along with the French advance, the Royal
Yugoslav Army troops from Morava division, under the com-
mand of General Pantelija Gruji¢, consolidated its presence in

2 A. Murposuh, Pasepanuuewe Jyzociasuje ca PymyHujom u
Mahapckom 1919-1920, pp. 214-215.

3 SGW, XXXI, pp. 474-475.

2 A. M. Kouuh, ,ITpopop Cpricke Bojcke y banar u otniop PymyHa“ p.
332.

BSGW, XXXI, pp. 601-602.
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Timisoara. The detachments from Yugoslav Cavalry division
under the command of General Djordje Djordjevi¢ were also
deployed in Arad, Timisoara and Velika Kikinda®.

Meanwhile the Paris Peace Conference had started. That
was the beginning of a new tensioned period. The Romanian
delegation headed by Ion I.C. Bratianu, stopped in Belgrade
on its way to Paris, where a meeting with the regent Alexan-
der took place. Bratianu tried to justify Romania’s rights over
the entire Banat. At the same time, Prince Alexander argued
against the loss of a compact area in the western part of the
country where more than 250.000 Serbs lived, and reiterated
the danger of a border near Belgrade. He also confirmed the
existence of an agreement between Take Ionescu and Nikola
Pasi¢ that recognized Serbia’s rights to the western part of Ba-
nat. When he arrived in Paris, Bratianu criticized the abuses of
the Serbian army against the Romanian population in Banat, at
the same time trying to use Timoc, a region in Serbia inhabited
mostly by Valahs as an exchange for the western Banat, inhab-
ited mostly by Serbs*.

At the Paris-Versailles Peace Conferences there were voic-
es supporting the Serbian cause having in mind that Serbia
had not signed a separate peace with the Central Powers, while
other voices supported the Romanian cause. On January 31,
the conference called on both Romanians and Serbs to present
their positions. Bratianu demanded the entire Banat for Ro-
mania, arguing its economic unity. Serbia limited its claims,

% M. Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca 1918-1921,
p. 167.

*F. Cristescu, “The division of Banat, the apple of discord between
Serbia and Romania’ Part 2, April 11, 2019/https://europecentenary.eu/
the-division-of-banat-the-apple-of-discord-between-serbia-and-romania-
part-2/.
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attracting the sympathy of the English, French and Ameri-
cans. The only ones that supported Romania’s position were
the Italians, who lost the Dalmatian coast and feared a strong
Slav neighbouring state*. The Serbian delegation also suggest-
ed a plebiscite, but Bratianu refused it. This Britianu’s deci-
sion made a bad impression on the Conference delegations®.
In February 1919, the Yugoslav contingent in Timisoara was
preparing to retreat. At that time there were many incidents
among the Serbian authorities and Romanian population and
agitators, but they newer escalated to bloody conflict of higher
extent®.

On March 12, 1919 field marshal Misi¢, Chief of Staff of
the Serbian Headquarters, informed the Commander of the
French Hungarian Army that the Serbian troops were ready
to withdraw towards the west from the line that began at the
Danube, westwards from Donja Ljupkova village and followed
the Mures river to the west from Arad, thus leaving Timisoara
under Serbian control®'. At the same day the Order on forma-
tion of Command of Banat troops with the Headquarters in
Timisoara was issued. Its aim was to preserve Serbian inter-
ests in the region®. The Banat troops consisted of 1%, 3" and
12" Infantry regiments and two cavalry regiments. Apart of
the Banat troops there were also 9™ and combined Infantry
regiments under the command of Tisza Division district®. The

2 Ibidem.

» SGW, XXXI, p. 656.

% A. Murposuh, Pasepanuuewe Jyzociasuje ca PymyHujom u
Mahapckom 1919 — 1920, pp. 222-223.

BSGW, XXX, p. 721.

2 Ibidem, pp. 722-723.

3 M. Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca 1918-1921,
p. 167.
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Command of Banat troops as a tactical commanding center
started to work on March 22, 1919**. On March 13, the Or-
der of withdrawal of the Serbian troops and their replacement
with the French ones was issued®. During April, May and June,
the Serbian Banat troops were weakened due to training for
eventual operations against Hungary and preparation for an
offensive in Carinthia, against Austrian Heimwehr®.

At that period there were attempts to solve the problem by
diplomacy. In the spring of 1919, Queen Marie of Romania ar-
rived in the capital of Yugoslavia on her way back from France
and Britain. In Belgrade, she met with prince regent Alexander,
showing herself to be open to discussion, while also accept-
ing the decisions of the Conference. Moreover, she invited him
to Bucharest. Between March 22 and April 28, the Romanian
military delegation led by Major Oancea, as part of the French
Command, managed to establish a good working relationship
with the Serbian commander of Timisoara, General Gruji¢. In
the meantime, in mid-April, the Swabian delegations present-
ed Berthelot with a request to unite with Romania. In late May
1919, units of the Romanian Land Forces moved in from Tran-
sylvania, and were garrisoned alongside the French in Lugoj,
thus the Romanians took control of the administration in the
eastern part of Banat¥. According to Yugoslav estimations,

#SGW, XXXI, p. 732.

% Ibidem, XXXI, p. 723.

% M. Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca 1918-1921,
p. 167.

¥ Florin Cristescu, “The division of Banat, the apple of discord between
Serbia and Romania’ Part 3, April 12, 2019/https://europecentenary.eu/
the-division-of-banat-the-apple-of-discord-between-serbia-and-romania-
part-3/.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



190 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

during the whole period of tensions, Romanian army had be-
tween 1,5 and 3 divisions in the region®.

The territorial disputes among the Serbs and Romanians
were finally solved by the efforts of diplomacy. At the Paris
Conference the Great Powers decided to divide Banat hav-
ing in mind that the population of the region was ethnically
mixed, with a relative Romanian majority in the eastern and
central parts and a Serbian majority in the western part. For
both countries the Banat question was just one of the many
territorial issues that had to be solved at the same moment.
Both countries faced the Hungarian revolution. The Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had territorial disputes with Italy
regarding the Adriatic coastal area in Dalmatia and with Aus-
tria regarding Carinthia. It also had to response to the Albani-
an rebellions on the south. Apart from Hungary, Romania also
faced the Bolshevik threat on the east. Both countries shared
common interest to take under control Bulgarian aspirations
towards north and west.

Also, the Serbian government didn’t have any intentions
to lose the only traditional ally it had. So, on French request,
by July 28, 1919, the Serbian troops evacuated Timisoara and
some parts of the eastern Banat®*. On August 3, the Roma-
nian troops entered Timisoara. Although it seemed that the
problem was solved, there were still voices that continued to
claim that the entire region had to belong to Romania. After
the Yugoslav retreat from Klagenfurt in Carinthia and the
Romanian success in the war against the Hungarians, the Ro-
manian Prime Minister Ion Bratianu started to recall the Bu-

3 M. Bjelajac, Vojska Kraljevine Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca 1918-1921,
p. 165.
% Ibidem, p. 168.
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charest treaty from 1916%. On August 24, 1919, the Yugoslav
Supreme command did not exclude a potential war solution.
It started to reinforce the troops in Banat and to prepare them
for defence. On August 27, new Banat troops under the com-
mand of General Bozidar Terzi¢ were formed. The whole front
was divided in two sectors: on the left from Szeged to Velika
Kikinda with troops comprising two infantry and two cavalry
regiments and two artillery divisions with the Headquarters in
Veliki Beckerek and on the right from Alibunar trough Vrsac
to Bela Crkva, with the Headquarters in Pancevo, consisting
of 3 infantry and 3 cavalry regiments and 3 artillery divisions.
Finally, the agreement was concluded with the Romanian Su-
preme Command, trough the Allied command. The Romanian
Headquarters gave a statement according to which they had
no aggressive intentions in Banat. On October 6, the Yugoslav
Headquarters ordered to reduce the presence of its troops in
Banat to 6 infantry battalions, one cavalry regiment and six
artillery batteries. The Headquarters of the Banat troops was
dissolved at October 20*. Unhappy with the results, Bratianu
signed his resignation, but situation in Banat was stabilized.
Namely, the new Romanian Government was basically ready
to accept the division of the disputed territory*.

The Banat frontier was largely settled under the Treaty
of Trianon of June 1920. The area was effectively partitioned

“F Cristescu, “The division of Banat, the apple of discord between
Serbia and Romania’, Part 3, April 12, 2019/https://europecentenary.eu/
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part-3/
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between Yugoslavia and Romania during July, though there
were still border adjustments until 1924. Since then, Romania’s
border with Yugoslavia/Serbia stayed stable. From the Serbian
point of view, the military factor was crucial for the solution
of the Western Banat issue in favour of the Serbian national
interest. Soon after the Banat issue was solved, joint interests
regarding the Hungarian and Bulgarian irredentism forced
both countries to establish closer and allied relations trough
the Little Entente treaty and the marriage of the Yugoslav King
Alexander I with the Romanian Princess Marie.
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Abstract

The scope of this paper is to analyse the preparation for
the peace agreement policies of the Hungarian governments in
the field of transport in the period between November 1918 and
June 1920, and to hone in on the impact of the peace treaty on
the Hungarian railways and inland, especially Danube, nav-
igation, and the distribution of the former Hungarian rolling
stock and Danube merchant fleet.

Key words: transport, railways, navigation, rolling stock,
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In Hungary, the preparatory works for the future peace
agreement were started immediately after the collapse of the
Bulgarian Front (September 25, 1918), at the initiative of Count
Pal Teleki, geographer and head of the Orszdgos Hadigondozé
Hivatal (National Office for War Victims and their Families).
On October 8, 1918, he proposed together with Laszl6 Budai,

! Mihdly Kramli is a researcher at the Military History Institute and
Museum of Hungarian Ministry of Defence, Budapest, Hungary.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



194 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

head of the Kozponti Statisztikai Hivatal (Central Statistic Of-
fice) to the Hungarian Kereskedelemiigyi Minisztérium (Min-
istry of Commerce), to compile special statistics and maps to
be used at the Peace Conference. After some debate, it was
decided to include in these statistics the 1913 data of the Hun-
garian railways. On October 31, 1918, after the so-called As-
ter Revolution, Count Mihdly Karolyi became Hungary’s new
Prime Minister, which soon led to the formal dissolution of the
Austro-Hungarian union. On November 16, the Kérolyi Gov-
ernment proclaimed the Hungarian People’s Republic with
Karolyi named as provisional president.

After the Aster Revolution, Count Teleki resigned and lat-
er left the country. Karolyi tried to continue the preparatory
works began under the Wekerle Government. In December
1918, in the Kiiltigyminisztérium (Ministry of Foreign Affairs)
and also in the Ministry of Commerce, some preparatory works
were started again, but these had rather propagandistic value.
In the latter Ministry, several memoranda were made on topics
of transport, but a part of them perished during the Hungar-
ian Republic of Councils and the surviving documents were
unsuitable for use at a peace conference. One of these was the
document titled: A béketdrgyaldsok elékészitésére valo vasii-
ti, belhajozdsi és tengeri Osszekottetés biztositdsdra vonatkozo
anyag (Material related to the preparation for peace negotia-
tions in the fields of railways, inland and maritime navigation).
This elaborate file was written probably in February 1919. Of
the 26 chapters of the document, 23 deal with railways, three
with inland navigation and none with maritime navigation.
The chapters on railways were written by the leaders and high
ranking bureaucrats of the MAV (Magyar Allamvasutak, Hun-
garian State Railways). This document is a vast repository of
the illusions and miscalculations of the Hungarian railway pro-
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fessionals who were unable to recognize the real intentions of
the victors and the new postwar reality. It included unrealistic
demands, with the primary goal of preserving the integrity or
at least the virtual integrity of the railway network of the MAV,
even after reshaping Hungary’s borders by the mean of the so-
called railway tariff peage system. This was a mere illusion®.

It is common knowledge that in the establishment of the
new borders of Hungary the transversal railway lines had an
important role from the start. This is especially true to the
eastern and to the northern border. Geostrategical and mil-
itary considerations had a great part in giving these strategi-
cal railway lines to the successor states. For the states of the
Little Entente, possessing these railway lines was also a con-
siderable economical benefit. They spared to build their own
parallel railway lines and they were profiting from the railway
transit excluding the competition of the Hungarian railways.
In the early 1920’s, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,
Czechoslovakia, and Romania soon reinforced these lines to
the mainline standard, and Romania rebuilt a short missing
section parallel with the new border. This gave to these states
the opportunity to divert the West-East railway traffic from
Hungary. Due to these geostrategical, military and economical
advantages for the successor states, the hope of the Hungarian
railway professionals for preserving the physical, or at least the
virtual integrity of the Hungarian railway network proved to
be an illusion.

On March 21, 1919, the Communist Party assumed power
in Hungary. During the 133 days of the Hungarian Republic of

2L4szl6 Eperjesi, “Magyarorszag kozlekedése a trianoni békeszerz6dés
utan. A nemzetkozi kapcsolatok alakuldsa 1920-1938 kozott’, in: A
Kozlekedési Mizeum Evkonyve IX, 1988-1992, Budapest, 1994 (Eperjesi),
pp- 141-142.
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Councils, no considerable preparatory works were made. Af-
ter the Hungarian Red Army’s defeat by the Romanian Army,
the Communist regime collapsed on August 1. The Romani-
an troops soon occupied the greatest part of the country. Un-
der the government of Prime Minister Istvan Friedrich, the
preparatory works for the peace talks were restarted and in-
tensified. Count Pal Teleki, who was the Minister of Foreign
Affairs during the Hungarian Republic of Councils of the so-
called Counterrevolutionary Government of Szeged (living
in Switzerland), returned to Hungary and assumed again the
task of coordinating the preparatory works. On August 21,
the Béketargyalasokat El6készité Iroda (Bureau of Prepara-
tions for Peace Talks) headed by Teleki was set up. Due to the
Romanian occupation of Budapest, these works were done in
secrecy and decentralized in the ministries. Teleki personal-
ly visited all the ministries asking the departments to compile
elaborated documents related to their commissions. After the
Treaty of Saint-Germain of September 10, 1919 with Austria,
Prime Minister Istvan Friedrich ordered the ministries to give
priority to the preparatory works for the peace negotiations. In
every ministry, the most competent professionals worked on
this project elaborating documents and statistics. Since Octo-
ber 1, 1919, Teleki held conferences with the participation of
the undersecretaries of state on a weekly basis®.

On November 8, Minister of Commerce, Lajos Hegye-
shalmi, ordered the MAV to provide data for the preparatory
works for peace negotiations. The Minister wrote that most
probably the preliminary peace conditions would be similar
to the conditions of the Treaty of Saint-Germain. On the fu-

35 A magyar béketdrgyaldsok. Jelentés a magyar békekiildiottség
miikodésérdl Neuilly, S/S-ben, 1920, janudrius-marcius havaban, vol. 1, Bu-
dapest, 1920 (A magyar béketargyaldsok), pp. XIV-XV.
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ture borders he said: , The establishment of the new borders
will most likely take place along the so-called Clemenceau-line.
Taking this negative scenario as our starting point seems like
a very practical solution, as the memorandum prepared along
these lines could be easily modified.”*

On January 15, 1920, The Allied Powers handed the pre-
liminary peace conditions to the Hungarian government. On
January 21, a conference was held to discuss these conditions
with the participation of Prime Minister Karoly Huszar and
Vice Admiral Miklés Horty, the commander in chief of the
Nemzeti Hadsereg (National Army), the Governor of Hungary
since March 1, 1920. The chapters on railways were evaluated
by Sandor Popovics, former Minister of Finance of the Weker-
le government, then financial expert of the Hungarian peace
delegation in Neuilly. As he pointed out, while the financial,
economical and reparation provisions were similar to the ones
of the peace treaty with Austria, there were new and harsher
provisions for the railways. As Popovics said, the railway lines
crossing Hungary were perceived as the extensions of the rail-
way lines of the neighbouring states, which could carry out
transport on these railway lines without tolls and transship-
ment. Undersecretary of State and Chief Emissary of the peace
delegation, Vilmos Lers, evaluated the so-called peage-provi-
sions of the preliminary peace conditions. The most important
of them was the Czechoslovak demand for an undefined dura-
tion peage right between Pozsony (Bratislava) and Fiume. They
even demanded that the Hungarian state should reinforce the
railway line between Pozsony and Nagykanizsa. The other de-
mands for peage-right of the successor states were definited to
15 or 10 years. It was also clearly evident for the participants of

*Eperjesi, p. 144.
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this conference what an important role acquiring certain rail-
way lines and railway junctions had played in establishing the
new borders the intention of the three neighbouring countries.
As Lers told: “It happened in many places that the border was
established as they did only because there were railway lines
or important railway junctions which our enemies wanted to
posses.”

In the note XXVII titled ,Gazdasdgi kérdések” (,,Econom-
ical issues”), handed to the Peace Conference on February 20,
1920, the Hungarian peace delegation accepted that the integ-
rity of the Hungarian railway network could not be preserved,
but claimed the transversal railway lines which ran along the
new borders. A draft titled , A kozlekedésre vonatkozo dltaldnos
megjegyzések” (,General notes on transport”) which was never
attached to the abovementioned note and which was writ-
ten by railway professionals perfectly reflected their political
blindness. They could do nothing more than just parroting that
preserving the integrity of the Hungarian railway network was
an eminent interest of the successor states too, otherwise the
east-western international railway traffic would be pointless-
ly hampered.® They couldn’t realize that the real intention of
these states was to divert the railway transit from Hungary. An
example of this endeavour was the Simplon-Orient Express
agreement of 1919 between France, Italy, Romania and the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. The parties agreed to
the new routes for the express, one to Bucharest and one to
Istanbul through the new Southern Slavic state, and to exclude
Hungary from the railway transit to the Balkan (Balkan Penin-
sula/Balkans) for ten years. This attempt failed in 1921, partly

> A magyar béketdrgyaldsok, vol. 2, Budapest, 1921, pp. XI-XII.
SEperjesi, p. 152.
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due to the geographical position of Hungary and partly due
to the bad relationship between Romania and the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. The first to agree with Hungary on
maintaining the railway service between Western Europe and
Bucharest through Budapest in 1920-1921 was Romania. Upon
learning of the news of the Romanian-Hungarian negotiations,
the Southern Slavic state also started negotiations with Hun-
gary. The Budapest-Belgrade railway line was reopened in July
1921, two weeks after the restart of the Vienna-Budapest-Bu-
charest service’.

In exchange for the Czechoslovak and Romanian demands
of free transit (with Czechoslovak and Romanian traction and
train crews) on certain Hungarian railway lines, the Hungari-
an peace delegation asked for similar rights on certain Czech-
oslovak, Romanian and Southern Slavic railway lines. They
accepted the demands (requests?) of the successor states for
peage or fixed-term transit rights, but they tried to reject the
Czechoslovak request for indefinite transit rights to the Adri-
atic. In the event that the peace conference granted Czechoslo-
vakia the above-mentioned transit rights to the Adriatic Sea,
the Hungarian delegation requested similar transit rights for
Hungary via Czechoslovakia to Poland.)

The Allied Powers handed their reply note to the Hungari-
an peace delegation on May 6, 1920. In the cover letter they re-
monstrated that the territorial resolutions of the peace condi-
tions wouldn’t be modify. All requests for minor modifications
in the interest of better operations of the Hungarian railways
were also rejected. In addition, all Hungarian requests for rail-
way transit rights were rejected on the ground that the MAV
had sufficient junctions for operating the railway lines in ques-

7 Vasuti és Kozlekedési Kozlony, June 22 and July 7, 1921.
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tion. The Hungarian request for railway transit to Fiume was
rejected on the ground that Fiume’s international status wasn’t
settled until that date, while the Czechoslovak transit rights to
Fiume through Hungary was maintained®.

A part of the Hungarian requests expressed after the hand-
ing over of the peace preconditions were pro forma requests,
as the Hungarian government was well aware that they would
be rejected by the Allied Powers. The other part, which didn’t
affect the new borders, namely reciprocity in transit rights
were drafted on the grounds of prewar rule of law. As these re-
quests were also rejected, it turned out that this belief was also
more or less an illusion. It can be said that the Hungarian gov-
ernments in the period following the failure of the Hungarian
Republic of Councils had a realistic awarness of the situation
in railway matters, and they had no illusions about the inten-
tions of the victors. On the other side, the railway profession-
als, the high ranking bureaucrats of the MAV, weren't able to
understand the situation, and expressed unrealistic demands.
Their attitude didn’t help the Hungarian government and di-
plomacy during the peace negotiations and afterward during
the negotiations on reparations.

The Treaty of Trianon on railways

and the issue of rolling stock

The Treaty of Trianon, the peace agreement with Hunga-
ry, was signed on June 4, 1920 in the Grand Trianon Palace at
Versailles. The Part XII Section III (Articles 294-308) of the
treaty dealt with the railways. The Article 294 stipulated “Free
access to the Adriatic Sea is accorded to Hungary, who with this
object will enjoy freedom of transit over the territories and in

8Ibidem, pp. 487-514.
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the ports severed from the former Austro-Hungarian Monar-
chy” This was a positive change compared to the reply note of
May 6, but free access was achieved only after the agreement
on railways between the two states, concluded in October
1926. The other Articles settled obligations for Hungary. Ar-
ticle 295 provided that the Allied and Associated Powers shall
enjoy the most favourable conditions on Hungarian railways.
Article 297 stipulated: “Hungary shall be bound to co-operate
in the establishment of through ticket services which shall be
required by any of the Allied and Associated Powers to ensure
their communication by rail with each other and with all other
countries by transit across the territories of Hungary’ Article
301 provided for the relocation of railways situated in territo-
ries transferred under the Treaty of Trianon. This article pre-
scribed “The works and installations of all the railroads shall be
handed over complete and in good condition” This was declined
by the Hungarian peace delegation due to lack of funds and
reconstruction material.® Article 302 provided for free transit
for Czechoslovakia and Romania on certain Hungarian railway
lines. Article 305 established an obligation of reinforcement of
the Bratislava-Nagykanizsa railway line for Hungary on a pos-
sible request of Czechoslovakia. Article 306 specified ,,In the
view of importance to the Czecho-Slovak State of free communi-
cation between that State and the Adriatic, Hungary recognises
the right of the Czecho-Slovak State to run its own trains over
the sections included within her territory’.

Due to the Treaty of Trianon, nearly 64 percent of the
railway network of the Kingdom of Hungary was transferred
to the successor states. The length of the Hungarian railway
network was reduced from 22,564 km in 1918 to 8,705 km in

® Ibidem, p. 195.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



202 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

1920.'° Despite this significant loss, after 1920, Hungary had
the fifth highest railway network density in Europe after Bel-
gium, Great Britain, Switzerland, and Germany.

In addition to the transfer of railways, the distribution
of rolling stock of the former Kingdom of Hungary or, on a
larger scale, of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was
an important issue. This wasn’t an easy process and has led to
lengthy debates. Article 301 of the Treaty of Trianon obliged
Hungary to hand over a part of her rolling stock. “(2) When a
railway system possessing its own rolling stock is handed over
in its entirety by Hungary to one of the Allied and Associated
Powers, such stock shall be handed over complete, in accord-
ance with the last inventory before November 3, 1918, and in a
normal state of upkeep. (3) As regards lines without any special
rolling stock, the distribution on the stock existing on the system
to which these lines belong shall be made by Commissions of ex-
perts designated by the Allied and Associated Powers, on which
Hungary shall be represented. This Commissions shall have
regard to the amount of the material registered on these lines
in the last inventory before November 3, 1918, to the length of
the track (sidings included), and the nature and amount of the
traffic. These Commissions shall also specify the locomotives,
carriages and wagons to be handed over in each case; they shall
decide upon the conditions of their acceptance, and shall make
the provisional arrangements necessary to ensure their repair
in Hungarian workshops.”

On October 7, 1919 the Peace Conference in Paris decid-
ed to set up the Commission for the Reparation of the Rolling
Stock of the Former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in Vienna.
The task of this commission was to distribute the rolling stock

0Ivan Kerkapoly, Vasiiti foldrajz és torténet, Budapest, 1942, pp. 33-34.
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between seven countries: Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Romania, Italy, and
Poland. The Commission for the Reparation should distribute
(theoretically) 12,219 locomotives and 294,193 cars of the for-
mer Dual Monarchy. The fact that the de facto distribution was
made in 1918-1919 due to the requisitions of different coun-
tries did not ease the task of the commission. Thus, none of the
seven states agreed on the principle that distribution should
have been made on the basis of inventories prior to November
1918. In early 1921, after many debates, a new principle was
settled: the new basis was the prewar (1913 or 1914) amount of
traffic on the different railway lines. This principle did not lead
to a satisfactory outcome either, so negotiations and debates
lasted for another decade. In 1921, only a part of the former
Austrian rolling stock was distributed''.

On November 1, 1918, the Kingdom of Hungary possessed
4,949 locomotives, 8,792 passenger cars, 3,537 mail and parcel
cars and 105,837 goods cars'?. There are no accurate statistics
on the requisitions of the Hungarian rolling stock in 1918-1919,
and, which makes the situation worse, nor on the Hungarian
rolling stock up to 1928. The official statistics made before this
date are contradictory and unreliable. In September 1920, by
order of the Commission for the Reparation, the rolling stock
was counted in the seven states. According to this, there were
43,143 locomotives and cars in Hungary, including non-Hun-
garian railway vehicles. According to the MAV’s report, by the
end of 1921, the State Railways owned1,922 locomotives, 2,255
passenger cars, 992 mail cars and 32,478 goods cars, including
the newly purchased 228 locomotives and 4,373 cars'®. There is

"1 Eperjesi, pp. 164-165.
2 A magyar béketdrgyaldsok, vol. 2, pp. 111-112.
3 Eperjesi, pp. 162-164.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



204 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

no reliable data on the rolling stock of private railway compa-
nies either.

A part of the missing rolling stock had been requisitioned
since November 1918 on the occupied territories of the former
Kingdom of Hungary. The other part was requisitioned by the
occupying Romanian Army starting with August 1, 1919. The
Romanian ultimatum of August 3, 1919, demanded 50 percent
of the Hungarian rolling stock. Regarding these requisitions,
there are only incomplete and contradictory statistics on the
Hungarian side. In the case of the locomotives, the statistics
are more or less true. According to these statistics the new
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes requisitioned 943 lo-
comotives, the Romanians 1,977 locomotives (1,169 after Au-
gust 1, 1919) and the Czechs 259 locomotives. In small num-
bers, Italy and Ukraine owned former Hungarian locomotives,
and some of them were destroyed after the war. In terms of
the number of cars requisitioned, in Hungary there were only
estimates, some of them extremely unreliable, or in some cases
— for example in the case of the number of cars requisitioned
by the Czechs — there were no estimates at all.

According to a document prepared by the Ministry of
Commerce, in the first months of 1920, the Serbians requi-
sitioned approximately 11,000 cars, while the Romanians ap-
proximately 23,000. After August 1, 1919, the Romanians req-
uisitioned another 42,000 cars'®. In May 1921, the president of
the MAV, Dénes Kelety, stated that the number of cars requisi-
tioned by the Romanians after August 1 reached 55,000. Later,
until May 1921, Romania gave back 17,200 cars to Hungary".
The number given by Kelety was certainly well overestimated.

“Ibidem, pp. 161-162.
15 Kelety Dénes, “A megcsonkitott dllamvasutakrdl’, in: Magyar Mérniok
és Ept’tész Egylet Kozlonye, LV.26, 1921, p. 196.
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On April 28, 1920, the Hungarian peace delegation asked
the Allied Powers to ask Romania to return rolling stock “un-
lawfully requisitioned” by the Romanian Army on territories
which would belong to Hungary after the signing of the peace
agreement. In their reply note of May 6, 1920, the Allied Powers
communicated that this issue would be considered by the pres-
ident of the Commission for the Reparation’®. As mentioned
above, the Reparation Commission failed to resolve this issue
in 1921. In the same year, the direct negotiations regarding the
Hungarian and the Romanian railways failed: the Hungarian
side demanded 6,600 cars while the Romanian side agreed
only 5,400. As negotiations on the war reparations continued
in the 1920’s, the Southern Slavic and the Romanian sides of-
ten questioned the reliability of the official MAYV statistics, and
were right in some respects. Under the presidency of Dénes
Kelety, MAV pursued a policy providing false statistics even
for the Hungarian Government. During the negotiations, the
Romanian side was able to prove that the MAYV owned 5,500
more goods cars than they had claimed. This also disturbed the
Hungarian party and Government. Hungarian Prime Minister,
Count Istvan Bethlen, said this act was “falsely misinterpreted
patriotism”. The incident led to Kelety’s release in 1927".

The inland navigation and the distribution of the

Austro-Hungarian merchant fleet on the Danube

Before 1914, the Austro-Hungarian inland merchant navy
was a dominant factor in the navigation on the Danube. Ex-
cluding the so-called Greek barges which could navigate only
downstream of Turnu-Severin, Austrian and Hungarian ship-

16 A magyar béketdrgyaldsok, vol. 2, pp. 194-195, 504-513.
17 Informations told by Lészlé Eperjesi.
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ping companies owned 67 percent of the steamers and 80 per-
cent of the barges on the Danube. The two largest companies,
the Austrian Donau-Dampfschiffahrts Gesellschaft (DDSG)
and the Hungarian Magyar Folyam-és Tengerhajézasi Rt
(MFTR) owned the 80 percent of the Austro-Hungarian mer-
chant fleet on the Danube. DDSG was also then the largest in-
land navigation company in the world. In pre-war times, the
riparian states of the Danube, and only the riparian states were
entitled to transport goods and passengers between two ports
of another riparian state. For this reason, the navigation on the
Danube of some Balkan riparian states with small commercial
fleets was dominated by the above-mentioned companies, in
particular the DDSG.During war, the great majority of the Aus-
tro-Hungarian merchant fleet on the Danube was chartered by
the k.uk. Zentraltransportleitung (ZTL, Central Transporta-
tion Command). The main purpose of this fleet controlled by
the ZTL was the transport of grain and other food products
from Romania to the Central Powers'®.

The main documents that regulated or had a major impact
on Hungarian inland (Danube) navigation were the Treaty of
Trianon itself, the Convention establishing the Definitive Stat-
ute of the Danube, and the Cession of Vessels and Tugs for
Navigation on the Danube of August 2, 1921%.

8 See Kramli Mihaly, A dunai vizi it az elsé vildghdboriiban, Budapest,
2009; Mihaly Kramli, “The Austro-Hungarian Danube Merchant Fleet and
the Danube Flotilla on the Lower Danube in 1917, Especially the Role of
Romania in the War Efforts of the Central Powers’, in: Bdtdlile de la Mdrdsti,
Mdrdsesti si Oituz in dinamica Primului Rdzboi Mondial, Bucuresti, 2018,
pp. 141-154.

1¥“Cession of Vessels and Tugs for Navigation on the Danube (Arbitra-
tor Walker D. Hines)’, in: Reports of International Arbitral Awards, vol. 1, pp.
97-212 (Cession of Vessels).
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The Part XII Section II (Articles 274-291) of the Treaty of
Trianon dealt with navigation. One of the most important was
Article 274, which entitled the vessels of any Allied or Associ-
ated Power, including non riparian states like Great Britain or
France, to carry goods and passengers between two Hungarian
ports. At the same time, Article 277 restricted the similar Hun-
garian rights: “Hungarian vessels shall not be entitled to carry
passengers or goods by regular services between the ports of any
Allied or Associated Power without special authority from such
Power”. The Article 284 obliged Hungary to cede a part of her
inland merchant fleet. “Hungary shall cede to the Allied and
Associated Powers concerned, within the maximum period of
three months from the date on which notification shall be given
her, a proportion of her tugs and vessels remaining registered in
the ports of the river system referred to in Article 275 after the
deduction of those surrendered by way of restitution or repara-
tion. Hungary shall in the same way cede material of all kinds
necessary to the Allied and Associated Powers concerned for
the utilisation of that river system. The number of the tugs and
vessels and the amount of material so ceded, and their distribu-
tion, shall be determined by an arbitrator or arbitrators nomi-
nated by the United States of America, due regard being had to
the legitimate needs of the parties concerned, and particularly
to the shipping traffic during the five years preceding the war”

On July 23, 1921, the Convention Establishing the Defin-
itive Statue of the Danube was signed in Paris. The Conven-
tion’s purpose was to regulate unrestricted navigation on the
Danube. The Convention was drafted by the plenipotentiar-
ies of Great Britain, France, Belgium, Italy, Greece, Romania,
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and Czechoslovakia.
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The Convention was also signed by the plenipotentiaries of
Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. On the Hungarian
side, the Convention was signed by Secretary of State, Odén
Miklésvari Miklds, Delegate to the International Comission of
the Danube. Article 1 of the Convention provided/stipulated:
“Navigation on the Danube is unrestricted and open to all flags
on a footing of complete equality over the whole navigable course
of the river”. Article 3 stipulated of two separate commissions,
the European Commission of the Danube whose administra-
tive sphere extended over the so-called Maritime Danube, and
the International Commission of the Danube, whose admin-
istrative sphere extended over the navigable fluvial Danube.
According to Article 22, “On the international waterway of
the Danube, the transport of goods and passengers between two
ports of separate riparian States as well as between the ports
of the same State is unrestricted and open to all flags on a foot-
ing of perfect equality. Nevertheless, a regular local service for
passengers or for national or nationalised goods between the
ports of one and the same State may only be carried out by a
vessel under a foreign flag in accordance with the national laws
and in the agreement with the authorities of the riparian State
concerned.” This was in contradiction with Article 274 of the
Treaty of Trianon, but this contradiction was resolved by Ar-
ticle 43 of the Temporary Stipulations chapter: , The provisions
of the present Convention shall be interpreted in the sense that
they shall not infringe the stipulations of the Treaties of Peace”.
As the peace treaties, the Convention de facto excluded the
German, Austrian, Hungarian, and Bulgarian vessels from the
transport between two ports of the same state of an Allied and
Associated Power (Czechoslovakia, Kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, and Romania), while the abovementioned states
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had to accept that the vessels of any of the Allied and Associ-
ated Power were entitled to carry goods or passengers without
restriction between any two of their ports.

In October 1918, ZTL’ leased fleet had 228 tugs and 1,352
steamers®. On September 29, 1918, after the collapse of the
Bulgarian Front, Bulgaria signed an armistice with the Allies in
Salonika. According to the armistice, Austro-Hungarian and
German vessels were to leave the course of the Danube down-
stream of the mouth of Timok River by October 27. The Aus-
tro-Hungarian Armme-Oberkommando (AOK, Army Higher
Command) waited until October 10, ordering to withdraw all
the vessels from the abovementioned course of the river. At
this time, 533 ZTL vessels were downstream of Orsova?'. On
October 19, the French Army blocked the Danube at Lom. As
aresult, 26 ZTL tugs and 122 barges remained downstream of
Lom. These vessels were gathered at Corabia, where the French
Army requsitioned them on November 11%. In addition tothe
abovementioned vessels, another 170 vessels remained on
the Danube downstream of Zemun after 1 November. Start-
ing with the same date, another 40 steamers and 190 barges
were requisitioned, mostly at Vukovar. In January and Febru-
ary 1919, the Serbian Army at Szeged, Baracska and Mohdcs
requisitioned another 33 steamers and 479 barges®.

In order to capitalise on the benefits provided by the peace
treaties and the 1921 Convention on the Danube navigation,

2 MMKMA (Magyar Muszaki és Kozlekedési Muzeum Archivuma)
Mladidta collection Gabor Débrentei: Beschlagnahmen von Donaufahrzeu-
gen Wihrend des Krieges. Manuscript, 1920 (MMKMA Débrentei 1920),
p- 51.

*MMKMA Mladiata collection ZTL Sch 542590.

2MMKMA Débrentei 1920, pp. 54-55.

BMMKMA Débrentei 1920, pp. 79-80.
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it was necessary to create considerable merchant fleets for
Czechoslovakia, Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and
Romania. To that end, Article 339 of the Treaty of Versailles,
Article 300 of the Treaty of Saint-Germain, Article 284 of the
Treaty of Trianon and Article 228 of the Treaty of Neuilly, pro-
vided that Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria should
cede to the interested Allied Powers certain property per-
taining to navigation on the Danube. Of the four states, only
Austria and Hungary possessed considerable merchant fleets
on the Danube. All these articles provided that the amount
and specifications of such cessions should be determined by
an arbitrator designated by the United States of America. The
American Walker D. Hines was appointed as the arbitrator.
All states interested in these matters had appointed dele-
gates, and official conferences were held in Vienna in July 1920
and in Paris in February and March 1921. Numerous informal
conferences were also held in Paris, Passau, Vienna, Bratislava,
Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and Ruse. Hines and his assis-
tants made a voyage on the Danube from Passau to Giurgiu.
For the above mentioned conferences, Fregattenkapitdn Gabor
Dobrentei, the former commander of the Schiffahrtsgruppe
(Navigational Group) of the ZTL, made in 1920 a long and
detailed note/report? on the activity of the Schiffahrtsgruppe,
titled “Beschlagnahmen von Donaufahrzeugen wdihrend des
Krieges” (Commandeering of Danube Vessels During the War).
In this document, Débrentei tried to prove that the navigation
controlled by the ZTL during the war was primarily for civil-
ian and non-military purposes, carrying food products for the
urban population of Austria and Germany®. This allegation, as

% Cession of Vessels, p. 99.
»MMKMA Débrentei 1920, pp. 77-80.
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other Austrian and Hungarian claims, in the end had no effect
on the arbitrator’s decision. The Romanian and the Southern
Slavic parties raised a number of issues regarding the compe-
tency of the arbitrator to decide all topics that had been raised
concerning the permanent allocation of the vessels. The two
states feared that the arbitrator would cede them fewer vessels
than they claimed, and this fear was not entirely unfounded.
Hines ruled out questions of its competency.

The process was focused on the former ZTL-leased fleet.
The delegates of Austria and Hungary claimed that the Fourth
Hague Convention of 1907 was a correct statement of the prin-
ciples of international law respecting the laws and customs of
land warfare. This view was not seriously contested by repre-
sentatives of other states. The delegates of Austria and Hun-
gary asked for the return of the vessels requisitioned under
Articles 46 (Private property can not be confiscated) and 53
(All appliances, whether on land, at sea, or in the air, adapt-
ed for the transmission of news, or for the transport of persons
or things, exclusive of cases governed by the naval law, depots
of arms, and, generally, all kinds of ammunition of war, may
be seized, even if they belong to private individuals, but must
be restored and compensation fixed when peace is made.) The
vessels, which were chartered by ZTL during war, were owned
by private shipping companies. Hines argued that: ,Article 46
expresses the principle of immunity from confiscation, but this
principle contemplates the great mass of property which is pri-
vate in the usual sense of that word, and does not contemplate
those instances when property, even though privately owned,
has been temporarily dedicated to actual hostile use on behalf
of the state”® Dobrentei’s above mentioned argument tried to

% Cession of Vessels, pp. 104-105.
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refute the “hostile use’, citing that military transports execut-
ed by the ZTL on the Danube were less than 1 percent of all
transports®. Hines believed that the ZTL Schiffahrtsgruppe
was a military organisation, and the vessels which it chartered
had for the time being lost their strictly private aspect and had
become war material. He therefore summed up: “If these ZTL
vessels had been the property of the State no principle of in-
ternational law would have prevented their confiscation, inas-
much as the burden of the loss would have fallen upon the State.
When the State instead of acquiring the complete propriety in
vessels elects to hire private vessels for the same military pur-
pose, thus assuming the obligation of making compensation to
the owners if it does not return the vessels, the burden of the
loss, in the event of confiscation, should be regarded as equal-
ly falling upon the State’*® In the chapter “Permanent Alloca-
tions to Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, Roumania and France’,
Hines laid down: “The Arbitrator finds neither any principle of
international law nor any provision of the Armistice or Trea-
ties which indicates that the ZTL vessels should be restored by
Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom, Roumania and France to Austria
and Hungary.?® Regarding the non ZTL Austrian and Hungari-
an vessels in owned by Romania and the Southern Slavic State,
he decided that the two states had to cede these vessels to their
original owners. Romania argued that these vessels had been
seized by Romanian naval officers, so in case of their seizure,
the naval law should be applied. Hines denied these Romani-
an claims, citing that this was a land war and that ships were
strictly riverine vessels. In the case of some non ZTL passenger
ships in possession of the Southern Slavic State, he gave this

 MMKMA Doébrentei 1920, pp. 77-80.
2 Cession of Vessels, p. 108.
¥ Cession of Vessels, p. 114.
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state the option of delivering tugs and barges of equal value
instead of passenger steamers. Hines also decided that Czech-
oslovakia should cede to Hungary the Hungarian vessels con-
fiscated in 1919%.

The distribution of the former ZTL fleet was based upon
the so-called “legitimate transport needs”. The theoretical le-
gal needs of the riparian states were computed on the basis of
1911 traffic data of the Danube (and Save River). These com-
putations were made by Brice Clagett, Hines’ executive assis-
tant. Of the 107 Austrians, Hungarians and Germans former
ZTL steamers and 831 former ZTL barges owned by Romania,
France, and the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 90
steamers and 711 barges were allocated to these states upon
the decision of August 2, 1921 of arbitrator Hines. The Hun-
garian MFTR was to deliver 4 passenger ships, 22 tugs, 157
barges and 1 pontoon to the Southern Slavic State, Romania,
and France. These vessels were in the possession of the above
mentioned states from 1918-1919. The MFTR also had to de-
liver 1 tug and 25 barges to Czechoslovakia, but the Czecho-
slovak state had to pay a compensation. At the end of 1921, the
MFTR owned 13 passenger ships, 28 tugs, 26 ferry boats, 2
motor ships, 162 barges and 89 pontoons®. Between 1914 and
1921, MFTR lost 45 percent of its passenger ships, 50 percent
of its tugs, and 60 percent of its barges. The largest shipping
company of the Danube, the Austrian DDSG, suffered similar
losses.

% Cession of Vessels, pp. 115-117. On the fightings inthe so called Up-
per Hungary in 1919 see: Balla Tibor, A k.u.k. hadseregtél a Voros Hadseregig.
Magyar katondk a Nagy Hdbori romdn és olasz frontjdn, valamint a Tandc-
skoztdrsasdg honvédd hadjdratdban, Budapest, 2013, pp. 69-84.

31 Cession of Vessels, Annex I-XII; MMKMA Manuscripts nr. 40, A
Magyar Kirélyi Folyam- és Tengerhajézasi Részvénytarsasag jarmuvei 1921”
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The greatest winner of the decision of August 2, 1921, was
the newly created Southern Slavic National Shipping Compa-
ny, which received 10 passenger ships, 46 tugs, and 440 barges
from the former DDSG, MFTR and Bayerische Lloyd vessels,
thus becoming the second largest shipping company of the
Danube after the DDSG. The Romanian national riverine ship-
ping company, the NFR (Navigatie Fluviala Romana) received
11 tugs and 25 barges from the former DDSG and MFTR
vessels, and it also received the tugs chartered by the Ger-
man Zentral-Einkaufsgesellshaft during the war on the Lower
Danube. For a short period, NER held the position of the third
largest shipping company on the Danube, but the Hungarian
MFTR soon became the third largest company.

After the First World War, the entire merchant navigation
of the Danube suffered due to the economic decline and pro-
tectionist policy of the region. The pre-1914 Danube shipping
was mostly based on carrying agricultural bulk goods. The de-
cline of the agricultural production had a negative impact on
shipping itself. The negative effects of the 1921 Convention,
the emergence of new, large, competing shipping companies
and the economic situation forced DDSG and MFTR to clos-
er cooperation. In 1924, the two companies acquired all the
shares of Stiddeutsche Donau-Dampfschiffahrts Gesellschaft
(SDDQ@). In 1926, the DDSG, MFTR and SDDG established
the so-called Betriebsgemeinschaft, which was later joined
by the German Bayerische Lloyd and the Dutch COMOS. In
1928, these companies decided for even closer cooperation
under the name of Cooperating Shipping Companies, and also
agreed with the French and the Czechoslovak Danube ship-
ping companies. Even so, this did not help the indebted MFTR,
and in 1929 the issue of liquidating the company arose. In the
end, the Hungarian Government decided on the financial re-
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construction of the MFTR, taking into account that it was
in the State’s best interest to preserve the national shipping
company. The first reconstruction of 1932 didn’t deliver on its
aims. After the second successful reconstruction of 1935-1936,
MFTR became a state-owned company®”. In the second half
of the 1930’s, especially after March 1938, Danube shipping
became an important tool for the expansion of the Third Reich
in this region.

32See: Mihdly Kramli, “Adatok a Magyar Kirdlyi Folyam- és Tengerha-
jozasi Részvénytarsasag 1932, évi szanalasahoz’, in: A Magyar Miiszaki és
Kozlekedési Miizeum Evkonyve, 1, 2009-2011, Budapest, 2012; Tinku Balazs,
“Mussolini és a dunai hajézds I — Amit a hattérrél tudni érdemes’, in: Napi
Torténelem Forrds, 2017-06-26 (https://ntf.hu/index.php/2017/06/26/mus-
solini-es-a-dunai-hajozas-i-amit-a-hatterrol-tudni-erdemes/).
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SOME ASPECTS OF THE BULGARIAN-
ROMANIAN RELATIONS AFTER THE
FIRST WORLD WAR

Stoyan Nikolov, Boyan Zhekov!

Abstract

The participation of Bulgaria and Romania in the opposite
camps during the Great War led to breaking of the diplomatic
relations between the two states. The Treaty of Neuilly, signed
on November 27, 1919, obliged Bulgaria to make steps towards
the restoration of its diplomatic contacts with the countries
from the Entente. The present paper addresses the process of
re-establishment of the Bulgarian-Romanian relations after the
First World War and their initial development. Some informa-
tion is provided about the work of the first Bulgarian ministers
plenipotentiary in Bucharest, namely Todor Nedkov and Gen-
eral Reserve Ivan Fichev, as well.

Key words: Bulgarian-Romanian relations, BANU gov-
ernment, Todor Nedkov, Ivan Fichev, Dobrudzha, Bolshevism

The signing of the Treaty of Berlin on July 1/13, 1878,
symbolized the rehabilitation of Bulgaria. The international

! Stoyan Nikolov is Chief assistant professor in scientific section “Mili-
tary History and Patriotic education’, Defense Advanced Research Institute,
Rakovski National Defence College, Bulgaria. Boyan Zhekov is assistant
professor in scientific section “Military History and Patriotic education’,
Defense Advanced Research Institute, Rakovski National Defence College,
Bulgaria.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



218 / Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

act provided that the Bulgarian Principality had vassal status
towards the Ottoman Empire; it could not lead independ-
ent foreign policy and maintain diplomatic representations
abroad. Nevertheless, very soon after its rehabilitation, the
country demonstrated unwillingness to accept its position of
an inferior subject in the international relations. As early as
the summer of 1879, the Principal Decree for the foundation
of Bulgarian diplomatic agencies in Constantinople, Bucha-
rest and Belgrade was issued”. By the end of the year Romania
and Bulgaria exchanged diplomatic agents (Al. Sturdza and E.
Georgiev respectively)®. Thereby, the official contacts between
Sofia and Bucharest were established.

In the next decades the bilateral relations were progress-
ing. One good example for this positive line would be the Ro-
manian reaction towards the Unification between the Bulgari-
an Principality and Eastern Rumelia declared on September 6,
1885. Despite the Serbian and the Greek attempts to attract Ro-
mania in an anti-Bulgarian bloc, the Bucharest government oc-
cupied a moderate position. Moreover, soon Romania declared
support for the Unification Act of September 6, 1885*. Twenty
three years later Romania was amongst the very first countries
which acknowledged the Bulgarian Independency proclaimed
on September 22, 1908. As a result of the Independency Act,
the relations between Sofia and Bucharest increased their level
— since June 16, 1909, the Bulgarian diplomatic agency gained

2 A. CrpesoBa, bparapckara Aunaomauus. VIHCTUTYUMM U
npeacraButean 1879-1918 [A. Strezova, The Bulgarian Diplomacy. Institu-
tions and representatives, 1879-1918], Sofia, 2017, p. 31.

3 A. Strezova, Establishment of Diplomatic Relations between Bulgaria
and Romania and the First Bulgarian Diplomatic Agents in Bucharest (1879-
1886), Bulgarian Historical Review, 2016, Ne 1-2, pp. 7, 10.

*Ibidem, p. 19.
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the status of a legation®. The ascertainment of Hristofor Hesap-
chiev, diplomatic representative in Bucharest from 1905 until
1911, is way too evincible for the amicable atmosphere that
twisted into the relations: “When I was appointed as a diplo-
matic agent in Bucharest, the Bulgarian—Romanian relations
were very good and with fine prospects to progress and to en-
dure. This I felt and understood at my very first meetings with
the Romanian main figures™.

The first diplomatic challenge Bulgaria and Romania faced
was related to the Second Balkan War of 1913. In that time the
interstate relations were cut for a couple of months. On July
28, 1913 a peace treaty between Bulgaria, on one hand, and
Romania, Serbia, Greece and Montenegro, on the other, was
signed in Bucharest. This made it possible for the diplomatic
relations to be restored. S. Radev and G. Deroussy accordingly
were appointed as ministers plenipotentiary. In the summer
of 1916, however, due to the participation of the two countries
on opposite sides in the First World War, the diplomatic rela-
tions were breached again. Spain looked after the Romanian
interests in Bulgaria and Switzerland assumed protection for
the Bulgarian ones in Romania. With the conclusion of the
separatist treaty between Romania and the Central Powers in
Bucharest on May 7, 1918, preconditions for reestablishment
of the interstate contacts arose’. This indeed happened short-

> M.X. MareeBa TemaBm4apoB, .AUIAOMaTMYECKM OTHOLIEHUS Ha
Bearapus 1878—1988 [M.H. Mateeva, Tepavicharov, The Bulgarian Diplo-
matic Relations, 1878-1988], Sofia, 1989, p. 234.

¢ X. Xecanumes, Cayxba Ha Bbarapus B uyxOuna. BoeHHOAUIIA-
omaTtuyecku criomenu (1899-1914 r.) [H. Hesapchiev, On Bulgarian Service
Abroad. Military and Diplomatic Memoirs (1899—-1914)], Sofia, 1993, p. 210.

7 Central State Archive (TsDA), fond 176K, opis 32, file 50, pp. 1-15; B.
Kecsikos, ITpunoc KbM AUTIAOMaTHYeCKaTa UCTOpUst Ha Bvarapus [B. Kesya-
kov, Contribution to the Bulgarian Diplomatic History], Sofia, p. 55.
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ly after, but in November 1918 Romania reentered the war on
the side of the Entente. Very soon the Bucharest Treaty was
nullified®.

In the meantime, on September 29, 1918, the Bulgarian
government signed a truce with the Entente and exited the
First World War. The Thessalonica Armistice called for an im-
mediate demobilization of the whole army except 3 infantry
divisions and 4 cavalry regiments. Some of them were to re-
main in Dobrudzha®. The situation, though, rapidly changed.
On November 19, 1918, a week after Germany signed an ar-
mistice with the Entente Powers, the French General Paul
Chrétien demanded the Bulgarian troops to withdraw from
Dobrudzha forthwith. Not two days to pass, the Premier Al-
exander Malinov submitted his resignation as a sign of caveat.
Still, Sofia had to accept the injunction. On November 28, 1918
the Bulgarian troops commenced to pull off Dobrudzha and
they were soon followed by the civil administration'. The fu-
ture faith of Dobrudzha was to be decided at the forthcoming
peace conference.

In January 1919, representatives of the countries that won
the First World War (including Romania) convened in Paris.
The international forum had to elaborate the peace treaties
with the participant states in the defeated Quadruple Alliance

8 TsDA, fond 176K, opis 3, file 1033, pp. 1-3; Xpucros, X. bparapus,
Baakanute u mupsT 1919 [H. Hristov, Bulgaria, the Balkans and the Peace,
1919], Sofia, 1984, p. 69.

® State Military History Archive (DVIA), fond 22, opis, 3, file 197, pp.
107-108.

10T, Mapxkos, [oasimara BoitHa U OBATapCKUAT Med Hap OAAKAHCKMS
Bb3eA 1914-1919, IpepaboreHo u pAombaHeHo uspauue [G. Markov, The
Great War and the Bulgarian Sword over the Balkan Know, 1914—1919, Re-
vised and Supplemented Edition], Sofia, 2017, pp. 262-266.
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(Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and the Ottoman Em-
pire. The preparation of the peace treaty with Bulgaria and the
Romanian role in the process has been studied by the histori-
ography for decades and very few new details can be added on
both matters. The issues under dispute included the repara-
tions and the livestock’s amount Bulgaria was to pass on Roma-
nia as well as the trial of war criminals. Expectedly, it was the
Dobrudzha question that created the most difficulties. Still, it
can be noted the Bulgarian side hold some hopes for future ar-
rangement of the problem through a bilateral agreement. One
clear piece of evidence is a report from September 19, 1919
written by the leading Bulgarian delegate at the Paris Confer-
ence Theodor Theodorov, kept among the Monarchy Institute
records. It says that the absence of specific details in the draft
text of the treaty on the territorial dispute between Bulgaria
and Romania has provided certain opportunities for future
border settlement via special understanding between the two
states™’. Quite indicative for such hopes was also the fact that
as soon as he arrived in Paris in November 1919 the Prime
Minister Alexander Stamboliyski turned with a private note to
the Romanian delegate Constantine Coanda. He appealed “the
former friendship” in the interstate contacts to be revived as
Romania gives up on Southern Dobrudzha at its own will. This
emotional address, however, remained unanswered'.

"' TsDA, fond 3K, opis 1, file 1356, p. 30.

2K. BoropaH, PymbHus 1 Bbarapust MeXXAy ABeTe CBETOBHU BOVHIU. —
B: bbArapo-pyMBbHCKY BOEHHOIIOAUTHYECKM OTHoIeHuA npe3 XIX u XX Bex
[C. Botoran, “Romania and Bulgaria between the two World Wars’, in: Bul-
garian-Romanian Military and Political Relations in the 19" and 20™ Cen-
tury], Sofia, 2001, p. 152; A. ITerpoBa, CaMOCTOATEAHOTO YIpaBA€HME HA
B3HC 1920-1923 [D. Petrova, The Self-Government of BANU, 1920-1923],
Sofia, 1988, p. 57.
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Concluding the peace treaty on November 27, 1919 and
its following ratification in the summer of 1920 made it pos-
sible for Bulgaria to restore its diplomatic relations with Ro-
mania. In fact, even before that Sofia and Bucharest came to
an agreement to exchange special delegates who had to stay
until the official recovery of the bilateral contacts. The experi-
enced diplomat Todor Nedkov departed as a special delegate
in the “Little Paris” and his choice unambiguously showed
the importance Bulgaria assigned upon the relations with its
northern neighbor. In turn, the Romanian government fixed
on Constantin Langa Rashkanu, former head of the legation
in Belgrade.

As early as mid-August 1920, Todor Nedkov reported to
Sofia that the Romanian officials intended to restore the con-
tacts with Bulgaria to their full capacity, right after the ratifi-
cation of the peace treaty. At the end of the month, when the
Chamber in Bucharest had already ratificated the act, the chief
secretary of the Romanian Foreign Ministry G. Deroussy in-
formed Nedkov that the present special delegate Langa Rash-
kanu was to be proposed for a minister plenipotentiary in Sofia
and asked for the official Bulgarian approval. With a telegram
from November 6, 1920 Todor Nedkov informed his superi-
ors that the credential letters of Rashkanu had already been
prepared. Romania also asked Bulgaria to do the same for
its future representative. Handing over the credential letters
of the two ministers plenipotentiary took place at the end of
1920. Langa Rashkanu was the first to do this on December
17, 1920%. Todor Nedkov followed suit ten days later. Thus,

3 A. KysmanoBa, Ot Hroit oo KpaitoBa. Berpocsr 3a FOxxHa Aobpyaxa
B MeXAYHapoAHUTe oTHoweHus: /1919-1940/ [A. Kuzmanova, From Neuilly
to Craiova. The Southern Dobrudzha Question in the International Rela-
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the official restoration of the bilateral relations became a fact.
Todor Nedkov was to be Bulgarian minister plenipotentiary in
Bucharest until the summer of 1921 when he was called back'.
The former Commander-in-chief of the Bulgarian army in the
Balkan Wars (1912-1913), General Reserve Ivan Fichev re-
placed him. Actually, General Fichev was a well-known figure
in Romania. In the summer of 1913, he took part in the Bu-
charest conference as a member of the Bulgarian delegation.
During his abidance in the Romanian capital he made contacts
with multiple distinguished Romanian politicians such as Take
Ionescu and Constantin Coanda'.

At the beginning of the 1920s Bulgaria found itself in an
extremely delicate position. The country was surrounded by
three Balkan states which emerged victorious from the First
World War, namely the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slo-
venes, Greece and Romania. The formation of the Little En-
tente in 1920-1921 contributed to the complication of the
Bulgarian situation. Still, the cabinet of the Bulgarian national
agrarian union (BANU), headed by Alexander Stamboliyski,
hoped to improve the country’s stance on the Balkans. In this
regard, Romania held an important place in Sofia’s foreign
policy strategy. Bulgarian statesmen conceived one favorable
development of the intercourse with Bucharest as a good pos-
sibility “to loosen the hostile hoop” Furthermore, Stamboliyski

tions/1919-1940/], Sofia, 1989, p. 67; M.H. Mateeva Tepavicharov, op. cit.,
pp. 235-236.

1“4 TsDA, fond 176K, opis 4, file 1356, p. 34; fond 327K, opis 1, file 508,
p- 12.

15 C. PaaeB, Ot Tpuymd xbpMm Tpareaust [S. Radev, From Triumph to
Tragedy], Sofia, 2003, p. 152.
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cherished certain expectations that Romania could assist in
improving the dialogue between Sofia and Belgrade. Achiev-
ing a conductive climate in the Bulgaria-Romanian contacts
could mitigate the life of the Bulgarian nationals in Southern
Dobrudzha as well'®. Last but not least, earning the Romanian
goodwill would contribute to the Bulgarian endeavors to ob-
tain a territorial exit on the Aegean Sea.

On the other hand, Bucharest also saw benefit in maintain-
ing sound contacts with Sofia. This cogitation derived from the
fact that in the post-war setup Romania was faced with some
serious border troubles with Hungary and primarily with Sovi-
et Russia. Actually, the Bucharest officials considered Bulgar-
ia as the “least dangerous neighbor” of all. After grading the
potential menace every which way, as early as the beginning
of the 1920s Romania showed willingness to have neighborly
relations with Sofia, too. Hereof, outside the existing principal
contradictions, there was a basis for a fresh start in the bilateral
contacts'.

The initial effort from the Bulgarian side for rapproche-
ment with Romania was made not long after the diplomatic
relations were officially restored. At the beginning of January
1921 the Premier Alexander Stamboliyski arrived in Bucha-
rest. The stop was a part of his hundred-day diplomatic tour
around Europe. Even before he arrived, the Bulgarian Prime
Minister indicated that he longed for a constructive dialog with
the Bucharest governing circles. On December 12, 1920, when
in Prague, Stamboliyski shared with some Romanian journal-

16C. AHueB, BecapabCKMsT BBIIPOC B ObArapo-pyMBbHCKUTE OTHOLIEHMS
1918-1922 r, bvarapure B CeBepHoto [IpnuepHomopue, 1994, Ne 3 [S. An-
chev, The Bessarabian Issue in the Bulgarian-Romanian Relations, 1918—
1922, The Bulgarians in the Northern Black Sea Region, 1994, Ne 3], p. 209.
17 A. Kuzmanova, op. cit., p. 66.
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ists that the Sofia government hoped solid relations with Bu-
charest would be established'®. In fact, there were indications
that the Romanian side wanted just the same. On the eve of
Stamboliyski’s arrival the minister plenipotentiary Todor Ned-
kov informed the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry that the political
circles in Bucharest as well as the Romanian press had been
commenting the upcoming visit “favorably”*®. During his stay
in Romania, the Bulgarian Prime Minister met with different
members of the Romanian government and with notable pol-
iticians. He was also invited to an official lunch by the Royal
family in the Peles Castle in Sinaia. In a telegram dated January
11, 1921, Todor Nedkov underlined that “all the time” Stam-
boliyski had been “an object of especially benevolent atten-
tion”®. In a next dispatch from January 20, 1921 the minister
plenipotentiary shared it was for the first time after 1918 when
the atmosphere amongst the Romanian society, the political
parties and the official circles towards Bulgaria was calm?®..
The discussions between Alexander Stamboliyski and the
Bucharest officials touched on various topics. The Romanian
side was deeply interested in the Bulgarian position towards
the Romanian-Soviet dispute over Bessarabia, but also raised
the issue with the Chetnik movement in Dobrudzha which ap-
peared in 1920. In turn, the Bulgarian Prime minister sought
the Bucharest assistance for the improvement of the relations
between Sofia and Belgrade and support for the Bulgarian

18C. AHueB, UeTHUYECKUST BBIIPOC B O'bArapO-pyMBHCKIATE OTHOILIEHMS
npe3 1919-1923 r, Bbrarapute B CeBepHoTo ITpuuepHomopue, 1993, Ne 2 [S.
Anchev, The Chetnik Issue in the Bulgaria-Romanian Relations, 1919-1923,
The Bulgarians in the Northern Black Sea Region, 1993, Ne 2], p. 205.
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2 Ibidem, p. 38.

2 Ibidem, fond 176K, opis 4, file 1746, p. 3.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



226 |/ Conferinta de Pace de la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0

claims in regard with the territorial exit on the Aegean Sea.
Furthermore, Stamboliyski put on the table the thorny problem
respecting the Bulgarian nationals’ situation in Dobrudzha. It
was negotiated two interstate commissions to be formed. The
first one had to handle the border incidents’ issue and the sec-
ond one had to deal with the so called “pending” questions
which resulted from the return of Southern Dobrudzha to Ro-
mania in 1919%.

As a direct result of Stamboliyski’s visit, in the spring of
1921 the commission which had to explore the border situa-
tion gathered and got to work. In an attempt to demonstrate
good will the Bulgarian representatives accepted the propos-
al of their Romanian colleagues that the body would study all
incidents until March 12, 1921. As per the final report of the
leading Bulgarian Representative Colonel Pechigarov, dated
May 9, 1921, the commission had considered more than 50
frontier violations. He pointed out the job done had proved
the Romanian accusations towards Bulgaria for patronizing
the Chetnik movement to be “groundless”. Despite this, how-
ever, on April 11, 1921, while the commission was still sitting,
the Bulgarian government received a collective note from Bel-
grade, Athens and Bucharest. The three countries urged Sofia
to stop facilitating the passage of armed groups across its bor-
ders at once. In response, Bulgaria dismissed the charges and
declared readiness an international committee of inquiry to

2 A. Kuzmanova, op. cit., pp. 70-72.

B TsDA, fond 321K, opis 1, file 2744, pp. 144-151; S. Anchev, The
Chetnik Issue in the Bulgaria-Romanian Relations..., pp. 206—-208; A. 3aares,
Brerpemnara A06pyA’kaHCKa peBoaonmoHHA opranmsauus (BAPO) 1923—
1940 [L. Zlatev, The Internal Revolutionary Organization in Dobrudzha
(IROD), 1923-1940], Rousse, 2009, pp. 48-51.
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be created®. Nevertheless, the accusations did not stop in the
years to come. In June 1922, for example, the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Greece and Romania sent another
protest note. In return, Stamboliyski’s government stated that
the Bulgarian authorities were doing their best to deal with the
armed groups. The minister plenipotentiary Ivan Fichev got
immediate instructions to inform the Romanian government
that Sofia desired cooperation on the issue and to stress on the
Bulgarian difficulties in exercising full border control because
of the country’s week military strength®. In addition, the lega-
tion in Bucharest received special information about the meas-
ures taken by Bulgaria against the formation of armed groups
on Bulgarian soil and their passage to neighboring countries®.
In the coming months, the Stamboliyski government also
demonstrated its desire to address the Chetnik issue through
the legislative path. In December 1922, it adopted a special law
for extermination of the brigandage. An entirely new Law on
the Army and the Border Guard was adopted in March 1923%.
Serious measures were also taken by the Bulgarian General
Staff. In 1923 the military leadership issued quite a lot of orders
for tightening the border control®. Despite these activities,
however, the frontier violations went on and kept on creating
disagreements in the contacts between Sofia and Bucharest.

*TsDA, fond 176K, opis 4, file 1618, pp. 31-32; file 2101, p. 9; M. Grizo,
“Macedonia — the Crisis after the Paris Peace Conference’, in War in the
Balkans. Conflict and Diplomacy before World War I, London&New York,
2016, p. 190.

% A. Kuzmanova, op. cit., pp. 80-81.
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Another controversial field in the post-war interstate rela-
tions concerned the plight of the Bulgarian nationals in South-
ern Dobrudzha. Undoubtedly, the problem for their estates
occupied the most significant place therein. It stemmed from
the imposed by the Bucharest government sequester in 1920
and the subsequent agrarian reform of the summer of 1921.
Notwithstanding in January 1921 Alexander Stamboliyski and
the Romanian governing circles harmonized on creating a
commission on Southern Dobrudzha, as a matter of fact , for
more than twenty months no progress in this direction had
been made. Signs of breaking the stagnation appeared in the
fall of 1922 when the Bulgarian Prime Minister rolled around
Bucharest again. During his short stay he succeeded in obtain-
ing the Romanian consent that the commission on the “pend-
ing” questions would gather soon”. Indeed, in December 1922
it started functioning, but the work went slowly. On December
13, 1922 the Bulgarian minister plenipotentiary Ivan Fichev
informed the Foreign Ministry in Sofia that the commission
“has been meeting for two weeks with little success”. General
Fitchev pointed out that the proceedings were ongoing tough,
for the Romanian representatives were having multiple claims
“we cannot satisfy” The leading one of them referred to the Bu-
charest’s insistence on receiving 500,000,000 leva in exchange
for the sequester abolition. In addition, the Romanian side re-
quired further benefits for the damage the Bulgarian military
administration had done on Romanian citizens in the Great
War®. The outlined standstill in the commission’s work con-

% BpHIIHATa MOAUTUKA Ha paBuTeACcTBOTO Ha B3HC — HoemBpy 1919
— 1oHu 1923 [The Foreign Policy of the BANU Government, November 1919 —
June 1923], Sofia, 1989, pp. 290-291.
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tinued all winter long. In fact, even in the spring of 1923 no
dramatic change had occurred?.

Not surprisingly, at the beginning of the 1920s the Bul-
garian-Romanian relations, like the political environment in
Europe as a whole, were deeply affected by the devastating
first and second wave of the proclaimed by the Communist
International (Comintern) world socialistic revolution. The
Bucharest officials harbored certain fears that Bulgaria could
become a base for the spread of communism on the Balkans.
Two circumstances definitely nourished these dreads. The first
one of them was connected with the activity of the Bulgarian
Communist Party (BCP). One serious event of 1920 seemed to
indicate that Romania had reasons to worry. On July 3, 1920 a
Romanian military patrol intercepted a boat full of Bulgarian
communist in the Danube Delta. They were on their way to So-
viet Russia for the Second Congress of the Comintern and the
prominent figures, Georgi Dimitrov and Vassil Kolarov, were
among those captured®. In the course of the subsequent inter-
rogations by the Romanian authorities the Bulgarian Commu-
nists tried neither to hide their true identities, nor to conceal
the purpose of their travel®. The capture of the communist
group stirred up the spirits in Bucharest. As early as June 11,
1920, the Romanian socialist press commented on the “arrest
of the comrades Kolarov and Dimitrov in Constanta”. Twelve
days later the socialist press remarked on the petition tabled
by the Socialist Parliamentary Group in the Chamber as well
as on the interpellation made by the socialist deputy Gheorghe

3 M. Kumanov, “Au sujet des relations politiques bulgaro-roumaines (9
juin 1923 — 4 janvier 1926)’, in Bulgarian Historical Review, 1977, Ne 1, p. 11.
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Cristescu®. Eventually, the Bulgarian Communists were taken
to the Bulgarian-Romanian frontier and banned from getting
in the country again. It is interesting to note that the Bulgarian
communists were photographed before being expelled®.

On the other hand, the Romanian statesmen were ex-
tremely fidgety about the activity of the communists of Bulgar-
ian descent in Southern Dobrudzha. As a matter of fact, those
were one of the most vigorous in the country. After Southern
Dobrudzha fell in the borders of Romania again in 1919, the
existing sections of the BCP there were transformed into units
of the Socialist Party of Romania (SPR). The Bulgarian Com-
munists in Southern Dobrudzha contributed a lot for the com-
munization of the SPR and its affiliation with Comintern in
the spring of 1921. From June 1920 until May 1924, the Bul-
garian Communists in Southern Dobrudzha even published
their own newspaper Pravda named after the famous Soviet
semi-official edition®.

The concerns of the Romanian officials about the spread of
communism on the Balkans inevitably reflected on the inter-
state contacts with Bulgaria. This was largely due to the nature
of the government in Sofia. The fact that Alexander Stamboli-
yski and the led by him Bulgarian National Agrarian Union fell

#*TsDA, fond 146B, opis 1, file 209, pp. 7, 36, 38.
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into the left-wing political spectrum caused suspicion. In fact,
in 1920-1921, a number of diplomats, including Langa Rash-
kanu, pointed out that the BANU was noticeably converting
into “a Bolshevik organization” with “a rural coloration” ready
to blast the peace on the peninsula in the name of the Bulgar-
ian territorial aspirations®. The Romanian press commented
that Stamboliyski was guiding the country towards “an agrari-
an dictatorship”.

In fact, Stamboliyski himself did not help much for dis-
pelling such suspicions. For instance, in January 1921 he point-
ed out to the Romanian officials that Bulgaria would refuse to
receive Dobrudzha even if Soviet Russia offered it “on a plate™”.
Right after Stamboliyski’s return to Sofia, however, the “Echo
de Bulgarie” published an announcement provided by the Bul-
garian Telegraph Agency. It averted that at Byala railway station
the Bulgarian Prime Minister had proclaimed that “the Roma-
nian agrarians are ready to return Dobrudzha to Bulgaria” This
provoked a protest by Langa Rashkanu. After all, the affair led
to the dismissal of the editor-in-chief of the “Echo de Bulgaria”
The Stamboliyski’s “statement” was declared not real®. Again
in 1921, on the occasion of an attack against the BCP’s club in
Sofia, the Bulgarian Prime Minister was reported saying that
the Bulgarian Communists were valuable allies and that “on
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many points” he was “a disciple of Lenin™'. In May 1921, the
BANU government sent major Nikolaev on a mission to Soviet
Russia. Official Sofia announced that the purpose of his trav-
el was to negotiate on the position of the Bulgarian nationals
in Soviet Russia. Yet, the Romanian minister plenipotentiary
Langa Rashkanu as well as the French representative in Bulgar-
ia Georges Picot remained quite reserved towards the official-
ly announced version. They deeply suspected that negotiating
on the Bulgarian nationals in Soviet Russia was just a pretext
and major Nikolaev had actually received secret instructions
to lead another kind of discussions. The two diplomats came
to a conclusion the Stamboliyski’s cabinet had become irrev-
ocably “Bolshevik” Additionally, they shared the view that the
bomb attack on the Romanian Senate in December 1920 was
organized by Soviet agents based in Bulgaria. Both Rashkanu
and Picot were convinced that a collusion on Bessarabia and
on Southern Dobrudzha existed between Sofia and Moscow*~.

In 1922-1923, the Romanian attitude towards Stamboli-
yski was becoming more and more mistrustful. For example,
during the Lausanne Conference in the fall of 1922, the Roma-
nian Foreign Minister lon Duca blamed the Bulgarian Prime
Minister for letting 5 Bolshevik agents in Bulgaria, who organ-
ized anti-Romanian propaganda with reference to Bessarabia.

“'L. Spasov, Bulgarian-Romanian Military and Political Relations..., p.
171.
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In January 1923, the Sofia government had to instruct the lega-
tions in Paris, London, Rome and Prague to assure the French,
English, Italian and Czechoslovak governing circles that “the
intrigues and rumors launched by the Romanian press” about
rapprochement with Soviet Russia on anti-Romanian basis did
not correspond with the truth®. Rather interesting informa-
tion about the Romanian attitude towards Alexander Stam-
boliyski included a telegram from the Czechoslovak minister
plenipotentiary in Sofia, Bohdan Pavl{, to the Foreign Minis-
try in Prague, dated April 14, 1923. It stated that Langa Rash-
kanu considered Stamboliyski as “the Bulgarian Lenin”. Owing
to its disapproval for Stamboliyski, Romania quite naturally
welcomed the overthrow of the BANU government on June
9, 1923*. From Bucharest Ivan Fitchev informed the Bulgar-
ian Foreign Ministry that Langa Rashkanu had sent to his
superiors “too good reviews” for the new Bulgarian cabinet
headed by Professor Alexander Tsankov. Along with that, the
Romanian Foreign Minister Ion Duca had declared that Bu-
charest would support the Tsankov’s government because of
its “peaceful” intentions towards Romania®. Contrary to the
frequent post-war Romanian accusations against Bulgaria for
violating the military clauses of the Neuilly Treaty, the Bucha-
rest officials did not make a fuss about the new cabinet’s call
for volunteers in the Bulgarian army to crush the resistance
of Stamboliyski’s supporters in June 1923%. In fact, the reason
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for the overall positive reaction towards the cabinet change in
Sofia was precisely formulated by the Romanian press — due to
“this modest and completely legal revolution (the coup against
Stamboliyski’s cabinet) Romania becomes almost impregnable
with Bolshevism” because “one friend, one state of order” now
stood behind it".

This brief overview of the Bulgarian-Romanian relations
after the First World War cannot pass without some informa-
tion about the activities of the Bulgarian legation in Bucha-
rest. As early as the interstate contacts were restored in 1920,
the Bulgarian diplomatic representatives were faced with a
significant number of problems to solve. According to Todor
Nedkov’s telegram from the fall of 1920, one of the first cases
before him was the Romanian officials’ position to delay the
delivery of juridical papers and the execution of court orders
until the conclusion of a special convention. In May 1920,
Nedkov inset he had arranged with the Romanian side that un-
til then Bucharest would receive and dispatch juridical papers
translated into Romanian*. This is an example of just one of
the many administrative problems in the post-war interstate
contacts.

Another feature of the Bulgarian representatives in Bu-
charest’s work regarded the collection of information about
the internal situation in Romania. In 1920, for example, Todor
Nedkov watched carefully the numerous reconstructions of
Alexander Averescu’s government and provided Sofia with
regular reports on the topic. Meanwhile, the Bulgarian dip-
lomats brought data about the financial situation in Romania

“L. Spasov, Bulgarian-Romanian Military and Political Relations..., p.
173.
B TsDA, fond 176K, opis 4, file 1034, p. 2, 10.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 | 235

as well as the work of the parliamentary sessions. They paid
special attention to the measures taken by the Bucharest au-
thorities against the activities of the Romanian communists as
well®. Periodic reviews on the articles in the Romanian press
were also dispatched to Sofia. Not surprisingly, priority was
given to those which touched issues affecting Bulgaria™.

It was the problem with the estates of the Bulgarian na-
tionals in Southern Dobrudzha which stemmed from the
imposed sequester and the measures introduced by the Ro-
manian government in the context of the agrarian reform in
1920-1921, that occupied a leading place in the activities of
the Bulgarian ministers plenipotentiary in Bucharest. Starting
from 1921, the diplomatic representatives in Bucharest led se-
rious correspondence with the Bulgarian as well as with the
Romanian Ministry of Foreign affairs on the declaration of the
estates in Southern Dobrudzha®'. In addition, the Bulgarian
legation paid considerable attention and communicated with
the Romanian government on the topic of the sequestrated
Bulgarian estates®.

Another aspect of the work of the Bulgarian legation in
Bucharest was connected with the functioning of the Bulgari-
an religious and school institutions in Romania. Even a curso-
ry look on the files of the legation reveals that the diplomatic
representatives immensely cared about the organization of the
religious and school life on Romanian soil. Since 1920, they led
serious correspondence with the Bulgarian Ministry of For-
eign Affairs on matters such as the nomination, the ranking

“ Ibidem, fond 327K, opis 1, files 427, 438, 499.

* Ibidem, fond 176K, opis 4, file 2047, pp. 1-6; fond 327K, opis 1, file
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and the dismissal of the personnel of the Bulgarian churches
and schools in Romania. In addition, the diplomatic represent-
atives were engaged in supervising the payment of the salaries
of the teachers and the chaplains®. For instance, in 1920-1921
they were actively occupied with the problems about the ar-
rangement of the teaching staff of the Bulgarian school in Bu-
charest and the finances of the Bulgarian church in the Roma-
nian capital®.

One of the most interesting moments in the activity of the
Bulgarian legation in Bucharest certainly was following the
issue with the re-establishment of the Romanian sovereign-
ty over Bessarabia. As early as August 1920, Todor Nedkov
informed Sofia that signing of the contract for incorporat-
ing the area to Romania by the Great Powers was soon to be
expected®. In a telegram from September 30, 1920 Romani-
an officials’ statements were commented according to which
the Great Powers had given assurances that the signing of the
contract was “matter of days” These expectations however
didn’t come true and signing the contract was delayed until
the claims of several large British and French landowners in
Bessarabia were sufficiently fulfilled. In the meantime, the de-
lay was also used by the opposition political circles to criticize
Alexandru Averescu’s government. Certain notorious oppo-
sition leaders also assumed that even after settling the issue
with the landowners in Bessarabia, France would keep topic
open as a mean of influencing Romania’s policy towards Soviet
Russia®®. On October 15, 1920 Todor Nedkov informed Sofia

53 Ibidem, files 535, 602.

** Ibidem, file 472.
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with a new telegram that the Romanian Foreign Minister, Take
Ionescu, had declared that the issue of integrating Bessarabia
to Romania “could be thought of as definitely settled with the
Great Powers”. Apparently, the Bucharest first diplomat was
accurate in his evaluation because in the end of October 1920
the Paris Treaty between Romania, France, Great Britain, Italy
and Japan was signed and by its power the unification between
Bessarabia and Romania was officially acknowledged.

Last but not least, it was the relations between Romania
and Soviet Russia that attracted the attention of the Bulgarian
ministers plenipotentiary in Bucharest. Apropos, this subject
was coherent to the Bessarabian question. Among the numer-
ous papers sent by the legation to Sofia regarding the Roma-
nian-Soviet contacts, the documents on the military tension
on the border deserve special attention. At the beginning of
December 1920, for example, Todor Nedkov informed the
Bulgarian Foreign Ministry that due to the disturbing notifica-
tions of a Soviet military preparations along the Dniester River,
the Romanian Minister of War Ioan Rédscanu has gone to the
border zone in order to examine the situation on the spot and
to recommend what was to be done next®. The next telegram
from December 13, 1920 informed of the appearance of 750
officers and soldiers from the Symon Petliura’s divisions at the
Bessarabian border as well as of the arrival of more than 1000
people from General Pyotr Wrangel’s forces from Constan-
tinople®.

Two days later, Todor Nedkov informed Sofia that the
Romanian government has disputed and approved loan Ras-

7 Ibidem, p. 16.
%8 Ibidem, fond 176K, opis 4, file 1089, p. 3.
¥ Ibidem, p. 5.
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canu’s, the Minister of War, proposals of repelling the aggres-
sion in Bessarabia®.

Reports for the military tension between Romania and
Soviet Russia didn’t stop during the following year. With re-
port Ne 28 from January 4, 1921, and Ne 96 from January 20,
1921, Todor Nedkov notified the Bulgarian Foreign Ministry
that the Romanian Head Quarter continue to receive disturb-
ing notifications from the river Dnieper border. According to
the information Soviet Russia actively started to reorganize its
army as well as to increase its combat capability. Along with
that, movements of different military forms occurred which
had significantly increased the numbers of the existing border
forces. The Red Army’s activity provoked counter measures on
behalf of Romania for repelling potential attack. A significant
number of Romanian artillery divisions as well as 24 cavalry
regiments were focused alongside Dniester River and the vaca-
tions of the military men were stopped. The Romanian Minis-
ter of War began a new inspection across the border and he was
accompanied by the Chief of the General Staft as well as by the
French and the Italian military attaché. In the same time, the
Romanian military leaders started negotiations with Poland
for mutual actions. A radiogram in regard to the movement
across the border was also sent to the Soviet Foreign Minis-
ter Georgy Chicherin but he replied that the movement of the
Soviet forces aimed to ease the feeding of the personnel dur-
ing the winter and that Soviet Russia did not have aggressive
intentions — a reply that according to the leaders in Bucharest
was unsatisfying®. Another telegram sent by Todor Nedkov on
February 3, 1921 quoted the opinion of the Romanian foreign

8 Ibidem, p. 7.
81 Ibidem, file 1089, pp. 8, 10-11; file 2047, pp. 8, 10-11.
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minister Take Ionescu shared in an interview for the American
newspaper “Chicago Tribune” According to him, in case of ne-
cessity, Romania could quickly gather an army of 800,000 with
tendency to increase up to 1,000,000 militaries®®. According to
the next telegram Ne 467 sent by the Bulgarian delegation to
the Ministry of the Foreign Affairs and Religions, the mobili-
zation done from Romanian side due to the concentration of
Bolshevik forces in Bessarabia, according to trusted sources,
probably had something to do with that®.

Gathering intelligence for the military tension across the
Soviet-Romanian border continued when the Bulgarian del-
egation in Bucharest was headed by the reserve general Ivan
Fichev. As early as July 5, 1921, he sent a vast telegram to the
Ministry of the Foreign Affairs and Religions in which he thor-
oughly described the concentration across the border. Accord-
ing to the information, the Soviet country deployed over 30
infantry and cavalry divisions up to this moment and the total
amount of the forces concentrated against Romania which up
until the beginning of June 1921 had been only 50,000 with
200 weapons, significantly increased afterwards. The most im-
portant thing however, according to the Bulgarian diplomatic
representative, was that the Soviet soldiers themselves would
have liked to attack. The Romanian forces on their end were
divided in 3 parts: 1. Eastern group in Bessarabia which in-
cluded 9 infantry divisions, 2 infantry brigades and 2 cavalry
divisions with total number of around 50-60,000; 2. Western
group in Transylvania consisting of 8 and a half infantry divi-
sions with total number of 40,000; 3. Southern group in Wal-
lachia and Dobrudzha of around 20-30,000 men distributed

82 Ibidem, file 1089, p. 12.
83 Ibidem, file 2047, p. 34.
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in 6 infantry divisions and 1 mountain brigade. Fichev’s also
stated that “positively I am aware of the following action plan
taken by the Romanian General Staft”. According to that plan,
in case of attack from Soviet forces, the Eastern group would
not show resistance on the Dniester River but would pull back
to Prut River. Its task would be to hold the enemy 8 days until
the other 2 groups were mobilized and focused for a counter
attack. In regard to this, General Fichev, however, doubted
whether the mobilization could be performed in the provided
time. His personal opinion was that for fulfilling this purpose,
at least a fortnight would be needed. In the same time, con-
cerns were expressed that if the Soviet offensive continues for
more than 8 days, the success of the Soviet troops would be
announced in Bulgaria which is utterly unacceptable. In order
to become even more certain in his statements, the Bulgarian
plenipotentiary minister concluded that it was necessary for
him to make a tour in Bessarabia. As a career officer, at the end
of the telegram, Ivan Fichev applied two detailed schemes for
the position of the Soviet and the Romanian forces in the Dni-
ester River area®. No part of this scenario actually happened.
In September 1921, the Romanian-Soviet negotiations on the
Bessarabian issue commenced in Warsaw®. The border situa-
tion was relieved for the time being.

The Bulgarian-Romanian relations after the First World
War carried the heavy bequest of the conflict that just end-
ed. They were quite easily restored in December 1920, but the

% Ibidem, file 1089, pp. 43—46; file 2047, pp. 43-46.
%D. Lungu, “Soviet-Romanian Relations and the Bessarabian Question
in the Early 1920s”, in Southeastern Europe, 1979, Volume 6, Issue 1, p. 38.
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problems were yet to come. The most controversial issue in the
bilateral contacts assuredly regarded Southern Dobrudzha.
Still, the government of the Bulgarian Agrarian National Un-
ion headed by Alexander Stamboliyski managed to bring some
of its aspects to a debate. The creation of the two special com-
missions in 1921-1922 and their work, though not very pro-
ductive, were indisputable achievements of the Bulgarian post-
war foreign policy. It was the fear of the communist influence,
however, that casted a shadow on the interstate contacts at the
beginning of 1920s. The Bucharest officials had serious suspi-
cion that Bulgaria could become a bridgehead for communist
infiltration in Romania. Their mistrust was well nourished by
the behavior of the Bulgarian Prime Minister Alexander Stam-
boliyski. In fact, his multifaceted public speaking and activities
created the necessary preconditions for the existence of such
thoughts among the Romanian statesmen.

In a tense post-war environment, Todor Nedkov and Ivan
Fichev, the first two Bulgarian ministers plenipotentiary in Bu-
charest, faced numerous problems. The legation in Romania
had to deal with a number of issues, the main one of which
concerned the faith of the Bulgarian estates in Dobrudzha.
They also strove for the proper functioning of the Bulgarian re-
ligious and school institutions in Romania. While dealing with
such matters, the Bulgarian representatives in Bucharest pro-
vided regular information about different important aspects of
the Romanian policy. In this regard, it was the issue of the Ro-
manian-Soviet relations that seriously engaged their attention.
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In this paper, the author presents the Hungarian Armed
Forces in the first period after the Great War. It was a very con-
fusing and — at the same time — very important chapter of the
new Hungary, because the country had to rebuild its entire ex-
istence as a new country, surrounded by hostile neighbours. The
paper focuses on a small segment of it: the reorganization of the
Hungarian army from the Italian armistice to the ratification of
the Trianon Peace Treaty. The paper highlights the problems of
military and political leaders, who have repeatedly had to meet
the opposing expectations of the Associated Powers. The main
objective of the Hungarian military leaders was to keep the army
and strengthen the preparation for battle, while 13 governments
were in office — some of them at the same time in opposite parts
of Hungary. This chaotic chapter — in the field of international
relations — was closed by the peace treaty of Trianon. And it was
also the cradle of efforts to revise the peace treaty.
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The two armistices of one country

On November 3, 1918, infantry General Victor Weber von
Webenau signed the armistice in the name of the Austro-Hun-
garian Monarchy, in front of the Italian delegation led by Lieu-
tenant-General Pietro Badoglio. The most important restric-
tions of the agreement that would come into effect the next
day were*

Hostilities on land, sea and air, will cease on all Aus-
tro-Hungarian fronts 24 hours after the singing of the armi-
stice, at 3 o'clock on November 4. (Central European time)

Total disarmament of the Austro-Hungarian army, except
20 divisions having the mission to provide public security.

Artillery equipment, war material, military and railway
equipment must be left behind on the evacuated territory.

The German Army must be pulled out from the territory
of the Monarchy and from the Balkan and Italian fronts, bur-
den to fall into prison.

All the German U-boats, built between 1910-1918, must
be handed over to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.

All warships, marked by the Principal Allied and Associ-
ated Powers, must be handed over, and all the others must be
disarmed.

The armistice contained some problems at the moment of
the confirmation:

First: from the October 16 manifesto of Karl IV of Hunga-
ry — which called on the provinces of the monarchy to beget
their own national councils®- the Monarchy did not exist. The

2 The American Journal of International Law, 1919, no. 4, pp. 394-399,
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2212834?refreqid=excelsior%3A082f2930533f2
b4f99b5d96525c306c1&seq=1#metadata_info_tab_contents.

3Emperor Karl I (IV of Hungary) has given his majesty’s acceptance for
the federative reorganization of the Monarchy.
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carrying out of the armistice waited was duty of the two suc-
cessor states: Austria and Hungary.

Second: the armistice has not stipulate the strength of
the permitted armed forces for Austria. And maybe the much
more important issue was: the demilitarized area marked by
the covenant was valid only for the Italian front, which was out
of St. Stephen’s Hungary.

The Serbian advance from South and the fettle of the Hun-
garian Army gave a spur to Hungary’s — diplomatically unrec-
ognized — government to make effort to start negotiations
with the representative of the Entente Powers, General Fran-
chet d’Esperey. The Hungarian government was represented
at the negotiations in Belgrade by the Prime Minister, count
Mihdly Karolyi. The political and military situation in Hunga-
ry had become more and more serious after the arrival of the
Hungarian delegation. In line with the progress of the Serbs,
on November 8, the Czechoslovak units raided Northern Hun-
gary. In addition, the Entente had begun negotiations with Ro-
mania to enter the war. Under such circumstances, 9 days after
the armistice in Padua, on November 13, the military conven-
tion on Hungary was signed in Belgrade by the representative
of Hungary and General Franchet d’Esperey. Anticipating the
rigor of the peace treaty, the Convention stated the following*:

Hostilities between Hungary and the Allies are about to
end. Only the police and gendarmerie will be retained in the
evacuated zone, being indispensable for the maintenance of
order, and safety of the railways. Demobilization of Hungarian
naval and military forces. Exceptions will be made in the case

*The American Journal of International Law, no. 4, pp. 399-403, https://
www.jstor.org/stable/2212835?read-now=1&refreqid=excelsior%3Adb26d4
d9a533d3f93bcdbd058cae2217&seq=2#page_scan_tab_contents.
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of 6 infantry and 2 cavalry divisions, necessary to maintain in-
ternal order.

The ships and crews of the Danube fleet, usually engaged
in the service of the occupied territory, will remain in harbors
later determined by the General Commander-in-Chief to be
disarmed. Six monitors will be handed over to the Allies im-
mediately in Belgrade.

Within 15 days, a detachment of 3,000 men from the rail-
way technical troops and a detachment of sappers from the
telegraph branch are to be placed at the disposal of the General
Commander-in-Chief, for the repair of wrecked Serbian rail-
ways and telegraph lines.

Within one month, 25,000 horses are to be placed at the
disposal of the General Commander-in-Chief, together with
the transport material he may consider necessary.

Weapons and war material shall be deposited at places
designated by the General Commander-in-Chief.

Hungary will facilitate the supply of the occupying Allied
troops of occupation; requisitions will be allowed provided
that they are not arbitrary and paid at current rates.

A delay of the 15 days granted for the passage of German
troops through Hungary and, in the meantime, their quarter-
ing, dating from the armistice in Padua.

The order of Marshal Ferdinand Foch — after the capitu-
lation of Germany on November 11 stated: the Allied powers
must not cross the already established lines. Despite this, the
injunction had been guaranteed for Hungary exclusively by the
Belgrade military convention. To supervise the execution of
the armistice, a French military mission led by lieutenant-colo-
nel Fernand Vix, arrived to Budapest on November 28°. Mean-

*Sandor Vadész, Vix és Karolyi [Vix and Kérolyi], Hadtorténelmi Ko-
zlemények, 1969, p. 246.
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while, the Hungarian armistice commission held its first meet-
ing on December 1°.

The organizing of the independent Volunteer Army

of People’s Republic of Hungary

The Hungarian government wanted to reach two opposing
goals at the same time: in line with the armistice negotiations,
to start the disarmament of the homecoming mass-army and
to start the organization of the police forces and the new army.

The personal disarmament of the soldiers had been or-
dered by the Ministry of War on November 28, and it was
completed at the end of December. According to Minister Vil-
mos Bohm, by the end of November, about 700,000 soldiers
had been disarmed, and the number increased to 1,200,000
by mid-December’. The young men aged 18-22 were not dis-
armed, as this particular category was to form the foundation
of the new army. In accordance with the disarmament policy,
the door was also open for the entry of generals, officers, and
NCO'’s (non-commissioned officers) into the new, volunteer
army, while maintaining uninterrupted service.

The first milestone on the road of the independent Hun-
garian armed forces was the day of November 6, 1918, when
the Imperial Minister of War, Rudolf von Stoger-Steiner, called
upon the officers of the K. u. K. army to go home and to regis-
ter in their own National Councils.

At the time of the armistice in Padua, 11 Hungarian Hon-
véd divisions were on the Italian front and an additional 3 in
the rear area®. These units began to return home in the first

®Vilmos Bohm, Két forradalom tiizében [In the fire of two revolutions],
Vienna, 1923, p. 78.

" Ibidem, p. 123.

8On the Italian front were the Royal Hungarian Honvéd infantry divi-
sions Nr. 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 51, 64, 70, 74, and the Royal Hungarian Honvéd
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weeks of November. Due to different interpretation of the Pad-
ua covenant, between the Hungarian and Italian sides (it en-
tered into force on the next day, at 3 PM), an entire Hungarian
division’ and many logistic troops became POW.

Behind the fronts, in the hinterland, the K.u.K. and the
Hungarian Honvéd organizations were still working, and sub-
sequently the military administration was ready for the new
task: to organize the police and military forces led by Aurél
Stromfeld. The new Hungarian military administration con-
sisted of 5 districts: I. Kolozsvar, II. Budapest, III. Szeged, IV.
Kassa, V. Pozsony™. It is important to note that the official
standpoint on the borders was not available at that time for the
Hungarian government.

In this regard, they were preparing to organize 8 divisions,
allowed by the armistice in Belgrade. The first step was the de-
cree of January 25, 1919, which stipulated the organization of
the Volunteer Army of the Hungarian People’s Republic**. The
determined units were:

— 6 infantry divisions (each 3 battalion groups, 1 airplane
company, 1 telegraph company);

— Danube-guard;

— Székely/Secler-commando.

The organizing process was planned in 4 phases. The total
strength of the Army was expected to reach about 70,000 by

cavalry division Nr. 11. The Royal Hungarian Honvéd infantry division Nr. 37
was on the way to the French front and the Nr. 155 was on the way to Balkan
front. The Royal Hungarian Honvéd cavalry division Nr. 5 was at Ukraine as
occupational force.

°The Royal Hungarian Honvéd infantry division nr. 39.

19The military administration district Nr. VI disbanded by separation
of Croatia.

""Decree Nr. HM 2669/eln. 6. — 1919 — it has disbanded the so-called
Nemzet6rség [National Guard].
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the end of March: 3,000 officers, 10,000 NCO’s, 50,000 service-
men, and the auxiliary and office crew. But this plan couldn’t
be achieved due to the following reasons: firstly, after 4 weeks
of enlistment only 5,000 volunteers have joined the army. Sec-
ondly: the political and military situation had exceeded the or-
ganizational effort.

At the same time, the government of Hungary, led by
Count Mihaly Karolyi, was preparing with full throttle for
the military standpoint on the negotiation of the peace treaty.
They would like a conscripted army basically — at least, dur-
ing the reprieve of the first few years (1919-1922), volunteer
ground army. In that plan — which did not take into account
the change of borders — they proposed the army strength up
to 150,000 men due to the 15 Million Hungarian population.
This conception'? could not consider the decision of the Peace
Conference taken on February, 26, 1919, which was given to
Karolyi a month later by Lieutenant-Colonel Fernand Vix, the
leader of the French Military Mission in Budapest. The new
document stated that: the Hungarian-Romanian demarcation
line extended much further west than before. This was polit-
ically unacceptable for the Hungarian government, which re-
jected the document and relinquished power in favor of the
Social Democrats.

The war of the Hungarian Soviet Republic
Following the short-lived People’s Republic, the Revolu-
tionist Governing Council, led by the Commissar for Foreign

2'The paper Magyarorszdg véderejének szervezete a jovében [The or-
ganization of Hungary’s defence forces in the future] dated March 6, 1919,
counted on the accidental liquidation of the Hungarian weapon industry.
The population of the Hungarian Kingdom (with Croatia) by the census of
1910 was 18,264,500. HM HIM Hadtorténelmi Levéltar: Tanulmanygyd-
jtemény [Military Archive, Study-collection], nr. 1970.
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Affairs Béla Kun, took power on March 21, 1919. The new
power gave new elan to military preparations: one of the first
arrangements was to continue the organizing of the Army, in
the name of the dictatorship of the proletariat; both against the
inner and outer enemies. It is important to underline that: the
military preparations kept going within the 6 divisions — with
serious additions:

At the end of March, the creation of the workers’ reserve
battalions began, in addition to the usual ones.

On April 6, 3 international regiments were created, most
of them communists from Austria and Russia.

Due to the new recruitments, the strength grew apace, it
was doubled in 2 weeks: from 26,449 soldiers on April 6 to
53,524 on April 155.

The international isolation of the Hungarian Bolsheviks
was augmented by the Moscow-oriented foreign policy. Nev-
ertheless, those desperate telegraph messages about the uni-
fication of Russian and Hungarian communist armies sent by
Béla Kun to Lenin went unanswered'. The isolation was there-
fore complete, and the representatives of the Entente could not
be satisfied with the official acceptance of the Hungarian Bol-
sheviks: one of the Entente’s proposals at the time for resolv-
ing the situation was to march on Budapest to overthrow the
communist regime'”.

3Fond és allagjegyzék: A Hadtorténelmi Levéltar 6rzésében levé ka-
tonai iratok [Military files in the keeping of the Military History Archive],
Jolan Szij (ed.), Budapest, 2002, p. 142.

!4 Peter Pastor, “Major trends in Hungarian foreign policy from the col-
lapse of the Monarchy to the peace treaty of Trianon’, in Hungarian Studies,
2003, no. 1, p. 8.

> Andrej Téth, A Huszdr-kormdny meghivdsa a pdrizsi békekonferen-
cidra (1919 december-1920 janudr) [The invitation of the Huszar-govern-
ment to the Paris Peace Conference], Szazadok, 2005, p. 1478.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 | 251

Preparations for the peace talks in Paris were under way,
amid a chaotic state of Hungary’s foreign and military policy.
On May 1, the Allied Council sent a telegraphic message re-
questing the Hungarian Soviet Republic to announce the names
of the members of the Hungarian Peace Delegation. As the in-
vitation would be equal to the acceptance of the Bolshevik re-
gime, it was withheld by the French Military Mission in Vienna,
which hoped for a speedy collapse of the Kun government.

During the Romanian and the Czechoslovak attack in the
second half of April, the balance of power was obviously unfa-
vourable for the proletarian army:

On the Eastern front, 2 Hungarian infantry divisions and
1 independent brigade (34 battalions, 16 batteries) faced 6 Ro-
manian infantry divisions and 1 cavalry division (64 battalions,
28 cavalry companies, 48 batteries).

On the Northern front, 3 Hungarian infantry divisions (28
battalions, 14 batteries) faced 4 Czechoslovak infantry divi-
sions and 4 independent brigades (85 battalions, 24 batteries).

Following the withdrawal of the proletarian army on both
fronts, on May 1, Romanian forces reached the Tisza River and
the Czechoslovak army entered Miskolc, endangering the Sal-
gotarjan heavy industry center. That made it obvious: with the
6 divisions army, allowed by the armistice of Belgrade, the in-
tegrity of the country could not be secured, until the beginning
of the peace negotiations.

The complete mobilization of the working class was an-
nounced by the trade unions on May 3. The reorganization of
the Army began on May 5, led by Aurél Stromfeld, Chief of the
General Staff of the Revolutionary Red Army of Workers and
Peasants.

In the new battle order there were 8 divisions in 4 army
corps. It contained 115 infantry battalions, 84 machine gun
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companies, 8 cavalry companies, 39 batteries, 16 pioneer and
8 aircraft companies.

Due to its quick organization, extended mobilization and
professional leadership, the Red Army stopped both the Ro-
manian and the Czechoslovak armies. Moreover, with the con-
centration of Red forces, it launched widespread counterattack
on the Northern front, causing the Czechoslovak Army to
withdraw on May 20. After these military successes, the Hun-
garian Soviet Republic was unwilling to fulfill the armistice, as
neither the Hungarian, nor the other side took the demarca-
tion lines seriously.

In these circumstances, there was no negotiation on the
future of the post-war independent Hungarian Army. The to-
tal disruption of contact between the Revolutionary Govern-
ing Council and the Allied and Associated Powers was made
by the July 26 announcement; through this, the Allies made it
clear that Béla Kun'’s regime was no longer accepted, and a new
government was needed to represent the Hungarian people.
The military status of the Governing Council became hopeless
because of the collapse of the Tisza-front and it was also totally
isolated, which is why it gave the power to the Social-Demo-
crats on August 1. The new government — led by Gyula Peidl
— was not accepted by the Superior Council either'®.

16 As Clemanceau wrote in his telegraph to Romanelli: “The Associ-
ated and Allied powers looking forward the acts of the new Hungarian gov-
ernment, with the hope of that: a new government taking the power which
one comply with its obligations and represent the Hungarian nation, will
accelerate the reconstruction of the peace and the renewing of the proper
economical connections”” (,A szovetséges és tarsult hatalmak vérjak az 4j
magyar kormany tetteit, abban a reményben, hogy egy olyan kormény hata-
lomra keriilése, amely kotelezettségeit betartja és a magyar népet képviseli,
meg fogja gyorsitani a béke helyredllitasat és a normalis gazdasagi kapcso-
latok jrafolvételét”), Francia diplomdciai iratok a Kérpat-medence torténe-
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New armistice — new cabinet crisis

A Military Inter-Allied Commission was set up on August
5 by the authorization of the Peace Conference, consisting of
French, Italian, American and British members. The goals of
the Commission were as follows:

« arranging of the military situation of Hungary, establish-
ing contact with the Hungarian government, checking the ful-
fillment of armistices;

» establishing a direct link with the occupying Romanian
army in order to normalize the situation.

At the meeting where the decision was made, Marshal
Foch added additional notes, which explained the rigorous de-
cisions on the Hungarian Armed Forces in the peace negotia-
tions: the Hungarian Armed Forces must have a maximum of 6
divisions, the strength must be maximized to provide internal
security.

The dismantled units must be disarmed, and the equip-
ment and weaponry must be handed over to the Allies. The
manufacture of arms, munitions and other war materials must
be stopped’. The new conditions of Marshal Foch made the
situation even more aggravated such the previous (Padua and
Belgrade) armistices have been accepted by the Hungarian
governments.

The Inter-Allied Military Commission had no leisure time,
because, notwithstanding the announcement of the Peace
Conference, the Romanian Supreme Command occupied Bu-

térdl [French diplomatical papers on the history of the Carpathian-basin],
Mairia Ormos, Magda Adém (eds.), Budapest, 1999-2013, vol. 2, annex of
the paper nr. 3.

" Record of the conversation of Clemeneau, Balfour, Pichon, Polk, Tit-
toni, Macui, Marshal Foch and General Weygand on August 5, 1919, Ibidem,
paper nr. 8.
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dapest on August 5, and gave an ultimatum to the Hungarian
government. It called the government to hand over:

« all war material and equipment;

+ all the fixtures of all the war material, and weapon man-
ufactures;

+ 50% of the whole amount of all railway rolling stocks and
all vessels;

« 200 automobiles, and 400 cargo vehicles;

+ 30% of the whole amount of the Hungarian livestock and
agricultural machines;

+ 40,000 wagons of cereals;

« decrease the strength of the Army to 15,000.

The government could not accept these claims, but neither
could it reject them; it had to resign. The new counter-revolu-
tionary government took its place, led by Istvan Friedrich. At
that time, Joseph August Habsburg nominated himself Gover-
nor of Hungary — his personality was totally unacceptable to
either the Peace Conference or the neighboring states. The Su-
preme Council has announced on August 18, they cannot accept
“such a cabinet — and can’t give the peace conditions either —

which —as far as we know— does not represent the country”s.

The counter-revolutionary government

and the organization of the National Army

In parallel with the creation of the Soviet Republic, in the
city of Arad (230 km southeast of Budapest) on May 6, 1919,

18 “Merely that fact: a Habsburg is the incumbent of the head of state,
bordered the opportunity to place confidence in such a leadership which
one — without any doubt — took the power by coup d’Etat, during alien oc-
cupation” (“Pusztan az a tény, hogy az allamféi tisztséget egy Habsburg tolti
be, korlatozza annak a lehet6ségét, hogy bizalommal legyiink egy olyan &l-
lami vezetés irant, amelyik kétségkiviil allamcsinnyel jutott hatalomra idegen
megszallds idején’), Ibidem, paper nr. 24.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 | 255

the counter-revolutionary government led by Count Gyula
Kérolyi was formed as the opposite pole of the communist re-
gime.

The Entente and the Serbs were repulsed by the new re-
gime because of its aristocratic members — for them, it embod-
ied the continuation of the Empire of St. Stephen. Due to the
Romanian occupation, the new government fled from Arad in
the French-occupied territory of Szeged. Eventually, the wars
in the Soviet Republic gave an impetus to the French command
of the occupation forces in Hungary not to accept officially, but
to support the counter-revolutionary center of power. In this
regard, the government received permission from the com-
mand of the French forces in Hungary to recruit gendarmerie
for internal security.

Vice Admiral Mikl6s Horthy became Minister of War in
the counter-revolutionary government, which immediately
began reorganizing its military forces. The establishment of
the new National Army had been announced on June 9, with
the aim of ,fighting the red terror and restoring order” Its main
task was therefore to fight against the Hungarian Soviet Re-
public.

Soon, on August 9, Horthy was appointed Supreme Com-
mander of the National Army, which had become increasingly
independent of the government. The Commander-in-Chief,
together with his units, moved behind the Danube and amalga-
mated the ready-to-fight counter-revolutionary forces of that
territory. On August 12, Erzherzog Jozeph August Habsburg
nominated Horthy as Commander-in-Chief of all Hungari-
an forces®. After the fall of the Soviet Republic, the National

¥ Lérand Dombrady, A legfelsébb hadiir és hadserege [The Supreme
Warlord and his Army], Budapest, 1990, p. 18.
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Army became the one and only force in Hungary thatwas inde-
pendent of the Szeged government, and the Budapest govern-
ment too. The National Army had been officially accepted by
the Entente on September 7, the troops allowed being 30,000
in 2 divisions®.

The organization of the first contingent — strength: 1,300
soldiers — was enabled by allowance of the Commander of the
French Eastern Army, General Paul de Lobit and the Com-
mander of the occupation forces in Szeged, Colonel Betrix. At
first, the recruitment was for volunteers only, but in August,
Horthy ordered the conscription for 6 months. Because of
that, the strength was over 23,000 at the end of September, and
on October 25, it had reached the allowed number of 30,000.
The Army had 56,000 soldiers at the end of November, and
reached 100,000 men by the February 1, 1920.

The equipment and arming of the National Army was also
supported by the French forces in Szeged, with 5,400 rifles, 100
machine guns and 9 canons — it is important to mention that
the armistice did not allow any artillery for the Hungarian forc-
es. In August 1919, the counter-revolutionist forces had 60,000
rifles, 750 machine guns, 116 canons, 33 trench mortars, and
21 grenade launchers.

For the revival of the military administration, the military
district commands had been set up on August 19. At first, they
were organized only in the Transdanubia region, later — in
parallel with the Romanian withdrawal — in 7 districts across
the country, which also formed the basis of internal security.

2That fact also contributed to the confirmation of the National Army:
France would like to withdraw the French Army from East; additionally the
organizing of the intervention against the Soviet Union became urgent,
wherein they expected the proper participation of Romanian Army too.
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The centers of the framework were: Budapest, Székesfehérvir,
Szombathely, Kaposvar, Szeged, Debrecen and Miskolc, towns
which were the garrisons of the 7 divisions.

Military limitations of the Trianon Peace Treaty

The German and the Austrian peace treaties of 1919,
which were the focus of Hungarian public opinion, outper-
formed even the worst-case scenarios. It made clear to the
Hungarian Peace Preparation Council that Hungary would
face very strict conditions. The Office for Peace Preparation,
headed by Count Pal Teleki, the Minister of Foreign Affairs,
was set up on August 21 to develop the official policy of the
Hungarian side?.

In order to respond to the expected military limitations
of the peace treaty, very detailed documents had been drawn
up by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of War.
These documents took into account the elimination of the con-
scripted army and the limitation of the headcount®. The sug-
gestions made for the negotiations predicted the headcount up
to 60,000 and suggested a moratorium after few years, for the
smooth transition to the volunteer army. They argued in favor
of a moderate cut, given the threat of a return to Bolshevism
and Hungary’s catastrophic economic status. The Hungarian
decision-makers handled it as a fact at that time: “the Army
will only be for maintaining internal security” in the near fu-

2 A magyar békekiildottség napldja Neully — Versailles — Budapest
(1920) [The diary of the Hungarian Peace Delegation], compiled by Miklés
Zeidler, Budapest, 2017, p. 18.

2 A jové magyar hadsereg szervezése [Organizing of the Hungarian
Army in the future], Military Archive, Study-collection, nr. 1970. The study is
not dated, but it became obvious by the phrasing: it made after the sign of the
German peace treaty and the deliverance of the Austrian peace conditions.
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ture. At the end of September, they had a plan for the reorgan-
ization phases of the Army?:

Phase I: according to the Romanian ultimatum, the reduc-
tion of the Army to 15,000 men.

Phase II: temporary Army to preserve the internal secu-
rity. After the Romanian withdrawal and the signing of the
peace, expand the recruitment of another 40,000 soldiers to
the rest of the country, to replace the gendarmerie.

Phase III: 3 months after the conclusion of the peace, the
final army is constituted, according to the peace treaty. “The
confessed goal of this Army would be to maintain inner secu-
rity; [...] we must reach that it could be the frame of the quickly
mobilizing People’s Army”.

On November 24, 1919, Huszar’s cabinet broke the row of
governments unaccepted by the Allies. This was the first to be
invited by the Superior Council to the Peace Conference, on
December 1**. The Hungarian Peace Delegation received the
preliminary peace conditions on January 15, 1920 in Neully,
France. This immediately revealed that the treaty was going
to provide a very exiguous army, without the arms of modern
warfare, capable only for internal security and border guard-
ing. The most important limitations of the preliminary peace
treaty were in articles 102-127 for the land forces and in arti-
cles 128-132 for the naval forces®:

+ Universal compulsory military service shall be abolished
in Hungary. The Hungarian Army must be constituted and re-
cruited only by voluntary enlistment.

2The study of colonel Kérpathy dated on September 20, 1919, Ibidem.

2 Téth, Ibidem, p. 1481.

% http://www.hungarianhistory.com/lib/trianon/trianon.pdf or, https:
/Iwww.jstor.org/stable/2212918.
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+ The total strength of military forces in the Hungarian
Army shall not exceed 35,000 men, including officers, depot
troops and military schools. The number of the officers shall
not exceed one-twentieth (1,750) and the non-commissioned
officers shall not exceed one-fifteenth (2,334) of the total ef-
fectives.

« The manufacture of arms, munitions and war material
shall only be carried on in one single factory, which shall be
controlled by and belong to the State, and whose output shall
be strictly limited to the manufacture of such arms, munitions
and war material as is necessary for the military forces and ar-
maments.

+ The armed forces of Hungary must not include any mil-
itary or naval air forces, armored cars, tanks. All these kind of
materials or weapons, either manufactured or in the process
of manufacture must be given to the Entente representatives.

o All arms, ammunition and other naval war material are
declared to be finally surrendered to the Principal Allied and
Associated Powers, except 3 police patrol boats in the Danube
Flotilla.

« Battery over 10.5 cm caliber is not allowed.

Article 140 of the peace treaty allowed for only 3 months
for completing the disarmament.

The Hungarian proposal was submitted to the representa-
tives of the Peace Conference on February 12, with the follow-
ing amendments®:

+ Due to the threat of the Russian bolshevism, the number
of the Army must be 85,000, with enough officers and NCO’s.

* A magyar béketdrgyaldsok. Jelentés a magyar békekiildiottség
miikodésérdl Neully S/S.-ben 1920 janudrius —mdrcius havdban [The Hun-
garian peace negotiations. Report on the working of the Hungarian Peace
Delegation in Neully S/S, 1920 January-March], Budapest, 1920, Volume II,
pp- 327-332.
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The strength must not contain the students of the military
schools.

+ Transitioning to the volunteer army only after 5 years
moratorium.

+ Because the munitions factories had been disassembled
and taken by the Romanian army, the production was ended.
That is why the reorganization into one single state-owned fac-
tory needs more time than 3 months.

+ Due to the plain lands and the opening of new borders,
there is a need to triple the staff for the gendarmerie and dou-
ble it for the customs guards, compared to the 1913 number
of its.

+ Due to lost forests, Hungary needs three times more for-
esters to plant new forests, and due to poor internal security, it
needs two and a half times more police guards.

+ Due to the malfunctions of the telegraph and phone
lines, Hungary needs the remaining airplanes to be used for
the courier service.

+ For patrolling on the borderline of Danube River, and to
support internal security, the country needs all the ships of the
Danube Flotilla.

+ Some big towns (eg. Szeged) and the capital need to be
fortified with batteries larger than 10,5 cm, as the borders were
drawn closer to them.

+ According to the peace treaty, 9 months are required af-
ter ratification to complete disarmament and reorganize the
Army.

By March, it became obvious that these proposals would
be rejected by the Peace Conference. That was why, on March
22-24, the Hungarian Peace Delegation discussed the likely
consequences of refusing the peace treaty. Finally, they decid-
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ed to accept the treaty, because of the general famine and the
prospective blockade by the surrounding countries.

The final version of the peace treaty — issued in Neuilly,
on May 6 — barely respected any of the Hungarian proposals
on military limitations. Only a few, unimportant modifications
were accepted by the Principal Allied and Associated Powers®:

+ The concentration of the war material manufacturing
can be delayed until the dateline set by the Military Inter-Al-
lied Commission of Control.

+ The number of gendarmerie and police personnel may
exceed the amount of 1913, if the Commission finds that it
does not prove to be sufficient.

+ The number of the police patrol boats in the Danube Flo-
tilla can be higher, if the Commission finds that it does not
prove to be sufficient.

The implementation status of the military terms was mon-
itored by the Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control.
The Commission was set up by the Principal Allied and Asso-
ciated Powers in Budapest for 3 months — for the prospective
duration of the army’s reduction. In order to maintain public
security and to deflect the threat of a civil war — because of
the serious problems of enlisting — even the Commission had
suggested some facilitation to the Ambassadors’ Council, but
all these advices were rejected.

The peace treaty was signed by the representative of the
Hungarian government on June 4, 1920 in the Grand Trianon
Palace, near Versailles. The National Assembly voted in its fa-
vor in November, with it being accepted by Article XXXIII of

% Az 1920. évi janudrius hé 15-i és az 1920. évi majus hé 6-i Békefel-
tételek szovege kozotti eltérések jegyzéke. [ The register of the differences be-
tween the peace conditions dated on January 15 and May 6, 1920], Ibidem,
Volume II, p. 518.
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the Hungarian Parliament on July 26, 1921. The XLIX act on
the Royal Hungarian Army of 1921, which ensured the new
framework for the Army, was passed by the Hungarian Par-
liament in February 1922. But from the beginning, the new
framework of the Army was not in line with the Hungarian
military-political goals: to preserve the armed forces and, as
far as possible, to revise the peace treaty. But this is the begin-
ning of another story.
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ROMANIA SI RAZBOIUL CIVIL DIN
RUSIA 1917-1920. CONSIDERATII
MILITARE SI POLITICE

Manuel Stanescu!

Abstract

After the conclusion of the armistice on November 11, 1918,
the White camp (the anti-Bolshevik monarchist forces) hoped
that the Allies would increase their aid, given that until then
the latter practically had not been involved in the conflict. Even
though the Allies made promises to help the White camp, most
Allied political leaders saw the involvement in a civil war as
a risky decision. Others feared that a victory for the Whites
would lead to a stronger Russia with renewed imperial ambi-
tions. Convinced of the need for a neutral policy, the authori-
ties in Bucharest sought to maintain good neighborly relations
with the armies operating near Romania’s borders. This paper
analyzes the position of the Romanian state towards the issue
of the Russian civil war in the sensitive geostrategic context of
that period.

Key words: civil war, Volunteer Army, White camp, mili-
tary aid, humanitarian measures

In noiembrie 1918, cind s-a pus capit razboiului in Fu-
ropa, razboiul civil din Rusia a intrat intr-o noud etapa. Con-
flictul s-a extins, afectand partial Europa central-estica. Retra-
gerea trupelor germane din zona Mirii Baltice, a Ucrainei si a

! Dr. Manuel Sténescu este director adjunct al Institutului pentru studii
politice de aparare si istorie militard, Bucuresti, Roménia.
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Crimeii le-a oferit sansa partilor implicate sd ocupe tot acest
gol geopolitic si strategic®

Termenul de rizboi civil era folosit in epocé pentru a de-
semna conflictul de naturd politicd si sociald dintre regimul
bolsevic si propriii cetiteni. Astizi, cind vorbim de razboiul
civil din Rusia, ne referim de obicei la conflictul dintre Armata
Rosie si cea Alba. In intelesul militar al expresiei, acest conflict
a avut trei fronturi principale — sudic, estic si nord-vestic —
si a cunoscut trei faze. Prima faza a durat un an, intre puciul
bolsevic si incheierea armistitiului pe frontul european din
apus, fiind caracterizata de miscari rapide ale liniei frontului
si de angajarea intermitentd in luptéd a unor unitati cu efective
reduse. A doua fazd, cea decisiva, a durat aproximativ noua
luni, intre martie si noiembrie 1919. La inceput, fortele albe au
obtinut succese impresionante, parand chiar la un pas de vic-
torie, soarta schimbandu-se insd dramatic in decurs de cateva
luni. In aceasta fazi au participat la lupte sute de mii de soldati
din trupele regulate. Ultima fazi a rdzboiului a reprezentat-o
episodul luptelor din Crimeea, evacuarea trupelor albe in no-
iembrie 1920 marcéand sfarsitul rdzboiului civil din punctul de
vedere al operatiunilor militare®.

In tabara Albilor, indeosebi a voluntarilor aflati in sudul
Rusiei, odatd cu infringerea germanilor, acestia sperau ca
Aliatii sa-si sporeasca sprijinul. Pand atunci, Aliatii nu se impli-
caserd in conflict. Existase un anumit interes pentru Siberia si
in nord, unde Franta indeosebi sperase sa poati ridica o arma-
td rusa care si continue razboiul impotriva Germaniei. Marina

2Orlando Figes, Revolutia rusd 1891-1924. Tragedia unui popor, Poli-
rom, 2016, p. 518.

3 Manuel Stanescu, Consideratii privind rdazboiul civil din Rusia. O
mdrturie romdneascd asupra evenimentelor, in ,Document. Buletinul Arhi-
velor Militare Romane”, An XI, nr. 1 (39)/2008, p. 42.
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britanicé ocupase porturile Murmansk si Arhanghelsk, pentru
a apara depozitele de armament. Dupa semnarea Tratatului de
la Brest-Litovsk, germanii ocupasera Ucraina si dobandisera
controlul asupra Marii Negre, ceea ce a impiedicat asigurarea
unui sprijin militar pentru Armata de Voluntari*.

Sfarsitul razboiului in Europa a dus insa la o schimbare
de atitudine. Aliatii l-au recunoscut pe generalul Denikin ca
principalul lider al armatelor albe din sudul Rusiei si au pro-
mis sprijin material, plus 12 divizii, pentru a ajuta la ocupa-
rea Ucrainei. Au fost promise voluntarilor si rezervele militare
lasate de armata rusé pe teritoriul roménesc, desi autoritatile
romanesti, care nu fuseserd informate, considerau ca erau la
randul lor indreptétite si le pastreze, avand in vedere costurile
extrem de mari pe care le-a presupus prezenta a peste un mi-
lion de soldati pe un teritoriu restrans si suprapopulat. La 23
noiembrie, flota anglo-franceza intra in Novorossiisk, ofiterii
aliati fiind intdmpinati cu ovatii de multime. Pentru opinia
publica ostila regimului bolsevic, Aliatii care ii invinsesera pe
germani aveau sd invinga fard dificultati Armata Rosie si sd in-
tre triumfatori in Moscova.

In realitate, promisiunile de ajutor ale Aliatilor s-au do-
vedit a fi doar o himera. Implicarea puterilor occidentale nu a
fost niciodata prea consistentd din punct de vedere material,
in lipsa unui scop bine conturat. Opinia publicd occidentala
era impartitd intre Albi si Rosii, iar majoritatea, satuld dupa
patru ani de rizboi total, se opunea trimiterii de noi trupe
peste granitd, intr-un conflict ce nu parea si fie o miza. Dupa
incheierea razboiului mondial, majoritatea politicienilor aliati
gaseau improprie implicarea intr-un razboi civil. Multi dintre

*Damien Wright, Churchill’s Secret War with Lenin. British and Com-
monwealth military intervention in the Russian Civil War, 1918-1920, Helion
and Company, 2017.
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ei stiau putine despre Rusia, iar ignoranta duce la indiferenta.
Lloyd George, de exemplu, era convins cd Harkov e numele
unui general, nu al unui oras. Singurul politician decis si por-
neasca o cruciada anticomunista a fost, ironia istoriei, Chur-
chill. Altii, nu putini, se temeau ca o victorie a Albilor ar fi avut
drept rezultat o Rusie mai puternicd, cu ambitii imperiale rein-
noite. In aceasti categorie ii putem include pe politicienii de la
Bucuresti. Acestia preferau o Rusie rosie, invariabil mai slaba.
Liderii occidentali nu se puteau decide daci sa facd pace sau sa
intre in conflict cu liderii sovietici — si au sfarsit prin a le face
pe améandoud. In timp ce ofereau, timid, ajutor militar Albilor,
au incercat sa ii forteze sd inceapa tratative de pace.

Cum era de asteptat, Wilson a fost cel mai deschis sd incea-
pi tratative. In ianuarie 1919, pe insula Prinkipo, in largul por-
tului Constantinopol — pe care se va refugia, pentru o scurta
perioadd de timp, si Trotki, 10 ani mai tarziu — Wilson si Lloyd
George au convenit cu bolsevicii conditiile pentru o conferinté
de pace. Acestia s-au oferit si onoreze datoria externd a Rusiei,
s accepte cateva ajustéri teritoriale minore si sa suspende pro-
paganda ostila impotriva Occidentului — desi ulterior sovieticii
au explicat ca totul a fost doar un joc diplomatic. Liderii Albi-
lor nu au vrut sa aiba nicio legatura cu conferinta. S-au simtit
tradati de propunerea Aliatilor de a ajunge la o intelegere cu
Rosiii. Churchill si oficialii francezi i-au sustinut. Conferinta
nu s-a mai intrunit, dar Wilson a continuat tratativele de pace
cu bolsevicii. William Bullitt, principalul sau consilier pentru
politica externa, a fost trimis cu o misiune secreta la Moscova.
Bullitt a fost impresionat si a recomandat o pace separatd, pro-
iect respins de britanici si de francezi®.

Politica puterilor aliate a fost una oscilantd, cu obiecti-
ve diferite. Dupa ce britanicii au facut primul pas in ajutarea

>Ibidem, p. 519.
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miscérii Albilor, Franta s-a gribit sa urmeze exemplul. Miza
— influenta in Rusia — era mare, dar nimeni nu era dispus sa
riste prea mult. Drept rezultat, Marea Britanie, Franta, Italia,
Canada, Japonia si Statele Unite au trimis forte militare de mici
dimensiuni doar pentru a se mentine ,in cérti” Interventia nu
a atins niciodatd nivelul pretins ulterior de propaganda sovie-
tica. A fost suficient pentru a-i incuraja pe Albi, mentindndu-i
pe linia de plutire, dar insuficient cat sa aiba o sansa reald la
victorie. In primele luni de ajutor occidental, fortele lui De-
nikin au primit cateva sute de uniforme kaki si niste conser-
ve cu gem. In primavara au aparut soldati si tancuri britanice,
urmati de marina francezd, care a ajuns la Odessa. La scurt
timp, marinarii, bolsevizati, s-au revoltat, ceea ce a dus la eva-
cuarea navelor franceze si a complicat si mai mult o situatie
geopolitica deja complicata.

De retragerea germanilor din Ucraina au profitat nu atat
Albii, lipsiti de mijloace, cat nationalistii lui Semion Petliura.
Ucraina s-a transformat intr-un camp de luptd pe care se inter-
sectau Armata Rosie, nationalistii lui Petliura, Albii si diverse
grupari anarhiste, dintre cele mai cunoscute fiind cele con-
duse de Nestor Mahno, asa-numitii Negrii, precum si Verzii,
grupari armate de tarani. Desi Albii au incercat o regrupare,
Armata de Don condusa de generalul Krasnov unindu-se cu
Armata Voluntarilor a lui Denikin, sub denumirea Fortele Ali-
ate ale Rusiei de Sud, erau departe de a constitui o fortd care s
poata face fatd unei Armate Rosii tot mai numeroase.

Aceasta armatd din sud avea si duca o campanie de cuce-
riri in primévara anului urmator, 1919, ocupind cea mai mare
parte a Ucrainei si amenintand Moscova. Au pierdut insa pen-
tru cd au neglijat abordarea politici, fiind depésiti de provoca-
rile administrarii unui teritoriu intins si incapabili sa inteleaga
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ca revolutia schimbase mentalititi, si reforme profunde, inde-
osebi in ceea ce priveste situatia tdranimii, erau absolut nece-
sare®.

Relatiile efemerei republici Ucrainene cu Romania au fost,
in perioada anilor 1918-1920, dificile, in special prin prisma
pretentiilor teritoriale care afectau interesele statului romén.
Incd din priméavara anului 1917, cand isi pregiteau autodeter-
minarea, liderii ucraineni considerau Basarabia ca parte in-
tegranta a viitorului stat. Evenimentele ulterioare au nuantat
pozitia Radei, care anunta, in iulie 1917, ca teritoriul Ucrainei
nu va cuprinde Basarabia si Crimeea.

Dar, la aproximativ doud luni de la aceasté declaratie, Rada
Ucraineana si-a schimbat brusc atitudinea fatd de statutul po-
litic al Basarabiei. La 13 aprilie 1918 a adresat o nota de pro-
test impotriva unirii Basarabiei’, reafirmand pretentiile asupra
Basarabiei, legitimate printr-un imaginar istoric, acuzand in
egala méasura guvernul roman ca ar fi organizat represalii im-
potriva minoritéitilor. Rada a revenit cu o notéd de protest la 5
mai 1918, in care erau detaliate si alte acuzatii la adresa Ro-
madniei si in care se preciza, foarte ferm, ca guvernul Ucrainei
refuza sa recunoascé drepturile Romaniei asupra Basarabiei si
cd ,interesele vitale ale Ucrainei, strategice si economice, cer
ca guvernul Ucrainei sa insiste pe incorporarea Basarabiei™.
in iunie, guvemul roman a raspuns tuturor acestor acuzatii,
aratand, printre altele, ca ,geografic, etnografic, istoric, asa-
zisa provincie a Basarabiei a fost deci tot timpul un pidméant

¢ Ibidem, p. 520.

’Ton M. Oprea, Romdnia si Imperiul Rus 1900-1924, volumul I, Editura
Albatros, Bucuresti, 1998, p. 215.

8 Vasile Popa, lon Ceraceanu, Vasilica Manea, Misiunea generalului
Coandd la Kiev (1917-1918), Editura Militard, Bucuresti, 2012, documentul
nr. 205, p. 338.
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romanesc si a format o parte integranta si indivizibild a Princi-
patului Moldovei” si ca ,,a sustine [...] ca existd mai multi ucrai-
neni si rusi decdt moldoveni ar echivala cu a spune ca sunt mai
multi polonezi decat rusi in Polonia rusé si mai multi rusi de-
ct ucraineni in Ucraina™. Era limpede cé starea de fapt dintre
Romania si Ucraina era una extrem de incordata®.

Revendicdrile ucrainene nu s-au limitat doar la Basarabia.
Pretentii existau si asupra Bucovinei, aflata din 1775 sub stapa-
nirea Imperiului Habsburgic. Pentru a preveni orice tentative
de anexare, au existat luari de pozitie in timpul semnarii Pacii
de la Brest-Litovsk si in Parlamentul de la Viena. Unirea acestei
provincii cu Romania a starnit un nou val de proteste din par-
tea liderilor ucraineni.

Pe de altd parte, in ciuda faptului c4, timp de aproape doi
ani, Ucraina a contestat drepturile Roméaniei asupra Basarabiei
si Bucovinei, lupta comuna impotriva Armatei Rosii a dus, ine-
vitabil, si la incercari de colaborare. In ianuarie 1918, cand tru-
pele bolsevice ocupasera vremelnic Kievul, generalul Coanda,
reprezentantul romén la Stavka, a discutat cu generalul Korni-
lov necesitatea incheierii unei conventii care sa prevada ca, in
cazul unei actiuni comune, Basarabia si devind ,,0 zond auxili-
ard’, iar de la Hotin pand la Don si se creeze o zona interioara
romana cu drept de extrateritorialitate asupra Odessei, cum e
portul Havre pentru Belgia''.

Desi Rada Centrald isi ardta uneori deschis adversitatea
impotriva tendintelor spre unire ale Basarabiei, Romania a
continuat cooperarea cu Ucraina, cici amiandoud aveau nevo-
ie in egald masura sa se elibereze de pericolul bolsevismului.

? Ibidem, documentul nr. 206, pp. 340-349.
Ton M. Oprea, op. cit., pp. 216-217.
1 Ibidem, p. 221.
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Atunci cand, in februarie 1918, Rada a anuntat semnarea unei
péci separate, guvernul roman a protestat energic.

Cu toate cd, la inaugurarea activitatii sale politice, ata-
manul Petliura a exprimat, intr-o discutie cu generalul Coan-
da, ,deosebita simpatie ce o are pentru Roménia si credinta
cd Ucraina si Roménia vor trdi in cele mai bune relatii de
prietenie”'?, ulterior, caind guvernul reinstalat de el la Kiev a co-
ordonat campania impotriva drepturilor Romaniei asupra Ba-
sarabiei, s-a vazut ca declaratia era una de circumstanta. Pe de
alta parte, autoritatile de la Bucuresti nu au neglijat importanta
lui Petliura, Marele Cartier General romén trimitand un atasat
militar pe langd guvernul acestuia (recunoscut in mod ofici-
al si de autorititile poloneze), dovedind cé partea romana in-
cerca o normalizare a relatiilor intr-un context international
foarte tulbure. Sa precizam ca legatura dintre autoritatile ro-
mane si fractiuni ale armatei petliuriste nu s-au incheiat oda-
td cu disparitia guvernului ucrainean; fosti ofiteri din armata
lui Petliura, ajunsi in Romania, au ficut carierd in serviciile de
informatii romanesti, destinul lor luand o intorsatura tragica
dupa 23 august 1944, odaté cu intrarea Armatei Rosii in tara'.

Pe mésura ce Ucraina era cuprinsa de rizboi civil si anar-
hie, Roménia a abordat o politica de neinterventie in conflict.
Bratianu a respins apelul Aliatilor de a ocupa Galitia Orientald
pentru a restabili ordinea. In ianuarie 1919 a refuzat propu-
nerea venitd de la Paris de a participa la formarea unor unitati
romanesti, franceze, eventual sirbe, care sa intervina militar in
Ucraina'®.

2 Vasile Popa, Ion Cerdceanu, Vasilica Manea, op. cit., doc. nr. 205, p.
338.

13 Manuel Sténescu, Relatiile romdno-ucrainene in vremuri revolutio-
nare, 1917-1919, in ,Revista de istorie militard’; nr. 1-2/2018, p. 74.

" Ibidem, p. 223.
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Generalul Berthelot, in notele referitoare la cea de-a doua
misiune in Romaénia, preciza ca ,interventia in Rusia este o
problemd importanta si ar fi mai bine s ne abtinem, decat
sa o incepem cu mijloace insuficiente'®. In opinia generalului,
situatia de la Odessa in februarie 1919 era ,foarte grava” In
apropierea orasului se gdseau 6 batalioane franceze cu un total
de 12 000 de oameni, doud regimente grecesti, un batalion po-
lonez si un numar de voluntari rusi, intre 2 000 si 4 000, ,ai ca-
ror ofiteri se destrabalau pe la Odessa si ai céror soldati ficeau
stanga-imprejur la prima lovitura de tun. Cantitatea insufici-
entd de marfuri, care ficea deja dificila aprovizionarea trupelor
franceze, nu permitea aducerea la Odessa a celor 45 000 de
tone de resurse necesare lunar populatiei. Mi se cere, adauga
el, sa asigur aprovizionarea din resursele romanesti, in timp de
Romania, vlaguitd, duce ea insasi lipsa de alimente si de mijloa-
ce de transport. In consecintd, moralul trupelor noastre de la
Odessa este din ce in ce mai scazut™®.

Berthelot era acuzat de reprezentantii generalului Denikin
la Paris cé oferise un sprijin concret conducerii ucrainene, o
idee respinsa cu fermitate de general. Si tot el preciza: ,,O ul-
tima greseald a trebuit sa fie comisi fata de rege si Inaltul Co-
mandament Romén. La trecerea lui prin Bucuresti, Franchet
d’Esperey, propunea ca trupele romane s se imparta in doua,
frontul din Ungaria si frontul din Basarabia, sub comanda unor
generali francezi. Asta ar fi insemnat sa ia regelui una dintre
prerogativele la care tine cel mai mult, si proiectul, caruia nu
i s-a dat curs, a starnit o imensa revolta in armata roméana”"’.

!> Generalul Henri Berthelot, Memorii si corespondentd (1916-1919),
Editura Militard, Bucuresti, 2012, p. 422.

16 Ibidem, p. 425.

7 Ibidem, p. 426.
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Francezii au cerut si sprijinit remobilizarea armatei roma-
ne in noiembrie 1918, elaborand si un plan de ocupare a Ucrai-
nei, schitat de generalul Berthelot. Guvernul se pregatea nu
numai pentru a ocroti aceasti zona impotriva bolsevismului, ci
si de a o include in sfera de influenté a Frantei, asa cum fusese
decis inca din decembrie 1917. Revendicand, pe temeiul celui
mai tare, influenta asupra Ucrainei si in special asupra bazinu-
lui carbonifer al Donetkului, guvernul Frantei recunostea Ma-
rii Britanii ,dreptul” de a cuprinde in sfera de influenta ,Cau-
cazul si Donul™,

Romania a fost convinséd de necesitatea unei politici neu-
tre in toatd aceasta perioadd, fapt pentru care nu s-a implicat
nici in rdzboiul civil din Rusia, nici in rdzboiul polono-rus. in
martie 1920, la aproape doi ani jumétate de la izbucnirea raz-
boiului civil, guvernul roman declara in continuare ca nu era
dispus, asa cum nu fusese dispus nici pana atunci, ,s& adere
la actiunea razboinica preconizata de guvernul francez” pen-
tru a sprijini armatele alb-gardiste. La inceputul lunii martie
1920, de la Londra, prim-ministrul romén, Alexandru Vaida-
Voevod, a dat instructiuni categorice ca ,trupele roméne sa nu
atace unitatile bolsevice” El mentiona in aceste instructiuni ca
»,Romaénia a péstrat o atitudine de perfecta neutralitate fati de
evenimentele din Rusia si fatd de ostilitatile dintre Rusia si alte
state limitrofe”"’.

Desi refuzase categoric sd participe la interventia arma-
ta in razboiul civil, Roméania a ramas totusi tinta unor atacuri
dure din partea diplomatiei si istoriografiei sovietice. Cel mai
consistent repros era legat de primirea pe teritoriul ei a fortelor
militare alb-gardiste care se retrageau din fata Armatei Rosii,

Jon M. Oprea, op. cit., p. 245.
Y Ibidem, p. 246.
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oferind asistenta generalului Vranghel (care coordonase ulti-
ma rezistentd anti-bolsevica in Crimeea) ca si-si transporte
ramdsitele armatei la Constanta, unde sa se regrupeze si si
continue lupta impotriva sovieticilor. Diplomatia rusa invi-
nuia guvernul Romaéniei ca ar fi purtat negocieri cu Vranghel
spre a-i ceda ,materialele de razboi si munitiile raimase de pe
urma armatelor ruse pe frontul roman’;, ajungand la conclu-
zia cd ,Romania era necontenit ostild” Rusiei Sovietice?. In-
cercand si combatd aceste banuieli neintemeiate, ministrul
de externe Take Ionescu ii scria comisarului poporului pen-
tru afacerile externe, Gheorghi Cicerin, cd Roménia nu violase
regulile neutralitatii sale, ca fortele militare alb-gardiste care
treceau prin dreapta Nistrului erau dezarmate, iar soldatii si
ofiterii erau internati, potrivit legilor internationale?'. Refuzul
de a oferi asistentd trupelor alb-gardiste nu era totusi incom-
patibil cu adoptarea unor masuri umanitare, de protejare a
refugiatilor ucraineni si rusi impotriva represiunilor bolsevice.
Prin urmare, guvernul roman considera ca respectarea reguli-
lor neutralitatii nu-1 impiedica si-si manifeste spiritul de cari-
tate si ,sa dea azil temporar refugiatilor civili, femei si copii”
In ciuda asiguririlor pe care guvernul roman le-a dat ci va
ramane loial regulilor neutralitatii, incordarea si neincrederea
intre Romania si Uniunea Sovietica s-au mentinut in intreaga
perioadd interbelicd, alimentate si de disputa referitoare la sta-
tutul Basarabiei, raimasa nerezolvata.

Din perspectiva intereselor Romaniei din anii 1917-1920,
o victorie a Albilor ar fi fost mai degraba un motiv de ingrijora-

2 Pe larg despre primele contacte diplomatice roméno-sovietice in
Dumitru Preda (redactor), Relatiile romdno-sovietice. Documente, vol. 1,
1917-1934, Editura Enciclopedici, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 30 si urm.

2 Ibidem, p. 248.

2 Relatiile romdno-sovietice..., p. 70.
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re. Nationalisti convinsi, liderii lor nu au recunoscut niciodata
declaratiile de autonomie si independenta ale provinciilor li-
mitrofe, dovedind o acutd lipsd de simt politic.

Pe de alté parte, Marele Cartier General romén a cautat sd
intretind relatii de buni vecinatate cu armatele care activau in
preajma granitelor Romaniei si cu care nu ne gaseam, in mod
oficial, in stare de rizboi, asa cum era cazul cu noua putere
politica de la Petrograd si ulterior de la Moscova. Astfel, au
fost trimisi atasati militari atat pe langd armata de voluntari
din sudul Rusiei, cat si la gruparea Petliura, care preluase lup-
ta pentru independenta Ucrainei, aflatd in 1919 sub controlul
cvasitotal al Armatei Rosii.

Raportul trimisului Marelui Cartier General roman pe lan-
ga armatele lui Denikin este revelator din perspectiva relatiilor
Romaniei cu miscarea Albilor. Din atitudinea, mai mult decét
rezervata, a generalilor rusi, putem considera ca autoritatile de
la Bucuresti au procedat corect in a-si impune neutralitatea
fatd de ambele tabere aflate in conflict. In gazeta denikinista
Priazovski Krai din 7 noiembrie 1919, aparea articolul intitu-
lat ,Soarta Basarabiei” Dupd ce se sustinea cd ,rapirea Basara-
biei de citre romani fusese intampinata cu proteste de Térile
Antantei’, care apreciasera ca, ,in cazul declaririi de razboi
Romaéniei din partea Rusiei, cea dintai nu trebuie sa spere la
nicio sustinere din partea Aliatilor”, autorul, un oarecare A.
Irin, preciza: ,Felul de purtare a autoritatilor roméanesti in Ba-
sarabia a revoltat, in mod unanim, nu numai populatia rusa, ci
chiar si pe moldoveni. Roméanizarea silitd a tuturor institutiilor
de stat si a scolilor din Basarabia, impunerea jurdmantului ca-
tre statul roman tuturor locuitorilor, toate aceste lucruri s-au
terminat prin pregatirile fortate pentru alegere in Parlamentul
Romaniei” Pentru a nu lasa niciun dubiu asupra relatiilor ro-
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méno-ruse ulterioare unei victorii a Albilor in razboiul civil,
autorul concluziona: ,,Chestiunea soartei Basarabiei este asa de
clard ci nicio declaratie roméneasca nu poate sé ii mai dea o
altd intorsaturd, oricat de mult acest teritoriu va raméane sub
jugul ocupatiei romanesti. Basarabia va face neaparat parte din
viitoarea Rusie dupd restabilirea ei deplind”.

Stadiul actual al cercetérilor nu permite momentan o
identificare exactd a autorului memoriului. Anumite docu-
mente vorbesc de un anume maior D. Aurel, in timp ce altele il
indicé drept atasat pe langa armatele voluntare pe locotenent-
colonelul Cristea Vasilescu. La inceputul raportului, autorul
precizeaza:

»Imediat dupa sosire, subsemnatul, impreund cu cépitanul
Ichim Stefan, m-am prezentat generalului Denikin, generalu-
lui Romanovski, seful de stat-major al armatelor si generalului
Pliusevski-Pliuscik, comandantul Cartierului General, precum
si la toate misiunile stréine, care se giseau la aceea daté in Ta-
ganrog (misiunea engleza, franceza, italiana, poloneza si ce-
hoslovacid), facand si vizite de vigoare la acesti comandanti si
sefi de misiune. La prezentare am remarcat raceala cu care am
fost primit, atat de cétre generalul Denikin, cat si de generalul
Romanovski, seful de stat-major, care nu mi-au adresat niciun
cuvant, iar vizitele de rigoare pe care le-am facut nu mi-au fost
inapoiate in niciun fel, desi imprejurdrile erau normale, intru-
cat operatiunile militare erau intr-o perioada de stagnare. De
altminteri, pe timpul ct am stat in Rusia, nu mi s-a adresat ni-
ciun cuvant si nu mi s-a procurat nicio ocazie, pentru a schim-

% Arhivele Militare Roméne, fond Microfilme, rola II 1.525, cd. 222,
apud Manuel Stanescu, Consideratii privind rdazboiul civil din Rusia. O mdr-
turie romdneascd asupra evenimentelor, in ,Document. Buletinul Arhivelor
Militare Romane”, An X1, nr. 1 (39)/2008, p. 49.
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ba o singurd vorba cu acesti sefi ai armatelor voluntare, care,
prin aceastd atitudine, cred ca si-au marturisit desconsiderarea
si intentiile prea putin binevoitoare fata de tara noastd” Spre
finalul raportului, se sugera si motivul acestui comportament:
»Fatd de noi, rusii in general sunt indignati si supdrati pentru
motivul cd am realipit Basarabia, de care vorbesc cu multa
convingere ca va fi reluata de Rusia. Pe aliati — englezi, francezi
si americani — cautd sa-i convingd cd Basarabia este ruseasca
si ca chestiunea trebuie supusa unui plebiscit, iar comandantul
rus intretine o intensa propaganda pentru recastigarea acestei
provincii. De asemenea, in infrangerea lor sunt foarte putini
curtenitori fatd de noi si aproape ne desconsiderd”.

La inceputul anilor 20 ai secolului trecut, priceperea po-
litica a unor lideri romani, cu predilectie Ion I.C. Britianu si
Take lonescu, jertfele roménilor pentru cauza aliata si con-
junctura favorabila au fost principalii factori care au dus catre
un deznodamant fericit al problemei Basarabiei, din perspecti-
va Romaniei. Evenimentele ulterioare au demonstrat ca, indi-
ferent de principiile politice, sociale sau economice dupi care
se guverneazd, tendintele expansioniste ale Rusiei au avut, in
mare misurd, aceleasi coordonate.

2 Ibidem, p. 53.
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COOPERAREA MILITARA DINTRE
ROMANIA SI ALIATI IN PRIMELE LUNI
ALE ANULUI 1919

Petre Otu!

Abstract

This paper analyzes the military cooperation between Ro-
mania and the Allies, especially France, between November
1918 and May 1919. The Allied presence in the Balkans and at
the Danube River was extremely important especially after Ro-
mania’s re-entry into the war on November 10, 1918. Without
this presence, Romania, with a demobilized army and a mili-
tary system severely affected by the Peace of Bucharest with the
Central Powers, did not have the capacity to resume the fight.
Although military cooperation with the Allies had been posi-
tive, there were controversies and disputes on some issues, such
as the issue of sole command. Despite all these setbacks, the co-
operation between Romanians and French in 1918-1919 was a
continuation of that of 1916-1918, which strongly strengthened
bilateral relations. Therefore, France was Romania’s most im-
portant ally in the interwar period, with the Romanian state
integrating into the security system created by Paris in Central
and Southeastern Europe.

Key words: Louis Franchet d’Esperey, Eastern Allied Army,
General Berthelot, sole command

Se cunoaste foarte bine ca infrangerea Puterilor Centrale
a inceput in Balcani, ce a cipatat apelativul de ,pantecele moa-

1Col. (ret) dr. Petre Otu este presedintele Comisiei Roméne de Istorie
Militara din cadrul Ministerului Aparérii Nationale, Roménia.
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le al Europei’, fapt care 1-a determinat pe liderul britanic Win-
ston Churchill sa propuna, in timpul celui de-al Doilea Rédzboi
Mondial, cunoscutul sau plan , Saritura de pisicd’, de deschide-
re a celui de-al doilea front in aceasta regiune®.

La 18 septembrie 1918, Armata Aliata de Orient, ce cu-
prindea trupe franceze, britanice, sirbe, grecesti, italiene, co-
mandatd de generalul Franchet d’Esperey, a declansat ofensi-
va asupra dispozitivului Centralilor, sustinut, in principal, de
armata bulgara. Succesele au fost rapide astfel ca, la 29 sep-
tembrie 1918, la Salonic, s-a semnat armistitiul ce a consacrat
incetarea ostilitdtilor cu Bulgaria®. Semnatarii au fost, pentru
Aliati, generalul francez Louis Franchet d’Esperey, comandan-
tul Armatei Aliate din Orient, si o comisie numitéd de catre gu-
vernul bulgar, compusa din generalul Ivan Lukov (membru al
Marelui Cartier al Armatei Bulgare), Andrei Liapcev (membru
al guvernului) si Simeon Radev (diplomat).

Peste o luna de zile, respectiv la 30 octombrie 1919, Impe-
riul Otoman a incheiat armistitiul de la Moudros, recunoscan-
du-se invins. Documentul a fost semnat din partea otomana
de ministrul marinei, Rauf Bey, si amiralul britanic Somerst
Arthur Gough-Calthorpe, la bordul vasului militar brita-
nic HMS Agamemnon, ancorat in portul Moudros al insulei
grecesti Lemnos*. Sud-estul european si Orientul Mijlociu se
aflau sub controlul Puterilor Aliate si Asociate.

Dupa succesul impotriva Bulgariei si traversarea Balcani-
lor, Armata Aliata de Orient s-a impartit in trei grupe. Prima

2 A se vedea pentru detalii Eugen Preda, Sdritura de pisicd, Editura Mi-
litara, Bucuresti, 1976.

3 Dictionnaire de la Grande Guerre 1914-1918, sous la direction de
Frangois Cochet et Rémy Porte, Robert Lafont, Paris, 2008, pp. 935-936; A se
vedea si Misha Glenny, Balcanii. Nationalism, razboi si Marile Puteri. 1804-
2012, Editura Trei, Bucuresti, 2020, pp. 379-386.

*Ibidem, p. 734.
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dintre ele avea drept misiune eliberarea Serbiei si, ulterior, ocu-
parea Ungariei, a doua s-a indreptat catre Dunire, cu intentia
de a determina reintrarea Roméniei in rizboi si de a elimina
trupele Puterilor Centrale, comandate de maresalul August
von Mackensen, aflate in spatiul dintre Carpati si marele flu-
viuy, iar a treia a inaintat spre Adrianopol si Constantinopol.

Reintrarea Romaniei in razboi si retragerea

Armatei Mackensen

Constituirea Armatei de Dunére a fost decisa de autoritatile
franceze la sfarsitul lunii septembrie 1918, comanda acesteia
fiind incredintatd generalului Henri Mathias Berthelot, fostul
sef al Misiunii Militare Franceze in Romania®. In compunerea
ei au intrat trei mari unititi — Divizia 30 franceza, Divizia 16
coloniala si Divizia 26 engleza. Ea avea o tripla misiune: sd de-
termine reintrarea Roméniei in razboi; sa elimine trupele Pu-
terilor Centrale, conduse de maresalul August von Mackensen,
aflate in sudul Romaéniei; s intervina in sudul Rusiei, ca parte
a unui plan mai vast de sporire a influentei Frantei in sud-estul
Europei, inclusiv in zona Marii Negre.

Sarcina lui Berthelot era destul de delicat4, intrucat pen-
tru actiunile din Balcani se subordona generalului Franchet
d’Esperey, iar pentru cele din sudul Rusiei primea indicatii
direct de la Paris. Aceastd dubld subordonare a lui Berthelot,
coroborata cu relatii anterioare reci intre cei doi generali, a ge-
nerat dificultéti in ceea ce priveste cooperarea, pe parcurs apa-
rand tensiuni majore intre ei. De altfel, la inceputul lunii mai
1919, generalul Berthelot a fost inlocuit la comanda armatei de
generalul Jean César Graziani.

®Generalul Henri Berthelot, Memorii si corespondentd (1916-1919), in-
troducere de Glenn Torrey, Editura Militard, Bucuresti, 2012, pp. 352-364.
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O prima etapd in colaborarea romano-aliatd a avut loc in
luna noiembrie 1918, care a adus sfarsitul razboiului mondial,
cel mai important act fiind semnarea armistitiului cu Germa-
nia la 11 noiembrie 1918° Generalul Berthelot si colaboratorii
sdi, intre care se remarca colonelul Radu R. Rosetti, ofiter ro-
man, incadrat in armata franceza, au avut un mare rol in rein-
trarea Roméniei in razboi’.

La 4 noiembrie 1918, Victor Antonescu, fostul ministru
romédn la Paris, a sosit de la Salonic la Iasi pe calea aerului cu
avionul pilotat de aviatorul Louis Noél, si i-a inmanat contelui
Saint-Aulaire, reprezentantul diplomatic francez in Romania,
o scrisoare din partea generalului Berthelot. In epistold era
dezvaluit planul sau de a trece Dundrea cu Armata ,pe la mij-
locul lui noiembrie” si se cereau detalii despre starea armatei
roméne si fortele care puteau interveni, precum si informatii
despre fortele inamice. Continutul scrisorii a fost amplu dez-
batut de principalii factori de decizie politici si militari roméani
si francezi — regele Ferdinand, Ion I.C. Bratianu, contele de
Saint-Aulaire, colonelul Pierre Lafont, atasatul militar francez,
Victor Antonescu, generalii Constantin Cristescu, Constantin
Harjeu si Constantin Prezan, reinvestit de curand sef al Mare-
lui Cartier General.

La 9 noiembrie 1918, autorititile roméne au transmis un
ultimatum maresalului August von Mackensen, cerand ca tru-
pele sale sd evacueze in 24 de ore teritoriul romanesc, in caz
contrar acestea urmand si fie dezarmate. In acelasi timp, re-
gele Ferdinand a trimis mesaje presedintelui Frantei, Raymond
Poincaré si prim-ministrului francez, Georges Clemenceau, in

¢ Maréchal Foch, Mémoires pour servir a Uhistoire de la guerre de 1914-
1918, tome second, Librairie Plon, Paris, MCM, XXXI, pp. 275-321.

7General Radu R. Rosetti, Mdrturisiri (1914-1919), Bucuresti, 1997, pp.
265-289.
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care ii asigura de ,atasamentul ferm” al poporului roméan la
»cauza comund” si de dorinta sa de a relua lupta pentru reali-
zarea ,idealului national”.

La 10 noiembrie 1918, regele Ferdinand a dispus remobi-
lizarea armatei roméne si a dat un ordin de zi ostasilor in care
se ardta cd ,trecerea trupelor aliate peste Dundre ne impune ca
o sfanta si patriotica datorie sa ludm iardsi arma in ména ca sa
izgonim, impreuna cu ele pe vrajmasul cotropitor din tara si sa
aducem linistea populatiei asuprite”.

Procesul remobilizarii armatei roméne s-a desfisurat cu
dificultate, astfel ca, pana la revenirea in Capitald a autoritatilor
romane, in frunte cu regele Ferdinand si regina Maria, la 1 de-
cembrie 1918, unitétile Armatei de Dunare au asigurat ordinea
in teritoriul dintre Carpati si fluviu. La 9 noiembrie, genera-
lul Berthelot a dat o proclamatie prin care ii chema, din nou,
la arme, pe romani. ,ITrupele franceze, scria Berthelot, trec
astazi Dunarea pentru a va ajuta sa va eliberati din jugul sub
care dusmanul dorea si va inrobeasca. [...] Soldati, fie ca ba-
talioanele voastre sa vind si se uneasca cu ale noastre. [...] Si
maéine, veti putea vedea drapelul britanic si drapelul tricolor al
Frantei fluturand alaturi de drapelul vostru in adierea Victoriei
si Libertatii!™.

In noaptea de 10/11 noiembrie, trupele aliate au trecut
Dunirea la Nicopole si, ,dupd cateva impuscaturi, noteaza
Berthelot, trupele noastre au determinat retragerea posturilor
inamice si au ocupat Turnu Magurele si Zimnicea”".

La 15 noiembrie, Berthelot a trecut Dunarea la Giurgiu,
fiind insotit de generalii d’Anselme si Gay, acesta fiind coman-

8 Arhivele Militare Nationale Roméne (in continuare A.M.N.R.), fond
Microfilme, rola P. II 1.2582, c. 541.

°Generalul Henri Berthelot, op. cit., p. 59.

0 Ibidem, p. 368.
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dantul Diviziei 26 Infanterie engleza: ,La Giurgiu, noteaza
Berthelot, primire entuziasta din partea populatiei; discurs al
prefectului si al primarului”’. Peste tot, trupele aliate au fost
intdmpinate cu entuziasm foarte mare, Berthelot relatand spu-
sele unui tdran ca francezii sunt prieteni adevarati, intrucat,
desi ei si vin sau pleaca prin localitate, ciinii nu latra!

Dar, dincolo de aceasta primire a trupelor aliate, situatia in
regiune era foarte complicata. O prima problema presantd era
retragerea armatei lui von Mackensen, care avea circa 170 000
de militari pe teritoriul romanesc'. La 17 noiembrie 1918,
Berthelot a primit de la autoritatile franceze depline puteri
pentru a regla cu Mackensen aplicarea clauzelor armistitiului,
incheiat la 11 noiembrie. Sarcina era dificil, intrucat fortele la
dispozitie erau insuficiente, iar maresalul german a amenintat
cd va opune o rezistentd acerba. Berthelot i-a dat un termen de
cinci zile si l-a facut raspunzator de desfasurarea in ordine a
retragerii. Maresalul Mackensen a apreciat cd somatia genera-
lului Berthelot reprezintd un atentat la adresa armatei germa-
ne. Francezii, scria Mackensen, intentionau sa forteze grupul
pe care acesta il comanda sa depuna armele prin mijloace poli-
tice, intrucét n-au fost in stare si o faci pe cale militara’s.

La 24 noiembrie 1918, Maresalul Foch l-a informat pe
Berthelot ca trupele lui Mackensen, care nu au evacuat inca
Romania si Ungaria, trebuie sd fie considerate prizoniere de
razboi. In consecintd, s-au purtat convorbiri la Sinaia, iar Bert-
helot i-a dat un ultimatum lui Mackensen prin care ii fixa un
ragaz de trei zile pentru plecare si ii impunea o amenda de 500

" Ibidem, pp. 368, 371.

2Unele surse dau cifra de 200 000, prin adaugarea trupelor aflate in
Ucraina.

3 Jean-Noél Grandhomme, Henri-Mathias Berthelot (1861-1931). Du
culte de loffensive a la stratégie globale, ECPAD, 2008, pp. 673-674.
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de milioane de marci si una suplimentara de 50 milioane de
marci pentru fiecare zi intarziere'*. in cele din urma, la 1 de-
cembrie 1918, ultimii soldati germani au parasit teritoriul de la
sud de Carpati, trecand la nord de lantul muntos.

Retragerea Grupului Mackensen a presupus colabora-
rea militard cu autorititile romane. Initial, Berthelot a cerut
generalului Constantin Prezan ca armata romand, in curs de
mobilizare, sd-si concentreze actiunile spre sudul Roméniei,
obiectivul principal fiind Ploiestiul, sediul zonei petrolifere,
atat de importanti pentru desfisurarea rizboiului. Incheie-
rea armistitiului si inceperea retragerii armatei germane l-au
determinat pe generalul francez sa solicite ca diviziile romane
sa inceapd cat mai rapid deplasarea in Transilvania, pentru a
intercepta coloanele inamice. Greutitile in privinta mobilizarii
si ale transportului au facut ca Marele Cartier General s nu
poata indeplini imediat cerintele Comandamentului aliat. Abia
la 20 noiembrie 1918, avangarzile Diviziilor 1 Vanatori si 7 In-
fanterie au trecut la vest de Carpatii Orientali, urmate peste
cateva zile de fortele principale. Prin urmare, retragerea tru-
pelor de sub comanda lui von Mackensen nu a fost stanjenita
de trupele romane. Concomitent, precizam faptul cé la data de
1 decembrie 1918, cand Marea Adunare de la Alba Iulia deci-
dea unirea Transilvaniei, armata romana se gasea la circa 100-
120 km departare de acest oras.

Pe langa retragerea Armatei Mackensen, colaborarea pe
linie militara intre armata romana si trupele aliate la sfarsitul
anului 1918 si in primele luni ale anului 1919 s-a concretizat
si in alte cateva domenii de importanta vitala atat pentru Ro-
mania, cat si pentru Franta si Marea Britanie: materializarea
prevederilor Conventiei de la Belgrad, incheiata la 13 no-

“Generalul Henri Berthelot, op. cit., p. 375.
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iembrie 1918; actiunile militare din sudul Rusiei; instalarea
administratiei roménesti in Dobrogea; actiunile pentru stavi-
lirea bolsevismului in spatiul Europei Centrale; problematica
Banatului; actiunile militare din Siberia, unde s-a aflat un grup
numeros de militari romani, provenind din fosta armaté aus-
tro-ungara; aprovizionarea armatei romane cu material de raz-
boi occidental etc®.

Detaliile cooperarii in aceste domenii au fost stabilite la
intalnirea de la Giurgiu (13/26 noiembrie 1918) dintre gene-
ralii Berthelot si Prezan, acesta din urma fiind insotit de Ni-
colae Bilan, reprezentant al romanilor transilvaneni si viitor
mitropolit, generalul Pierre Lafont, atasatul militar francez in
Romania si locotenent-colonelul Ion Antonescu, seful biroului
de operatii al Marelui Cartier General.

Intalnirea de la Giurgiu a avut o importanti aparte, intru-
cét a restabilit legdtura intre comandamentul militar national,
respectiv Marele Cartier General, si comandamentul aliat care
opera in Balcani si a fixat 0 agenda de probleme intre cele doua
parti. Rezolvarea celor mai multe dintre ele a implicat, in peri-
oada ulterioard, un mare consum de energie din partea autori-
tatilor politice si militare romanesti pe langa Aliati, precum si
nu putine dispute cu acestia.

La Giurgiu s-a stabilit si data sosirii familiei regale in
Bucuresti, generalul Berthelot fiind de acord cu propunerea
guvernului, respectivduminicd, 1 decembrie. Ceremonia a fost
organizata cu un fast deosebit, iar entuziasmul populatiei si
emotia au fost foarte mari. A fost o zi a triumfului, deopotriva
al Romaniei si al Aliatilor. Generalul Berthelot era la dreapta
regelui Ferdinand, iar regina Maria, in stanga. Alaturi de trupe-

La 2 decembrie 1918, Berthelot ii scria cumnatei sale cé are trei pro-
bleme principale de rezolvat: Dobrogea cu bulgarii, Transilvania cu ungurii
si Rusia de sud cu bolsevicii. (Generalul Henri Berthlot, op. cit., p. 380.)
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le roméne au defilat trupe franceze si britanice, iar Alexandru
Marghiloman, fostul prim-ministru al Romaniei, vizionand in-
trarea solemnd a familiei regale de la Jockey-Club, mentiona
ca militarii britanici erau foarte eleganti, iar cei francezi au fost
aclamati mai mult decat colegii romani'®. Constantin Argeto-
ianu, martor al ceremoniilor, a descris atmosfera deosebit de
entuziasta. ,Adanc emotionantd, scria Argetoianu, a fost toata
defilarea, dar culmea emotiei a fost desigur atinsa cand au tre-
cut trupele frantuzesti. Am uitat cu totii totul si toate, si din
toate inimile s-a ridicat un val nemarginit de recunostinta pen-
tru aceasta admirabila armata franceza care dusese tot greul
razboiului, care izbutise in fine si ingenuncheze pe nemti si sd
ne redea nu numai tarisoara noastra cotropitd, dar si sa faca
din visurile noastre naruite o stralucitoare realitate”".

La randul sau, contele de Saint Aulaire telegrafia si el la
Paris cd Franta, armata franceza si generalul Berthelot au fost
indelung aclamati de populatie pe tot parcursul ceremoniei'®.

Colaborarea militara pe teatrul de operatii

din sudul Rusiei

Una dintre cele mai spinoase chestiuni a fost cooperarea
militara roméano-aliatd in sudul Rusiei. Conduita Aliatilor fata
de evenimentele din fostul Imperiu Rus nu a fost unitard, mai
ales cd, dupa armistitiul de la Compiegne, reconstituirea fron-
tului de est nu mai era necesard, iar o interventie militara in

16 Alexandru Marghiloman, Note politice 1897-1924, vol. 2, Editura In-
stitutului de Arte Grafice ,Eminescu’, Bucuresti, 1927, p. 122.

7 Constantin Argetoianu, Memorii. Pentru cei de mdine. Amintiri din
vremea celor de ieri, volumele III-V, Partea a V-a, editia a II-a, Editura Ma-
chiavelli, Bucuresti, 2008, p. 579.

8 Serviciul Arhivelor Nationale Istorice Centrale (in continuare
S.AN.I.C.), Microfilme Franta, inv. 1552, rola 182, c. 296.
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spatiul rusesc suscita destule reticente la Paris, Londra, Wa-
shington si Roma'. Cu toate acestea, Marea Britanie si Franta
au decis sa sprijine fortele albe care se opuneau bolsevicilor,
utilizandu-se fortele militare de care acestea dispuneau in te-
ritoriul rusesc.

Conduita Frantei fata de evenimentele din Rusia, decisa de
cuplul Georges Clemenceau si Stephen Pichon, a fost ambigua.
Pe de o parte, regimul bolsevic nu a fost acceptat la Conferinta
de Pace, aliatii tratdnd problematica cu Conferinta politicd
rusd, instalatd la Paris si condusa de printul Lvov. Pe de alta
parte, interventia militara in Rusia avea un caracter defensiv,
ea urmarind, asa cum scria Clemenceau generalului Janin, la
13 decembrie 1918, sd blocheze ascensiunea bolsevicilor in
regiunile cu un potential economic si strategic pentru fortele
albe.

La 21 noiembrie 1918, Clemenceau a decis interventia in
sudul Rusiei, cu aceasta misiune fiind insarcinatd Armata de
Dunare, condusa de Berthelot. Prim-ministrul francez cerea ca
marile unitati aliate s sprijine guvernele locale in asa fel incat
acestea sa fie capabile sa mentind ordinea interna si sa-si orga-
nizeze propriile forte armate. Concomitent, Armata de Dunare
trebuia sd asigure protectia intereselor aliate, dar i se interzicea
orice ingerintd in afacerile interne. Guvernul francez conta pe
sprijinul masiv al armatei romane, care trebuia si coaguleze
toate fortele antibolsevice, asa cum o ficuse in toamna anului
1917 si in primele luni ale anului 1918.

Pentru aceastd misiune foarte complicatd, Armata de Du-
nire nu avea forte suficiente. Ea avea in compunere doar trei
divizii, asa cum am aratat, dintre care Divizia 16 coloniala era

Y Detalii in Jean-David Avenel, Interventions alliées pendant la guerre
civile russe (1918-1920), Economica, Paris, 2001, pp. 74-85.
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afectatd de gripa spaniola. Se conta pe trei divizii grecesti, dar
si asa fortele erau insuficiente.

Primind aceasta sarcind, Berthelot a elaborat un plan am-
ply, pe care i l-a transmis la 5 decembrie 1918 lui Clemenceau,
prin care cerea, in primul rand, o crestere a efectivelor. Pe lan-
ga suplimentarea fortelor aliate, el propunea crearea a sapte
divizii mixte roméno-franceze, puse sub un comandament
unic francez. In acelasi timp, Berthelot avea in vedere ocupa-
rea imediatd a Odessei, pe care o dorea ca baza principala a
viitoarelor actiuni in sudul Rusiei, si transformarea Constantei
in baza secundara.

Generalul Constantin Prezan a fost de acord cu propu-
nerea lui Berthelot, iar la 28 noiembrie/11 decembrie 1918, a
dispus pregitirea a 15 regimente de infanterie, cate unul din
Diviziile 1-15, cu misiunea ca, ,impreuna cu trupele Aliati-
lor, si concure la restabilirea ordinei in Rusia”. Din cele 15
regimente, sase trebuiau sa fie gata de plecare cu incepere de
la 15/28 decembrie 1918. Motivul pentru care generalul Con-
stantin Prezan a aprobat planul lui Berthelot a fost declaratia
ferma a acestuia ca Rusia se va reface fara Basarabia, care va
raméne in componenta statului roman, in conformitate cu de-
cizia Sfatului Térii din 27 martie/9 aprilie 1918.

Dar, la 15 decembrie 1918, Marele Cartier General a co-
municat corpurilor de armatd ca deplasarea regimentelor
urma sa inceapa la ordin, cooperarea cu Aliatii fiind stabilita
doar la nivel de principii. Ulterior, sprijinul roménesc pentru
aceastd campanie, condusa de Berthelot, nu a mai fost acordat,
Brétianu, revenit prim-ministru la 12 decembrie 1918, consi-
derand riscanta angajarea armatei roméne dincolo de Nistru,

2 Petre Otu, Maresalul Constantin Prezan, Vocatia datoriei, Editura
Militard, Bucuresti, Bucuresti, 2008, p. 264.
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in luptele intestine din Rusia. Premierul roman a declarat ca
nu poate autoriza actiunile militare dincolo de limita revendi-
carilor nationale, ceea ce ar putea crea mari greutati in viitor
in relatiile cu vecinul de la est. De altfel, in virtutea acelorasi
considerente, autoritatile romane au refuzat sa ajute Polonia in
razboiul sdu cu Rusia sovietica din anii 1919-1920, desi Franta
a cerut imperios acest lucru?..

Nici Clemenceau nu a aprobat planul lui Berthelot, la 14
ianuarie 1919 scriind acestuia ca diviziile romane nu trebuie
amalgamate cu cele romanesti, greutétile fiind foarte mari din
punct de vedere al raporturilor de comandament si al aprovizi-
ondrii. Ele trebuiau si-si pastreze individualitatea, dar puteau
sa primeascd in organica militari francezi.

Proiectele de cooperare militard roméano-aliatd in sudul
Rusiei nu s-au finalizat. In regiunea de sud a Rusiei se confrun-
tau patru armate — albii, bolsevicii (rosii), armata directora-
tului ucrainean a lui Petliura si anarhistii lui Mahno. Prinsi in
aceste dispute, cu forte insuficiente, Aliatii s-au confruntat cu
multe dificultati, parte din unitati refuzand sa mai lupte, astfel
cd, la sfarsitul lunii aprilie 1919, trupele au fost retrase de la
Odessa si Sevastopol. Parte din aceste trupe au fost evacuate
la vest de Nistru, sub protectia marilor unitati roméane, raimase
necontaminate de curentele bolsevice.

Cooperarea militara romano-aliata pentru anularea

prevederilor Conventiei de la Belgrad

Conventia de la Belgrad, incheiata la 13 noiembrie 1918,
intre aliati si Ungaria, devenitd republicd, a creat mari proble-

2 Jeden naréd o dwéch sztandarach. Przymierze polsko- rumurikie (
1918) 1921-1926/Un singur popor cu doud drapele. Alianta polono-romdnd
(1918) 1921-1925, Redackcja naukowa/ Redactarea stiintifica: Krzysztof
Nowak, Henryk Walczak, Warszawa, 2020/ Varsovia, 2020, pp. 153-157.
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me cooperdrii militare dintre franco-britanici si roméni, pre-
cum si Conferintei de Pace de la Paris, care si-a inceput lu-
crarile la 18 ianuarie 1919. Articolul 1 obliga guvernul ungar
condus de Mihdly Kérolyi sa retraga trupele la nord de linia
Somesului Mare, de Bistrita, apoi de cursul Muresului, pana
la confluenta acestuia cu Tisa, de Subotica, Baja, Pécs, de cur-
sul Dravei pana la frontiera cu Slavonia. Evacuarea urma sa se
desfasoare in termen de opt zile*.

De asemenea, armata ungara era demobilizatd, cu excep-
tia a sase divizii de infanterie si doud de cavalerie destinate sa
asigure ordinea. Aliatii aveau dreptul de trecere si de sedere
pentru trupele lor pe intregul teritoriu ungar, care puteau ocu-
pa orice punct strategic, daca necesitétile militare o impuneau.
Trupele germane trebuiau s se retraga in termen de 15 zile
din Ungaria, aceasta fiind obligata sa inceteze toate relatiile cu
Germania. Aliatii isi luau angajamentul sa nu intervina in tre-
burile interne ale Ungariei®.

Conventia de la Belgrad s-a incheiat fara participarea gu-
vernului roméan si nu a tinut seama de declaratia liderilor ro-
mani din Transilvania, prezentata de Alexandru Vaida-Voevod
in Parlamentul ungar la 18 octombrie, prin care se contesta
dreptul autoritatilor ungare de a reprezenta teritoriile locuite
de romani. De asemenea, documentul era in contradictie cu
tratatul de alianta semnat de Roménia cu Antanta la 14/27 au-
gust 1916. Luand cunostinta de protestele ulterioare ale roma-
nilor, generalul Franchet d’Esperey s-a aparat afirmand ca, la
acea data, el nu cunostea continutul documentelor semnate de
Romania cu Antanta inaintea intririi Romaniei in razboi. In

2Jean-Noél Grandhomme, Le Général Berthelot et laction de la France
en Roumanie et en Russie Méridionale, Chateau de Vincennes, 1999, pp.
1021-1022.

2 Ibidem.
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toamna anului 1919, la Paris, Franchet d’Esperey, de altfel, si-a
cerut scuze unor membri ai delegatiei roméne pentru semna-
rea Conventiei de la Belgrad*.

Semnarea Conventiei de la Belgrad reprezinta obiect de
controversa in istoriografie, nu numai prin continutul ei, care
i-a nemultumit profund pe romani, ci si prin intrebarea daca
Franchet d’Esperey a actionat din proprie initiativa sau a urmat
indicatiile venite de la Paris?**. Avand in vedere importanta cu
totul deosebitd a problematicii, generalul Franchet d’Esperey
nu-si putea permite sd semneze un asemenea act din pro-
prie initiativa. Cert este cd romanii si ungurii au avut, in pe-
rioada ulterioard, perceptii diferite asupra acestei conventii.
Bucurestii au considerat-o drept un simplu armistitiu militar,
iar Budapesta drept o granita definitiva. Primii au ficut demer-
suri intense pentru neaplicarea ei, solicitind insistent respec-
tarea hotararilor adoptate la Alba-Iulia si acceptul de a deplasa
armata in regiunile de dincolo de Mures. Ceilalti au incercat,
prin orice mijloace, inclusiv prin trecerea puterii in mainile
bolsevicilor, sd-i determine pe Aliati sd considere definitiva
,Linia Diaz”, cum a mai fost denumit acest aliniament.

Totusi, Conventia de la Belgrad, foarte criticata, avea arti-
colul ITI, care putea si fie si a si fost invocat, nu o data, de auto-
ritatile roméne. El avea urmétorul continut: ,,Dreptul de ocu-
pare de catre Aliati a oricaror localitati sau a oricaror puncte
strategice, pe care generalul Comandant sef al Armatei Aliate
va avea dreptul si le fixeze in permanenta. Dreptul de trecere
si de sedere pentru trupele aliate pe intreaga suprafata a teri-

24S.A.N.I.C., fond Alexandru Vaida-Voevod, dosar nr. 95, ff. 24-25.

% Intreaga discutie asupra acestei controverse la Lucian Leustean, Ro-
mania, Ungaria si Tratatul de la Trianon.1918-1920, Polirom, Iasi, 2002, pp.
19-22.
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toriului ungar. Drept permanent de folosire pentru necesitatile
militare ale Aliatilor a oricdrui material navigant apartinand
statului sau particularilor locuind in Ungaria. Idem pentru ani-
malele de tractiune si de poveri”.

La data incheierii acestei conventii, Romania isi relu-
ase locul alaturi de puterile Antantei. Prin urmare, dupi
recunoasterea de citre Antanta a statutului Romaniei de Aliat,
ea putea si se prevaleze de aceste prevederi pentru a depla-
sa trupele pe teritoriul promis de marile puteri ale Antantei
prin tratatul din august 1916 si consfintit de hotararea Marii
Aduniri Nationale de la Alba-Iulia. Continutul articolului mai
releva si un alt semnificativ. Cel care hotara ce trupe, unde si
cum se vor deplasa ele pe teritoriul fostului stat ungar era co-
mandantul Armatei Aliate de Orient. De aceea, autorititile
politice si militare romanesti au facut demersuri insistente pe
langa generalul Franchet d’Esperey pentru a autoriza cea mai
puternica fortd militara aliatd din regiune, armata romana, sa
ia sub control teritoriul Transilvaniei si Banatului.

Demersurile au dat rezultate, astfel ca, in timpul vizitei
generalului Franchet d’Esperey la Bucuresti (9-13 decembrie
1918), s-a obtinut aprobarea ca armata roména sa depaseasca
linia Muresului. Cea mai importantd marturie este a generalu-
lui Prezan, cunoscuta de altfel.

Dupai o serie de activitati protocolare, contele de Saint-Au-
laire, ministrul francez la Bucuresti, a oferit o masa la Capsa,
cel mai probabil in ziua de 30 noiembrie/13 decembrie 1918, la
care au luat parte generalul Franchet d’Esperey, comandantul
Armatei Aliate de Orient, generalul H.M. Berthelot, generalul
Constantin Prezan, o serie de ofiteri romani si francezi, intre

% Desdvdrsirea unitdtii national-statale a poporului romdn, vol. 11L...,
p. 72.
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care locotenent-colonelul Ion Antonescu. Asezat la masa langa
Franchet d’Esperey, Prezan i-a vorbit despre situatia romani-
lor din Ardeal si despre nedreptatea care s-a facut Romaniei
prin Conventia de la Belgrad. Generalul francez a recunoscut
dreptatea Romaéniei, dar a precizat ci el, ca militar, nu putea
sa procedeze in altd manierad decat si execute ordinul primit.
Pe holul de la Capsa, discutia s-a reluat, iar, la un moment dat,
generalul Berthelot, ,la care intotdeauna am constatat un inalt
spirit de echitate si frumoase sentimente fata de tara noastra,
scria Prezan, imi spune: ,Allez-y, mon general”. Ma uit la cei
doi (Saint Aulaire si Franchet d’Esperey) vad in expresiunea lor
ca sunt de acord cu pérerea generalului Berthelot, iar imediat ii
spun locotenent-colonelului Antonescu — ce luase parte la de-
jun — sé dea ordin de indaté trupelor sa inainteze. Ordinul s-a
dat fara intarziere aratindu-se cd depdésirea liniei Muresului se
face cu aprobarea Aliatilor™.

Desi a aprobat demersul Romaniei, potrivit aprobarii ve-
nite de la Paris, si a fost primit cu entuziasm de romani, Fran-
chet d’Esperey a plecat supdrat de la Bucuresti, intrucat nu a
primit ordinul ,,Mihai Viteazul” Ulterior, a avut aprecieri deni-
gratoare la adresa regelui Ferdinand, ceea ce a atras protestul
vehement al colonelului Radu R. Rosetti, atasat pe langa gene-
ralul H.M. Berthelot.

Prin demersuri insistente ale autoritatilor politice si milita-
re de la Bucuresti, Roménia a reusit sa preia, sub controlul séu,
in siptamanile urmaétoare, o parte importanta a teritoriului ce
ii revenea de drept. Cu toate acestea, cooperarea militard din-

% Apud Ion Pavelescu, Adrian Pandea, Eftimie Ardeleanu, Proba fo-
cului. Ultima treaptad spre Marea Unire, vol. 1, Editura Militara, Bucuresti,
1991, pp. 372-373. A se vedea si mérturia lui Ion Antonescu din anul 1938
(Cf. S.AN.L.C,, fond Presedintia Consiliului de Ministri. Cabinet Militar Ion
Antonescu, dosar nr. 363/1943, {. 57).
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tre Roménia si Aliati a cunoscut, in continuare, momente de
tensiune provocate atat de interesele divergente ale celor doua
parti, cat si de tensiunile intre G. Clemenceau, pe de o parte, si
generalul Berthelot si ministrul Saint-Aulaire pe de alté parte.

Problema comandamentului unic

In conditiile ofensivei intensificarii pericolului bolsevic
in centrul si sud-estul continentului european, reprezentantii
Marilor Puteri au luat in discutie trimiterea de trupe in regi-
une. Cu toate ca secretarul de stat R. Lansing s-a opus, (Wil-
son era absent), francezii l-au adoptat. Maresalul Foch a ela-
borat un plan amplu ce viza stoparea bolsevismului. El avea
in vedere constituirea unei armate formate din cehi, polonezi,
romdni, sarbi, greci si bineinteles Aliati, care sa fie trimisa in
Ucraina, Ungaria si Polonia cu scopul de a opri expansiunea
bolsevismului. Generalul Coanda, fostul prim-ministru, ce se
afla in delegatia romana, a fost de acord cu ideea, aceasta fiind
sprijinita si de generalii Henrys, comandantul Armatei France-
ze din est si Charpy, seful de stat major al lui Franchet d’Esperey.
Liderii Conferintei nu au aprobat planul, dar au dat francezilor
dreptul a regla afacerile militare in centrul Europei®.

Armata roména era singura forta credibild din centrul Eu-
ropei, astfel cd Aliatii, in primul rand francezii, aveau nevoie
de concursul ei. De aceea, Conferinta de Pace a decis utilizarea
armatei romane pentru materializarea scopurilor lor politice si
operative in sud-estul si centrul continentului european. Prin
urmare, Parisul, la sugestia generalului Franchet d’Esperey, a
propus din nou un proiect de conventie militard, care punea
armata romana sub conducerea comandamentului Armatei
de Orient. La 8 aprilie 1919, Georges Clemenceau trimitea

2 Sherman David Spector, Romdnia si Conferinta de Pace de la Paris.
Diplomatia lui Ion I.C. Bratianu, Institutul Euopean, 1995, pp. 133-135.
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Ministerului de Externe liniile directoare ale documentului.
Prim-ministrul avea in vedere aplicarea, in cazul Roméniei, a
modelului aplicat in Grecia, fortele militare ale acestei téri fi-
ind puse sub comanda operativd a comandamentului francez.
Mobilizarea, pregitirea si instructia marilor unitati cadeau in
sarcina autoritatilor romane. Pe masura ce ajungeau in zona de
operatii, intrau in subordinea Inaltului Comandament al ge-
neralului Franchet d’Esperey. Marile unitati roméane raimaneau
sub comanda proprie, dar ele urmau a fi utilizate potrivit pro-
iectelor franceze pe fronturile din Ungaria, Basarabia si Buco-
vina. Aici ele urmau a fi conduse de catre generalii Humbert si
Graziani, insdrcinati cu directia operatiilor aliate®.

Proiectul de conventie a fost prezentat, la 11 aprilie 1919,
prim-ministrului Ion I.C. Brétianu aflat la Paris, care l-a si
examinat®. El si-a exprimat rezerve fata de prevederile docu-
mentului si nu putea si dea un raspuns fard consultarea regelui
Ferdinand, a guvernului si a Inaltului Comandament roméan3!.

La randul sdu, generalul Coanda, desigur de coniventa cu
Brétianu, a ridicat cateva probleme privind proiectul francez®>
In primul rand, el declara ci nu avea cunostinti de prevederile
diverselor armistitii si conventii la care facea referiri documen-
tul. El cerea si-i fie comunicate textele acestora. In al doilea
rand, Inaltul Comandament Roman dorea si cunoasci in ce
conditii s-a realizat unitatea de comandament pe frontul fran-
cez sub conducerea maresalului Ferdinand Foch, pe frontul ita-
lian sub coordonarea maresalului Cadorna, pe frontul balcanic

¥ S.AN.LC, fond Microfilme Franta, inv. 1936, rola 168, c. 681-684.
Conventia a fost trimisa la Bucuresti de catre generalul Constantin Coanda
(S.A.N.I.C, fond Microfilme Franta, inv. 1990, rola 170, c. 100).

30 Textul documentului in Ibidem, inv. 1495, rola 197, c. 112-117.

3L Ibidem.

32 Ibidem.
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sub comanda lui Franchet d’Esperey. In al treilea rand, general
Coanda era interesat de efectivele trupelor aliate care opreau
in sud-estul continentului. Aceastd solicitare, dupd cum re-
marca G. Clemenceau, avea sensul de a pune in evidenta sla-
biciunea fortelor franceze, britanice si sarbe din aceasta regi-
une in raport cu efectivele armatei roméne, ce erau estimate
la peste 286 000 de oameni. In al patrulea rand, avand in ve-
dere importanta frontului roman, generalul Coanda propunea
ca sediul Inaltului Comandament Aliat sa fie la Bucuresti sau
Sinaia. Aceastd solutie era respinsid de autoritatile franceze,
intrucat responsabilitatea fortelor aliate viza o regiune foarte
intinsa de la Marea Adriatica la Marea Neagra si pand in Im-
periul Otoman.

Georges Clemenceau constata ca reprezentatii militari
romani pdreau sa accepte principiile conventiei, dar evitau sa
se pronunte definitiv, argumentand necesitatea de a fi consul-
tate autoritatile din tard. De aceea, generalul Coanda s-a de-
plasat la Bucuresti, aducdnd documentul®.

Cunoscand bine situatia din Romania, la 16 aprilie 1919,
generalul Berthelot a transmis la Paris un raport in care sub-
linia greutatile in materializarea acestui proiect si atentiona
autorititile franceze si nu repete tratamentul acordat Roma-
niei de citre Rusia in toamna anului 1916. El propunea solutii
care conciliau unitatea necesard cu temerile romanilor, in asa
fel incét concursul lor pentru cauza aliata sa fie cait mai mare®~.

La 18 aprilie 1919, regele Ferdinand a refuzat net aceasta
propunere. Asa cum comunica Saint-Aulaire, autoritatile de la
Bucuresti apreciau ca necesara unitatea de comandament, dar
considerau cé prezenta unui general francez pe langa regele

3 Ibidem, inv. 1990, rola 170, c. 100.
34 Ibidem, inv. 1936, rola 168, c. 706-707.
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Ferdinand era suficientd pentru a asigura o cooperare eficien-
ta*®. Era aceeasi formuld care a functionat in anii 1916-1918 si
care se regasea dupad razboi si in Belgia, regele avand atasat in
calitate de consilier un general francez.

Tot contele de Saint-Aulaire, ministrul francez, isi informa
superiorii ca regele Ferdinand si liderii militari romani erau de
acord cu realizarea unitatii de comandament, dar nu doreau
sa puna fortele militare sub comanda Armatei de Orient sau a
unui general francez. Roménia trebuia sa faca fatd unor peri-
cole la granitele sale de nord, est si vest, ceea ce impunea con-
trolul ferm al trupelor. In plus, observa Saint-Aulaire, romanii
avusesera o experienta negativa cu Armistitiul de la Salonic si
Conventia de la Belgrad, interesele lor fiind ignorate. Totusi,
Bucurestii erau de acord sa pund la dispozitia armatei aliate
din Ungaria un numar de divizii in scopul ocuparii Budapes-
tei®. De aceea, proiectul de conventie militara propus de Paris
risca sd compromitd securitatea Romaniei si demnitatea rege-
lui Ferdinand, fara a da o noua garantie realizarii unitétii de
comandament.

Ca urmare a acestor semnale, la 26 aprilie 1919, minis-
trul de externe francez, S. Pichon, transmitea la Bucuresti o
serie de preciziri privind cadrul cooperirii militare romano-
franceze. Armata romind rdménea in cea mai mare parte sub
autoritatea directd a regelui Ferdinand. Diviziile romane puse
la dispozitia comandamentului francez, fie pe frontul din Un-
garia, fie pe cel de la Dundre, urmau si fie utilizate numai in
caz de actiuni militare, informandu-se comandantii romani si
Marele Cartier General.

In caz de amenintari din partea inamicului, Romania dis-
punea liber de rezervele sale pentru a actiona pe liniile inte-

% Ibidem, c. 739-740.
3¢ Ibidem, c. 735-739.
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rioare, dar utilizarea lor se realiza printr-o coordonare intre
generalul Franchet d’Esperey si Inaltul Comandament Roman.
Cartierul General al Armatei de Dunare urma sa ramana in
Bucuresti, dar trimitea un post de comandament pe front, ceea
ce ii permitea sd actioneze cu rapiditate. El intermedia, in con-
tinuare, raporturile dintre generalul Franchet d’Esperey si Ma-
rele Cartier General Romén.

Sthephen Pichon era de acord cu solutia propusa de gene-
ralul Berthelot ca, treptat, trupele franceze din regiunea Du-
ndrii sé fie inlocuite de forte roméane, dar comandantul si aiba
controlul general al operatiilor®.

Problema comandamentului unic, care urmarea sa inca-
dreze armata romana cu ofiteri francezi, a esuat. Inca o data
se confirmau marile dificultati ce stiteau in calea configurarii
unui organ unic de conducere pentru doi sau mai multi aliati.

Concluzii

Prezenta aliatd in Balcani si la Dundre a reprezentat cel
mai important factor care a determinat Roménia s reintre
in razboi alaturi de aliatii sdi din august 1916. Fara aceasta
prezentd, Roménia, cu armata demobilizata si sistemul militar
afectat grav de Pacea de la Bucuresti cu Puterile Centrale, nu
avea capacitatea de a relua lupta.

in lunile urmitoare, cooperarea militard s-a concretizat in
probleme de mare interes pentru Aliati si pentru Romania:

— Retragerea armatei lui Mackensen de la sud de Carpati
si preluarea controlului asupra regiunii de sud a Romaniei. In
acest domeniu, sprijinul aliat a fost consistent, Armata de Du-
nére, condusa de generalul H.M. Berthelot, asigurand ordinea
pand la sosirea autoritatilor in capitala térii, eveniment ce a

3 Ibidem, c. 726-727.
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avut loc la 1 decembrie 1918. Trupele aliate au fost intampi-
nate cu entuziasm de cétre populatie, care vedeau in reluarea
cooperirii temeiul sigur al consolidérii noului stat politico-te-
ritorial al Romaniei.

— Sprijinirea efortului aliat in sudul Rusiei.

— Invalidarea prevederilor Conventiei de la Belgrad pri-
vind stabilirea liniei de demarcatie in Transilvania si prelua-
rea controlului asupra intregului teritoriu de la nord de raul
Mures.

— Reinstalarea administratiei militare si civile in Dobrogea.

— Asigurarea prezentei aliate in Banat, destinul acestei re-
giuni fiind subiect de ample controverse in timpul Conferintei
de Pace de la Paris si in relatiile Romaniei cu Aliatii si Serbia.

— Stavilirea ascensiunii bolsevismului in Europa Centrald
si de Sud-Est.

— Crearea unui comandament unic, sub conducere aliata,
in sud-estul continentului.

Cooperarea militard cu Aliatii a fost pozitiva, dar nu au
lipsit controversele si disputele in unele probleme, cum ar
fi: sprijinirea efortului aliat in sudul Dundrii; depdsirea liniei
Muresului; reinstalarea administratiei roménesti in Dobrogea;
prezenta aliata in Banat; problema comandamentului unic.

Cooperarea militard roméano-aliatd a fost afectata de dis-
putele din interiorul taberei aliate, respectiv intre francezi si
britanici, dar si intre liderii politici si militari din Hexagon
(Clemenceau, Franchet d’Esperey, H.M. Berthelot, contele de
Saint-Aulaire etc.)

Reprezentantii francezi (H.M. Berthelot, contele de Saint-
Aulaire) aflati in Roménia au inteles mai bine situatia si au spri-
jinit autoritatile roméne in materializarea obiectivelor, ceea ce
i-a dus in conflict cu autoritatile de la Paris.
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Autoritétile politice si militare de la Bucuresti, in frun-
te cu regele Ferdinand, au respins proiectele de creare a unui
comandament unic, ceea ce ar fi determinat plasarea fortelor
militare romanesti sub control francez, asa cum dorea Parisul.

Cu toate aceste disfunctionalitati, cooperarea dintre ro-
mani si francezi in anii 1918-1919 reprezinti o continuare a
celei din anii 1916-1918, fapt ce a consolidat puternic relatiile
bilaterale. Prin urmare, Franta a reprezentat cel mai important
aliat al Roméniei in perioada interbelicd, statul roméan inte-
grandu-se in sistemul de securitate creat de Paris in centrul si
sud-estul Europei. O expresie a acestei cooperari foarte stranse
o reprezintd adoptarea de cétre armata roman4, in 1924, a doc-
trinei militare franceze.
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BASARABIA SI PROBLEMA SECURITATII
REGIONALE IN PERIOADA CONFERINTEI
DE PACE DE LA PARIS

Valentin Burlacu®

Abstract

Immediately after the rupture of diplomatic relations with
Romania, at the beginning of 1918, the Supreme Autonomous
College of the Council of People’s Commissars of the Russian
Federation for Russian-Romanian Affairs was created, with the
purpose of dealing with all matters related to relations with Ro-
mania. This body, coordinated by Rakovski, head of the Ukrain-
ian government, aimed to remove the ,Romanian threat’ to
»liberate Bessarabia’, intending to use it ,as a means of starting
the revolution in the Balkans” and in Europe.

Although Romania did not take any hostile action against
Soviet Russia, it tried to destabilize Bessarabia by infiltrating
Red Army units in the Hotin area in early January 1919, hop-
ing that the local population would be urged to revolt. Overall,
Soviet Russia, absent from the Paris Peace Conference, followed
its work closely, with the country’s diplomacy being strongly in-
volved in bringing the issue of Bessarabia to the fore. Soviet Rus-
sia’s policy was pursued on three levels: subversive actions and
Bolshevik propaganda; armed attacks in vulnerable points of
the border with Romania; the attempt to influence the opinion
of the former Western allies regarding the recognition of the Un-
ion of Bessarabia with Romania. At the end of April 1919, the

! Conf. univ. dr. Valentin Burlacu este seful Sectiei istorie si artd militard
din cadrul Agentiei pentru Stiinta si Memorie Militara din Chisinau, Repu-
blica Moldova.
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Moscow power established in Odessa a so-called Provisional
Workers-Peasant Government of Bessarabia, which on May 10
launched a manifesto announcing the imminent intervention of
the Russian-Ukrainian Bolshevik army in Romania.

Key words: annexation, destabilization, propaganda, rec-
ognition, revolution

Recunoasterea internationald a actului din 27 martie
1918, prin care Basarabia s-a unit cu patria-mama Romaénia,
a fost una dintre cele mai dificile chestiuni cu care s-a con-
fruntat delegatia roména in cadrul Conferintei de Pace de la
Paris. Acest fapt s-a datorat in mare mésura si actiunilor pe
care le-a intreprins Rusia sovietica in aceastd perioada pentru
a reanexa Basarabia, sau in cel mai rdu caz, pentru a tergiversa
solutionarea problemei basarabene in favoarea statului roman.

Propaganda bolsevicd ruseascd, asociata cu propaganda
emigrantilor rusi, a sustinut mereu pérerea ca Basarabia a fost
acaparatd de romanii din Vechiul Regat?.

Relatiile romano-sovietice au cunoscut in anii 1918-
1919 o continud deteriorare. Ruperea relatiilor diplomatice,
nerecunoasterea unirii Basarabiei cu Romania, evolutiile pe
fronturile razboiului civil din Rusia s-au repercutat negativ
asupra stabilitatii in aceastd zond a Europei. Regimul bolsevic
nu s-a impacat cu pierderea Basarabiei si, prin diverse mijloa-
ce, sub flamura internationalismului proletar si a teoriei despre
revolutia proletard mondiald, a incercat sa readuca tinutul in
cadrul imperiului rendscut. Granitele Romaniei erau adesea
incalcate de combatanti. Cum era si firesc, armata romand a

2 Alexandru V. Boldur, Istoria Basarabiei, Editura Victor Frunzd, Bu-
curesti, 1992, p. 498.
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primit ordin sa apere hotarele tarii, inregistrandu-se numeroa-
se incidente sangeroase.

In ansamblu, Rusia Sovietici, absentd la Paris, din cauza
nerecunoasterii de catre Aliati a guvernului lui Lenin, a urma-
rit indeaproape Conferinta de Pace, diplomatia acestei tari fi-
ind puternic angrenatd in punerea pe prim-plan a problemei
Basarabiei. Politica Rusiei Sovietice a fost dusa pe multiple pla-
nuri simultan, utilizand un arsenal intreg de mijloace: actiuni
subversive si propaganda bolsevica, prin raspandirea zvonuri-
lor, proclamatiilor, foilor volante; infiltrarea unor agenti si ata-
curi armate in punctele vulnerabile ale frontierei cu Romania;
incercarea de a influenta opinia Aliatilor occidentali cu privi-
re la recunoasterea Unirii Basarabiei cu Roménia cu ajutorul
»rusilor albi” si renegatilor basarabeni, desantati la Paris, dar si
actiuni diplomatice prin initierea unor tratative bilaterale so-
vieto-romane.

Imediat dupa ruperea relatiilor diplomatice cu Roménia, a
fost creat Colegiul autonom suprem al Consiliului Comisarilor
Poporului din Federatia Rusa pentru afacerile ruso-romane,
avand menirea sa se ocupe de toate chestiunile referitoare la
relatiile cu Roménia. Acest organ, coordonat de C. Rakovski,
aflat acum in pozitie de sef al guvernului ucrainean, avea ca
scop sa inlature ,amenintarea roméneascd’, sa ,elibereze Basa-
rabia’; intentionand sa o foloseasca ,,ca mijloc de declansare a
revolutiei in Balcani” si in Europa®.

Concomitent, Rakovski incepuse organizarea unui corp de
marinari rusi si romani, cu scopul nu numai de a izgoni trupele
roméne din Basarabia, dar si de a aprinde flacérile revolutiei in
Romaénia, drept care a lansat o proclamatie catre popor in care

3 A se vedea: Larry L. Watts, Fereste-md, Doamne, de prieteni. Rizboiul
clandestin al Blocului Sovietic cu Romdnia, RAO, Bucuresti, 2011, pp. 74, 90.
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anunta apropiatul ,ajutor revolutionar pentru a rasturna gu-
vernul burgheziei si al mosierilor”; totodata, el planuia la 3/16
februarie dezlantuirea unei ofensive menite sa apere revolutia
rusa de ,primejdia” romanilor*.

Este de remarcat ca si dupa unirea Basarabiei cu Romé-
nia, Rakovski a coordonat o serie de operatiuni paramilitare,
de spionaj, sabotaj si terorism impotriva Romaniei. In aprilie
1918, regiunea Chisinau era impénzitd de circa 2 000 de parti-
zani bine inarmati, care se dedau la actiuni teroriste, atacuri-
surprizd impotriva administratiei roménesti si a obiectivelor
militare, asasinarea ofiterilor superiori, confiscarea proviziilor
alimentare si a munitiilor®.

Dupa proclamarea unirii Basarabiei cu Romania, laitmo-
tivul activitatilor bolsevice din stanga Nistrului va fi invariabil
seliberarea” acestui teritoriu si reanexarea lui la Rusia sovietica.

Centrul acestor activitati a fost stabilit la Odesa, dar punc-
te de sprijin au fost infiintate in toate localitatile mai importan-
te din stanga Nistrului, in apropierea frontierei cu Romaénia.
Astfel, in anii 1918-1919, la Odesa au fost constituite ,,Societa-

’

tea pentru salvarea Basarabiei’, ,Comitetul Salvarea Basarabi-
ei” si ,Comitetul Democratic al Salvarii Basarabiei’, la Tiraspol
au fost organizate detasamente paramilitare, la Moghilev-Po-
dolsk s-a creat ,Comitetul Salvarea Basarabiei” si chiar la Kiev
a fost infiintati ,Rada ucrainenilor basarabeni™.

Comitetele de la Odesa au avut un rol deosebit in elabo-

rarea unor memorii destinate Aliatilor si Conferintei de Pace

* Paul Cernovodeanu, Basarabia. Drama unei provincii istorice
romdnesti in contextul politicii internationale (1806-1920), p. 153.

*Ion Constantin, Basarabia la interferenta marilor interese, in ,Destin
romanesc-Revista de cultura si istorie’, Chisinau, 2017, An XII (XXIII), nr.
1-2 (99-100), p. 42.

¢ Ludmila Rotari, Miscarea subversiva din Basarabia in anii 1918-1924,
Bucuresti, Editura Enciclopedica, 2004, p. 53.
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de la Paris, prin care se incerca influentarea ludrii unor decizii
care si conduca la realipirea Basarabiei la Rusia.

Astfel, intr-un memoriu inaintat, la 8-10 noiembrie
1918, ambasadorilor si atasatilor militari ai Puterilor Aliate,
stabiliti la Iasi, de reprezentanti ai fostului Consiliu municipal
Chisinau, in frunte cu fostul primar de Chisindu, A. Schmidt,
se mentiona cd Consiliul nu a avut niciodata indoieli de fap-
tul cd conferinta internationald, care se va desfisura dupa
incheierea pécii universale, ii va oferi Basarabiei posibilitatea
exprimarii vointei sale printr-un plebiscit, idee sustinuta ac-
tiv de reprezentantii rusilor albi, prezenti la Paris in perioada
Conferintei de Pace’.

Faptul ca bolsevicii rusi nu renuntaserd la speranta rea-
nexarii Basarabiei si bolsevizarii Romaéniei rezulta si din eve-
nimentele dramatice ale anului 1919. Este adevarat, insa, ca in
acest an amenintarea bolsevica la adresa Romaniei a venit si
din vest, dinspre Ungaria lui Béla Kun®.

Amenintarea sovieticd s-a concretizat prin incursiunile
unor unitati militare ale Armatei Rosii pe teritoriul Basarabi-
ei, in speranta declansarii unor riscoale ale populatiei locale,
si prin organizarea unor actiuni subversive impotriva statului
roman, prin finantarea si sprijinirea logisticd a unor grupuri
bolsevice care trebuiau, pe toate ciile si prin toate mijloacele,
sa destabilizeze Romania.

De asemenea, rusii din Basarabia au inceput sd se agi-
te. Presa din Chisindu scria in paginile sale ca printre ei au
izbucnit framantéari, deoarece ,nu intelegeau nicidecum

7 A se vedea: Svetlana Suveica, Basarabia in primul deceniu interbelic
(1918-1928). Modernizare prin reforme, Pontos, Chisinau, 2010, pp. 74-75.

8 Valeriu Florin Dobrinescu, Romdnia Mare si Ungaria sovieticd, in
»Omagiu istoricului Stelian Neagoe”, Bucuresti, 2003, pp. 90-116.
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sa renunte la prerogativele lor si sa primeasca hegemonia
moldovenilor™.

Catre inceputul anului 1919, in Basarabia au fost inregis-
trate actiunile clandestine ale unor comitete comuniste, dirijate
din exterior, din Rusia si Ucraina Sovietica. Aceste organizatii
ilegale aveau misiunea sa submineze din interior, prin propa-
gandd antiromaneasca si diversiuni, procesul de integrare a Ba-
sarabiei in spatiul economic, politic si cultural al Roméniei si
sa pregateascd terenul pentru extinderea preconizatei revolutii
in directia Balcanilor. In acest context, au fost lansate si mani-
feste bolsevice. Intr-unul din acestea, raspandit in ianuarie 1919,
tdranii erau chemati sa realizeze, ,in siroaie de singe ale lumii
noi, un corp socialist” Autorii documentului ii indemnau pe
locuitorii Basarabiei ,sa incepem lupta pentru stabilirea pute-
rii sovietice ca singura s stapaneascd pamantul tarii si fabrici-
le” Ei ii sfatuiau ,sa se organizeze in regimente ale Garzii Rosii
pentru apararea puterii sovietice” Manifestul se incheia cu slo-
ganul ,Traiasca Republica Socialistd Federativd Basarabeana”.
Situatia tensionata la frontiera de rasérit a Romaniei, precum si
existenta unor cercuri politice locale cu dispozitii antiroméanesti,
care reprezentau o parte a populatiei minoritare interesate in
subminarea autoritatii statului roman, urmérind reanexarea Ba-
sarabiei la Rusia sau incorporarea ei in Ucraina, au determinat
introducerea in tinut la sfarsitul anului 1918 a unor interdictii
provizorii, cenzura si starea de asediu. Necesitatea unor ma-
suri exceptionale in scopul asigurdrii securitatii cetatenilor si
integritatii teritoriale a statului era imperioasa'.

® Constantin I. Stan, Alexandru Gaitd, Romdnia si regimul bolsevic din
Rusia (1917-1920), in ,,Destin Romanesc’, Chisinau, 1999, nr. 2, p. 100.

10 Zaharia Huséarescu, Miscarea subversivi din Basarabia, Chisindu,
1925, pp. 39-40.

"' Gheorghe E. Cojocaru, Integrarea Basarabiei in cadrul Romdniei
(1918-1923), Editura Semne, Bucuresti, 1997, pp. 98-99.
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Foarte curand aceste temeri au devenit realitate. In acele
zile, in zona de nord a Basarabiei, populatd preponderent de
ucraineni, era semnalatd prezenta unor lideri ucraineni care
tineau discursuri, instigdnd populatia impotriva administratiei
romane'?. Pentru ca propaganda privind situatia ,,de nesupor-
tat” a ocupatiei romanesti in Basarabia s fie mai convingatoare
in fata opiniei publice internationale si a pretinde organizarea
unui plebiscit in tinut, s-a trecut la organizarea de incursiuni si
actiuni violente in localitétile din dreapta Nistrului.

Desi Romaénia nu a intreprins nicio actiune ostila la adresa
Rusiei Sovietice, aceasta a organizat o diversiune, incercénd si
destabilizeze Basarabia, prin infiltrarea unor unitati ale Arma-
tei Rosii in zona Hotin, speridnd cd, pe aceastd cale, populatia
locala va fi indemnata sé se rascoale. Anume in ajunul deschi-
derii Conferintei de Pace de la Paris, in dimineata zilei de 7 ia-
nuarie 1919, chiar de Craciunul pe stil vechi, unitati bolsevice
au trecut Nistrul. Generalul Stan Poetas si multi ostasi romani
au fost omorati de bolsevici. In noaptea de 9 spre 10 ianuarie,
alte trupe bolsevice au trecut Nistrul pe la Hotin, obligand ar-
mata romana si se retragd. Dar in lipsa unui sprijin din partea
populatiei locale, bolsevicii nu au putut face fatd contraata-
cului armatei romane, condusd de generalul Davidoglu, care
a pétruns in Hotin in dimineata zilei de 19 ianuarie®®. Dupa
lupte grele duse de armata romana, la 1/14 februarie, trupele
bolsevice sunt respinse peste Nistru.

La inceputul lunii martie 1919, in deschiderea congresu-
lui de constituire a Internationalei Comuniste, liderul bolsevic

12 ANIC, fond Ministerul de Interne, dosar 475/1919, f. 24.

BFlorian Tanasescu et al., Ideologie si structuri comuniste in Romdnia,
vol. 11, (9 decembrie 1918-31 decembrie 1919), Institutul National pentru
Studiul Totalitarismului, Bucuresti, 1997, doc. 26, pp. 126-128; Gh. E. Cojo-
caru, op. cit., p. 99.
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Lenin declara solemn cé ,, mersul evenimentelor dupa razboiul
imperialist favorizeaza inevitabil miscarea revolutionara a pro-
letariatului [...]; revolutia internationald incepe si se intensifice
in toate térile [...]; victoria va fi a noastrd, victoria revolutiei
comuniste mondiale este asigurata”*.

Manifestul programatic, scris de Lenin si adoptat de con-
gres, anunta inceputul unei ,ere noi’; a ,prabusirii capitalismu-
lui’; care ,obligd proletariatul sa foloseasca mijloacele de lup-
td care ii vor concentra intreaga energie si lupta deschisa cu
aparatul de stat” Asadar, noul centru coordonator al miscarii
comuniste internationale dadea semnalul unui razboi total
simpotriva barbariei imperialiste, impotriva monarhiei, im-
potriva claselor privilegiate, impotriva statului burghez si a
proprietatii burgheze”".

Este perioada in care C. Rakovski lanseaza din nou mai
multe initiative ce vizau bolsevizarea nu doar a Basarabiei, ci si
a Romaéniei, a Ungariei si a intregii zone balcanice. Acesta mi-
lita pentru crearea Republicii Sovietice Federative Balcanice,
incluzand Roménia, Bulgaria, Grecia si Iugoslavia®.

Pentru realizarea acestor deziderate, imediat dupa crearea
Internationalei Comuniste, in Ucraina au fost infiintate doud
birouri speciale menite sa sprijine planurile referitoare la Ro-
madnia si tarile din Balcani: Zakordat-ul (Centrul de coordona-
re a actiunilor de peste hotare), stabilit la Harkov, pe langa care
a fost acreditat C. Rakovski ca delegat al Cominternului, si Ju-
grevkom (Comitetul revolutionar din sudul Rusiei), cu sediul la
Odesa. In cadrul acestor centre au fost create sectii, care coor-

“William Z. Foster, Istoria celor trei internationale, Editura Politica,
Bucuresti, 1959, pp. 341-342.

> Ibidem, p. 343; loan Popa, Luiza Popa, Romdnia, Basarabia si Trans-
nistria, Editura Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, Bucuresti, 2009, p. 48.

161. Popa, L. Popa, op. cit., p. 45.
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donau actiunile in fiecare din tarile vizate. Un punct de legétu-
ra functiona la Tiraspol, fiind condus de Gr. Starii, agent al Co-
minternului, unul dintre viitorii lideri politici ai RASSM, dupa
19247, ocupandu-se in mod expres de organizatiile ilegale si
agentii trimisi in Basarabia si Bucovina. Un Birou basarabean
activa si pe langa CC al PC(b) din Rusia, care era coordonat de
L.V. Stalin'® si aproba periodic fondurile de cheltuieli destinate
basarabenilor aflati in numar mare in stanga Nistrului.

Iminenta recunoastere a frontierei intre Roménia si Ru-
sia sovietica pe Nistru a fiacut ca eforturile bolsevice impotri-
va Romaniei si se intensifice. Astfel, comisarul sovietic Gh.
Cicerin afirma: ,Trebuia si actiondm, altfel roménilor li se va
recunoaste hotarul pe Nistru” La Tiraspol a fost adoptat un
plan al ofensivei Armatei Rosii impotriva Roméaniei®.

De altfel, situatia devenise din nou tensionatd la frontie-
rele Basarabiei, deoarece slabele contingente franceze si arma-
tele alb-gardiste au fost respinse din sudul Ucrainei printr-o
contraofensiva a trupelor bolsevice, ce au reocupat Odesa la
8 aprilie 1919. Succesele inregistrate in sudul Ucrainei, ca si iz-
bucnirea revolutiei bolsevice in Ungaria, unde la 21 martie, la
doua saptamani dupa constituirea Cominternului, este procla-
mata ,Republica Sovietica Ungard’, conduc la pregatirea unei
actiuni conjugate a armatelor rosii si ungare ce urmau sa faca
jonctiunea pe teritoriul Romaniei, in nordul Bucovinei®.

7. Rotari, op. cit., p. 142.

8]. Popa, L. Popa, op. cit., p. 45.

Y Radu Carp, Recunoasterea Unirii Basarabiei cu Romdnia — aspecte
istorice si de drept international, in ,Polis. Revista de stiinte Politice’, vol. VI,
nr. 1 (19), Serie noud, decembrie 2017-februarie 2018, p. 8.

2 Gheorghe Zahirescu, ,Din cronica relatiilor roméno-ungare in anii
1918-1920’, in vol. Din cronica relatiilor poporului romdn cu popoarele
vecine, Bucuresti, 1984, pp. 269-270.
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Odata ce guvernele bolsevice de la Moscova si Harkov
si-au coordonat actiunile indreptate impotriva Romaniei cu
guvernul de la Budapesta, amenintérile impotriva statului ro-
man curgeau atét din est cat si din vest.

Intre 16-18 aprilie, armata ungari a atacat-o pe cea roma-
nd in regiunea Muntilor Apuseni, dar, trecand la contraofen-
siva, trupele romane resping agresorul si ating Tisa la 1 mai.
Cu toate acestea, Rakovski l-a convins pe Lenin cé planul sau
era lesne de realizat, asa incit conducatorul de la Kremlin a
telegrafiat lui LI. Vatsetis, comandantul-sef al Armatei Rosii
sinaintarea intr-o parte a Galitiei si a Bucovinei este necesara
pentru a intra in contact cu Ungaria Sovieticd. Aceastd sarcind
trebuie realizati cu mai multi rapiditate si decizie” In acelasi
timp, trupele sovietice aveau fixate ca obiectiv ,sé elibereze Ba-
sarabia si sa se pregateasci energic in vederea unei ofensive in
Romaénia” care si stabileascd ,in Romania puterea proletari-
atului” si sa extinda revolutia pana in Bulgaria. La 1 si 2 mai
1919, conducerile bolsevice ale Ucrainei si Rusiei Sovietice au
trimis cate o nota ultimativa guvernului roman, cerand prin
cea dintai, evacuarea Bucovinei, iar prin cea de-a doua, a Basa-
rabiei, in 48 de ore.

Ambele note redactate in stil bolsevico-cominternist
erau pline de insinudri la adresa Romaéniei, descrieri in cu-
lori apocaliptice ale situatiei din cele doud provincii, insta-
uratd de autoritatile roménesti, care ar fi lichidat cuceririle
revolutionare ale maselor populare.

Prima notd era semnatd de comisarul poporului pentru
afacerile externe al Ucrainei Sovietice, Cristian Rakovski, si
acuza Roménia cd a introdus in Bucovina, dupa ce aceasta a
fost eliberatd de sub dominatia austriacd, un regim de teroare
si de exploatare. De asemenea, in nota se arita pe un ton ca-
tegoric cd ,Republica Socialista Ucraina, legatd de Bucovina

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0/ 311

prin sentimente de solidaritate, care unesc pe masele munci-
toare din toate térile, si prin legituri de rudenie, etnografice
ale unei parti insemnate din populatia Bucovinei, protestea-
za in chipul cel mai energic in contra guvernului romén, care
siluieste vointa Bucovinei” si anunta guvernul roméan cum cé
»guvernul de muncitori si tarani al Ucrainei a luat hotararea
ferm& de a apéra cu toate mijloacele dreptul de autodetermi-
nare nationald a muncitorilor si taranilor din Bucovina. Clasa
muncitoare din Ucraina nu poate sa permita ca intre Ungaria
Sovieticé si Ucraina Sovieticd s rimana Bucovina in sclavie?"”,

In cea de-a doua noti-ultimatum, comund, a comisarilor
poporului pentru afaceri externe ai Rusiei Sovietice, Cicerin,
si Ucrainei, Rakovski, guvernului romén i se cerea si evacu-
eze Basarabia. Roménia era acuzati ca a ocupat Basarabia in
chip samovolnic, cd a anulat cuceririle revolutiei ruse si a in-
trodus exploatarea. Se mai spunea ca planurile expansioniste
ale Romaniei fusesera sprijinite, in secret, de puterile Antan-
tei, cd Roménia a permis trecerea prin Moldova si Basarabia
a trupelor germane care atacau Rusia si cd a dus permanent o
politica potrivnicé puterii sovietice. Ultimatumul se incheia cu
urmatoarele revendicari ultimative: , 1) Evacuarea imediata a
armatei romane, a functionarilor si agentilor din toata Basara-
bia, lasind libertate muncitorilor si taranilor basarabeni de a-si
alege ei singuri forma de guvernare. 2) Darea in judecata a tu-
turor functionarilor vinovati de crimele savarsite contra mun-
citorilor, taranilor si intregii populatiuni din Basarabia. 3) In-
apoierea materialului de rizboi care a fost pradat de romani si
a bunurilor jefuite si confiscate de la populatia basarabeana”.

2 Eugen Denize, Romdnia, Rusia bolsevici si problema Basarabiei
(1917-1919), partea III, in ,Destin Romanesc’, Chisindu, 2006, nr. 3-4, pp.
56-57.

2 Ibidem, p. 57.
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Mai mult decat atét, bolsevicii rusi au pregatit din timp
structurile organizatorice necesare unei eventuale preluari a
puterii in Basarabia. Astfel, la 5 aprilie 1919, la Odesa, s-a con-
stituit Biroul Organizatoric al comunistilor din Basarabia de pe
langa Comitetul Central al Partidului Comunist (bolsevic) din
Rusia, Birou format dintr-un secretar responsabil, O.S. Ravel,
si din trei membri, V.I. Garski, A.M. Ghiterman-Anixt si .M.
Ghiterman-Liss®.

Catre sfarsitul lunii aprilie si inceputul lunii mai 1919,
C. Rakovski a sustinut ideea credrii unei ,Republici Sovieti-
ce Basarabene” pe malul stang al Nistrului, un prim pas fiind
formarea, la 5 mai 1919, la Odesa, a unui asa-numit Guvern
Muncitoresc-Taranesc Provizoriu al Basarabiei*, in frunte cu
Ivan Krivorukov, fost membru al Sfatului Tarii, bolsevic, rus de
origine, care a votat impotriva unirii Basarabiei cu Romania.

Acest autointitulat ,guvern provizoriu basarabean’, care
prin apartenenta nationald a majoritatii membrilor sii, de-
monstreaza ca ,,nu exista absolut nicio baza ca el si fie consi-
derat un guvern moldovenesc”, la 10 mai a lansat un manifest
prin care se anunta iminenta interventie a armatei bolsevice
in Romania: ,in numele muncitorilor si taranilor revoltati, in
numele Armatei Rosii Revolutionare din Basarabia, cu ajutorul
guvernelor de muncitori si tarani din Rusia si Ucraina, decla-
ram cd de acum inainte singura putere legald si de drept in
Basarabia este puterea muncitorilor si taranilor reprezentati
de catre guvernul provizoriu de muncitori si tarani”*. Acest
guvern a declarat Basarabia parte componenta a Republicii So-
vietice Federative Socialiste Ruse.

BF. Tanasescu, Ideologie si structuri comuniste..., doc. 71, pp. 216-218.

2 Mihail Bruhis, Rusia, Romania si Basarabia. 1812-1918-1924-1940,
Editura Universitas, Chisindu, 1992, p. 211.

% Ibidem, p. 212.

%F, Tanasescu, Ideologie si structuri comuniste..., doc. 88, p. 268.
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In acelasi spirit, se mai declara ci: ,In numele Arma-
tei Rosii Basarabene si in numele taranilor si muncitorilor
rasculati, guvernul provizoriu de muncitori si tarani din Basa-
rabia declara: 1) Basarabia infiptuieste Republica Socialisté a
Sovietului, care face parte din Republica Socialista Federativa
Rusa. 2) Puterea guvernului romén din Basarabia si a Sfatului
Directorial se considerd inlaturate. 3) Toti reprezentantii gu-
vernului romén local, toti slujbasii acestui guvern trebuie sa fie
imediat arestati si inlocuiti prin reprezentantii muncitorilor si
taranilor credinciosi puterii Sovietelor. 4) Toate legile, decrete-
le, dispozitiunile, ordonantele, atat ale guvernului roman, pre-
cum si ale sfaturilor directorilor, sunt considerate ca nelegale.
Oricine va sili sau va indemna ca aceste decrete sa fie executate
trebuie sa fie impuscat pe loc. 5) Toate fabricile, uzinele, ban-
cile, intreprinderile mari de comert si carierele de piatra sunt
declarate proprietatea Republicii Basarabene si trebuie predate
de cétre proprietarii si posesorii lor in toatd regula, conform
decretelor puterii revolutionare. 6) Tot paméntul mosierilor,
cu tot inventarul mobil si imobil, trebuie predat puterii Sovi-
etelor de catre proprietari, in buni stare, pentru a fi inménat
taranilor. Proprietatea mare de la sate se desfiinteaza. [...] 9)
Toate gruparile nationale se vor bucura, de acum inainte, de
autonomie desdvarsiti pe tiraim national si cultural™.

Se discuta intens si despre declansarea unor noi operatiuni
ale Armatei Rosii in Basarabia si Bucovina.

Potrivit lui C. Rakovski, ofensiva impotriva romanilor era
pregatitd ,folosind, in primul rdnd, elementele internationale si
basarabene in asa fel incat sé nu fie in defavoarea indicatiilor lui
V.I. Lenin. Eu personal socot ca operatiile noastre in Basarabia
si Bucovina le vom face sub firma locald, fara sa ne afisim™, o

2 Ibidem, p. 270.
L. Rotari, op. cit., p. 123.
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expresie cu adevarat memorabild, o formuld condensatd, care
sintetizeazd chintesenta si mentalitatea interventionismului
bolsevic inca de la primele sale manifestéri si care va sta la
baza unui mecanism perfectionat de statul sovietic in anii ur-
matori.

Armata revolutionara basarabeani era, de fapt, o stran-
surd de mercenari, formatd, asa cum aréta un raport al politiei
din Soroca, dintr-un batalion de basarabeni, un batalion de un-
guri si un batalion de ucraineni, stationate toate la Moghilev®.

La Tiraspol, a avut loc o consfituire militara la care a
fost adoptat planul unei ofensive a Armatei Rosii in Basara-
bia, Nistrul urméand si fie trecut pe la Dubdsari, Rezina, Ho-
tin, Grigoriopol, Cetatea Alba. La 13 mai, pentru a justifica
agresiunea, Rakovski a trimis o notd Ministrului de Externe al
Frantei in care semnala pretinsele violente si pogromuri comi-
se in Basarabia de oligarhia roména ce se bucura de protectia
inaltului ei aliat din Occident. CAteva zile mai tarziu, la 19
mai, Rakovski trimite o telegramd conducatorului Ungari-
ei Sovietice, Béla Kun, in care il asigura de tot sprijinul sau
militar®. In Basarabia au avut loc incursiuni armate ale unor
detasamente sovietice, organizate de noile structuri bolsevice
din stdnga Nistrului. Pentru a sonda taria rezistentei trupe-
lor romane si a contingentelor franceze si, in caz de reusitd, a
crea un cap de pod in vederea viitoarei ofensive, in zorii zilei
de 27 mai, un detasament al Armatei Rosii improvizat ,sub
firmd locald’, adicd basarabeand, cum pretindea C. Rakovski,
a traversat Nistrul si, ajutat de agenti comunisti din Tighina,
au reusit sa ocupe pentru cateva ore orasul. Invadatorii nu au

¥ F. Tanasescu, Ideologie si structuri comuniste..., doc. 98, pp. 287-288.
*Toan Scurtu et al., Istoria Basarabiei de la inceputuri pdnd in prezent,
Editura Semne, Bucuresti, 1998, p. 89.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://ispaim.mapn.ro



The Paris Peace Conference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0 | 315

putut rezista contraatacului armatelor franceze si romane si
s-au retras din oras®..

Astfel de tentative armate de destabilizare a ordinii, de
tipul celei de la Hotin sau Bender/Tighina, soldate cu nume-
roase victime mai ales in randurile militarilor si a responsa-
bililor administratiei romanesti, dar si a populatiei civile din
localitatile si zonele respective, aveau drept scop sa testeze
trainicia hotarelor romanesti pe linia Nistrului, s demonstre-
ze vulnerabilitatea armatei roméne, si cultive in constiinta
populatiei ideea despre caracterul temporar al administratiei
roménesti. Ele, fara indoiald, creau o stare de tensiune si frica in
randul populatiei, mentinerea sentimentelor de nemultumire
fatd de administratie din partea celor contaminati de frazeolo-
gia bolsevicd, prezente in special in randurile populatiei aloge-
ne, situatie care cu sigurantd nu favoriza solutionarea proble-
mei Basarabiei in cadrul Conferintei de Pace de la Paris.

Aceste atacuri armate din exterior au fost calificate dece-
nii la rand de istoriografia sovietica drept ,riscoale” sau ,eve-
nimente importante ale miscarii de eliberare” din Basarabia,
cele mai glorioase pagini de lupta bolsevicd, indreptate contra
interventiei strdine.

Cercetirile recente demonstreaza ca, de fapt, era vorba de
actiuni subversive extrem de bine puse la punct cu sprijinul di-
rect al serviciilor secrete si al retelei ilegale bolsevice si comin-
terniste, raspandite pe tot teritoriul din stanga Nistrului, deve-
nit o veritabila citadeld de atac impotriva Romaniei reintregite.

Esecul operatiunii de la Tighina, dar si al celei de la 30
mai, cand alte unitati au incercat din nou sa treacé Nistrul in
dreptul localitétii Otaci, dar au fost respinse de armata roma-

3IF. Tanasescu, Ideologie si structuri comuniste..., doc. 71, p. 217.
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na*’, i-a determinat pe liderii bolsevici si trateze cu spirit cri-
tic organizarea pe viitor a unor astfel de atacuri armate peste
Nistru, avand in vedere impactul si consecintele lor. Intr-un
raport inaintat de guvernul provizoriu de la Odesa conducerii
PC(b) din Ucraina, la 18 iunie 1919, se mentiona c, ,dupa ata-
cul unitétilor noastre asupra Tighinei, in toatd Romania s-au
luat masuri mai aspre”®.

Spre a se asigura protectia provinciei, au fost chemate in
Basarabia noi trupe roméne, care au inlocuit trupele france-
ze si celelalte regimente straine. Dupa luarea acestor masuri
de aparare a Basarabiei, Armata Rosie n-a mai indraznit sa in-
treprinda vreo activitate la Nistru, deoarece a fost angajata, in
acelasi timp, in lupte grele cu trupele lui Denikin din Ucraina.
Planul lui Rakovski a esuat complet. In raspunsul plin de dem-
nitate dat la 19 iunie de guvernul roman la notele ultimative ale
conducatorilor sovietici din 1 si 2 mai, se exprima speranta in
calmarea pornirilor agresive si stabilirea unor raporturi nor-
male de convietuire pasnicd, deoarece ,nicio tard n-ar putea
trdi o viatd normala fara si intretina relatii permanente cu ce-
lelalte, cu atat mai mult relatii stranse, cordiale si de buna veci-
natate cu tarile de care o separa frontierele™*.

Pentru un timp, pericolul la granita de rasérit a Romaniei
a fost inlaturat. Totusi, aici se afla o frontiera care trebuia bine
pazitd, aveau loc mereu incidente armate, infiltrari bolsevice,
erau numeroase probleme pe care guvernul roman trebuia sa le
rezolve cu toatd atentia. Puterea de la Moscova a constientizat
ca, pe calea armelor, temporar, Basarabia si Bucovina nu vor
putea fi reanexate. Din aceasta cauzd, desi varianta militard nu

3 [bidem, doc. 98, pp. 287-288.

3 1. Rotari, op. cit., p. 127.

3 V.F. Dobrinescu, Bdtdlia diplomaticd pentru Basarabia. 1918-1940,
Tasi, 1991, p. 79; P. Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., pp. 171-173.
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a fost exclusa, atentia principald s-a indreptat inspre propa-
ganda bolsevica desfasurata in Romania, pe aceasta cale incer-
candu-se subminarea din interior a statului roman.

O lund mai tarziu, la conferinta organizatiei regionale de
partid din Basarabia, aflata tot la Odesa, se preciza cd, ,dupa
ofensiva asupra Tighinei, a fost lichidata definitiv si organizatia
ilegala comunisté din acel oras™, fapt ce a determinat infiltra-
rea unor noi agenti bolsevici in Basarabia si formarea, in sep-
tembrie 1919, a unui ,,comitet provizoriu” care sa restabileasca
miscarea subversiva din regiune, dar si aceste tentative au fost
curmate, in scurt timp, de autoritatile roméne de siguranta®.

Despre activitatea subversivda a bolsevicilor roméni,
sprijiniti de cei rusi, se desprind detalii sugestive din Raportul
de activitate al Grupului Comunist Romén de pe langa Par-
tidul Comunist (bolsevic) din Rusia, adresat de un anume A.
Nicolau, secretariatului Internationalei Comuniste, la 23 apri-
lie 1919. In raport se preciza care era tactica si programul lor
in momentul respectiv, era prezentatd o listd a manifestelor
tiparite pentru propaganda antiroméneasca si tirajul lor. Toa-
te aceste manifeste si apeluri aveau un continut antiromanesc
pronuntat, ficeau propaganda violentd pentru destramarea
Romaniei Mari si pentru risturnarea ordinii de drept in statul
romén. Basarabia, se spunea in comunicatul din 17 mai 1919
al organului de presa al grupului comunist roman din Odesa,
»este o punte de legaturd pe care trebuie sa trecem pentru a im-
planta steagul sovietic in drumul nostru spre apusul Europei,
pentru a ne uni cu Ungaria sovieticd”.

Ziarul ,Bessarabscaia Pravda” de la 25 iunie 1919, informa
despre activitatea grupului comunistilor romani, care, in colabo-

% 1. Rotari, op. cit., p. 127.
% Ibidem, p. 132.
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rare cu colegiul extern al Internationalei Comuniste, desfasura o
propagandéd comunistd intensa pe frontul basarabean si in spa-
tele trupelor roméne din Basarabia, editidnd peste 150 000 de
apeluri si mici brosuri aruncate din aeroplane pe front®.
Orasul Odesa devenise din nou centrul de coordonare a
operatiunilor subversive impotriva statului romén. Anume in
aceasta urbe, intre 7-11 iulie 1919, sub patronajul CC al PC(b)
din Ucraina, a avut loc a doua conferinti a celulelor comunis-
te existente in unele localitati din Basarabia, in zona transnis-
treand si in cadrul unor unitéti militare sovietice numite ba-
sarabene. La conferinti nu a fost prezent niciun reprezentant
al populatiei romane majoritare din Basarabia. In rezolutia
conferintei se asigura ca o eventuald rascoald a comitetelor re-
volutionare ilegale din Basarabia urma sa fie coordonata cu o
ofensiva din exterior a Armatei Rosii*®. De asemenea, s-a hota-
rat modificarea componentei guvernului basarabean provizo-
riu si stabilirea sediului sdu, tot in mod provizoriu, la Tiraspol.
Cu sprijin financiar de la Moscova si Kiev, s-a trecut si la edita-
rea unor ziare de limba rusi care sa sustina obiectivele propu-
se, cum ar fi ,Bessarabskaia Pravda” si ,Krasnaia Bessarabia™’.
Pe misura scdderii valului de incursiuni militare din ex-
terior asupra teritoriului dintre Prut si Nistru, crestea volu-
mul sprijinului financiar, militar, politic acordat unor structuri
clandestine, aflate in serviciul dictaturii bolsevice. Intr-un ra-
port din 19 iulie 1919 al lui Horovoi, presedintele Comitetului
provizoriu bolsevic din Basarabia, adresat Comitetului Cen-
tral al Partidului Comunist (bolsevic) din Ucraina se comu-

3 Mejdunarodnaia podderjka boribi trudiascihsia Bessarabii za vossoe-
dinenie s Sovetskoi Rodinoi (1918-1940 gg.) Sbornik dokumentov i materialov,
Cartea Moldoveneascd, Kisinev, 1970, p. 49.

8 Gh. E. Cojocaru, Integrarea Basarabiei..., pp. 100-101.

¥1. Popa, L. Popa, op. cit., p. 47.
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nica: ,Comitetul a luat toate masurile in vederea restabilirii
organizatiilor descoperite. In acest scop a fost trimis in Basa-
rabia un mare numaér de lucratori responsabili. Au fost orga-
nizate cateva puncte de transfer a literaturii si activistilor. Cu
mijloace suficiente, s-ar putea transporta arme pentru comi-
tetele revolutionare din Basarabia. Comitetul editeazi ziarul
«Bessarabskaia pravda» care se difuzeazd pe frontul basara-
bean si in ilegalitate™.

Intre 20-26 iulie, regimul lui Béla Kun a dezlintuit o noua
ofensiva impotriva armatelor romane la est de Tisa, ceea ce a
provocat o riposta viguroasd, la 24 iulie, a ostirii romane, care
trece Tisa la 27 iulie; dupa o scurtd campanie victorioasa, ea
intra in Budapesta la 4 august, fapt ce a dus la prabusirea gu-
vernirii bolsevice a lui Béla Kun. In acelasi timp, in Ucraina,
bolsevicii au suferit o serie de infrangeri, fiind siliti sa se retra-
ga in urma ofensivei lui Denikin. Roménia a fost astfel salvata
de primejdia dublei lovituri sovieto-ungare*'.

Intre timp, asa-numita RSS Basarabeani a incetat si mai
existe in august-septembrie 1919, cand Armata Rosie a fost
nevoiti si se retragd din stanga Nistrului. In urma ripostei ar-
matei romane, care a supus malul stdng al Nistrului unui tir de
artilerie, dar si a presiunilor altor armate, guvernul provizoriu
s-a retras intr-un tren blindat care a circulat o perioada intre
Tiraspol, Razdelinaia si Birzula, refugiindu-se apoi la Kiev si
incetandu-si practic existenta®.

Astfel, armata roména a reusit sd contracareze actiunile
conjugate ale armatelor ungare si sovietice care au organizat o
serie de actiuni militare in Transilvania si la Nistru.

“Gh. E. Cojocaru, Integrarea Basarabiei..., pp. 99-100.
“'P. Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 173.
“1. Popa, L. Popa, op. cit., p. 48.
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Romaénia a inteles sd-si apere integritatea teritoriald, dar
nu s-a amestecat in razboiul civil din Rusia, cu toate presiunile
aliatilor care isi puneau mari sperante in actiunile rusilor ,albi”
si mai ales in cea a lui Denikin, fapt recunoscut de insusi liderul
bolsevicilor rusi.

In raporturile cu Rusia Sovieticd, guvernele Romaniei au
adoptat o atitudine intemeiata pe urmatoarele principii: in re-
petate randuri au declarat cd Romania a respectat fatd de eve-
nimentele din tara vecina o strictd neutralitate, ,nu se afla in
stare de razboi cu Rusia, nu va savarsi niciun act de agresiune
impotriva acesteia, dar isi va apara granitele cu toate fortele
sale”, nu existd niciun litigiu teritorial intre cele doua tari, in-
trucat Basarabia este un stravechi teritoriu romanesc, care s-a
unit cu patria-mama4; tezaurul roménesc evacuat la Moscova
este un bun asupra caruia statul sovietic nu avea niciun drept si
el trebuia restituit integral Roméniei; neinterventia reciproca
in treburile interne.

La randul sau, guvernul sovietic a oscilat intre dezidera-
tul sau vizand revolutia mondiald si rasturnarea burgheziei de
la putere, pe de o parte, si necesitatea apdrdrii si consolidarii
Rusiei sovietice, de cealalti parte. In functie de desfasurarea
evenimentelor militare, V.I. Lenin a promovat politica externa
cea mai convenabild pentru statul sovietic. Astfel, la incepu-
tul anului 1920, preocuparea de baza era aceea de a impiedi-
ca transformarea Romaniei intr-un teritoriu de concentrare a
fortelor antisovietice si de a evita participarea armatei romane
la actiuni impotriva Rusiei*.

Astfel, in penultima etapa a desfiasurarii Conferintei de
Pace, fara a renunta la metodele militare de solutionare a ,,pro-

BV.F. Dobrinescu, Relatii romdno-engleze (1914-1933), Tasi, 1986, p. 50.
*Joan Scurtu et al,, Istoria Basarabiei..., p. 90.
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blemei” basarabene, bolsevicii au considerat necesara initierea
unor tratative cu Bucurestiul.

In acelasi timp, Romania a actionat cu multa prudents fati
de vecinul de la rasdrit. Pentru rezolvarea mai rapida a proble-
mei Basarabiei, guvernul roman a considerat cd se impuneau
discutii directe cu reprezentantii guvernului sovietic, mai ales
ca insusi regimul bolsevic, aflat in dificultate, era interesat de
relatii normale cu Romania. Deschiderea se datora ofensivei
militare alb-gardiste si iminentei declansarii unui atac din par-
tea Poloniei, cu sustinerea Frantei. O Romanie neutra in acest
context era extrem de importantd, de aici disponibilitatea la
dialog. De fapt, aceasta era continuarea politicii externe ince-
pute cu Tratatul de la Brest-Litovsk: acceptarea pierderii ori-
caror teritorii pe durati determinatd, urmand ca acestea si fie
recuperate ulterior, prin presiune ideologicd, diplomatica sau
fortd armata®.

In acest context, premierul roman I-a delegat pe N.D. Cio-
tori sa negocieze cu reprezentantii Rusiei sovietice la 31 de-
cembrie 1919, pregitind astfel convocarea unei conferinte ro-
mano-sovietice®. Angajarea de discutii in asemenea impreju-
rari si intr-un moment cand Marile Puteri occidentale invingé-
toare in razboi nici nu se gandeau sa recunoasca statul sovietic
ilustra luciditatea cercurilor conducatoare de la Bucuresti, care
considerau o necesitate imperioasa pentru interesele vitale ale
Romaniei existenta unor relatii bune cu tara vecin, indiferent
de regimul ei politic intern®.

In ansamblu, politica adoptati de Marile Puteri in raport cu
Rusia s-a axat pe trei consideratii: 1) anihilarea bolsevismului,

“R. Carp, op. cit., p. 9.

% C. L Stan, A. Gaitd, Romdnia si regimul bolsevic..., p. 93.

*C. Botoran, Tratativele romdno-sovietice din anii 1919-1920 pentru
recunoagterea unirii Basarabiei, in ,,Cugetul’, Chisindu, 1993, nr. 3-4, p. 27.
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a carui esentd era privitd ca un ,pericol pentru civilizatie”; 2)
readucerea Rusiei in echilibrul european care, prin revolutia
rusa, s-a perturbat substantial si crearea unui organism politic
capabil de a lichida obligatiile financiare si economice ale ve-
chiului imperiu; 3) impiedicarea extinderii influentei si actiunii
germane asupra teritoriilor fostului Imperiu Rus*.

Inainte de a se aseza la masa tratativelor, guvernul de la
Bucuresti si-a precizat incé o data printr-o declaratie publica
pozitia fatd de Rusia Sovieticd in sensul ca: ,Roménia nu se afla
in stare de razboi cu Rusia, nu va savarsi niciun act de agresiu-
ne impotriva acesteia, dar isi va apdra granitele cu toate fortele
sale”.

Mai mult chiar, teama cd RomaAnia, la insistentele Frantei
si Angliei, ar fi putut participa la ostilitdtile impotriva Rusiei
Sovietice, in timp ce se afla in razboi cu Polonia si cu trupele
albe — teama ce s-a dovedit cu totul neintemeiatd — a determi-
nat guvernul sovietic sé fie cooperant pentru angajarea de tra-
tative cu guvernul de la Bucuresti in vederea stabilirii de relatii
de buna vecinatate®.

De aceea, partea romana s-a ardtat conciliantd, initiind, la
insistenta puterilor aliate, care doreau ca Romania singurd sa
ajungd la o intelegere cu Rusia Sovietica, chiar unele contacte
cu vecinul de la rasarit, prin convorbirile purtate la Copenha-
ga (Danemarca) intre diplomatul romén Dimitrie Ciotori si cel
sovietic M. Litvinov (la 9 si 14 februarie 1920), si, mai tarziu, la
Londra cu reprezentantii Moscovei, L. Krasin si N. Klisko, in
cadrul cérora a fost abordat un spectru larg al relatiilor bilate-

“D. Ciugureanu, Problema rusd fatd de interesele europene si romd-
ne. Chisinau, 1920, p. 5; O. Ticu, Sfatul Tdrii in diplomatia Conferintei de
Pace de la Paris (1919), in ,Centenar Sfatul Térii: 1917-2017”, Lexicon Prim,
Chisindu, 2017, p. 601.

¥ C. Botoran, Tratativele romdno-sovietice..., p. 27.
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rale (chestiunea Basarabiei, restituirea tezaurului, repatrierea
prizonierilor roméani din Rusia s.a.)*.

Dupé cum afirma Al Boldur, in cadrul tratativelor de la
Copenhaga, M. Litvinov a recunoscut ,dreptul Basarabiei la
reunire si obligatia Statului rus de a restitui tezaurul. Ramanea
numai sa obtind pentru aceasta o aprobare si de la Moscova™'.

Cu toate acestea, normalizarea relatiilor romano-sovieti-
ce nu s-a putut realiza. Aliatii insistau asupra convocarii unei
conferinte internationale, in timp ce autoritatile de la Moscova
propuneau ca loc de negocieri orasul Harkov, iar aldturi de Ru-
sia se avea in vedere participarea Ucrainei®>. Rusia sovietica a
fost in continuare preocupatd si opreasca orice posibila agresi-
une armatd din exterior, deoarece Armata Rosie era foarte vul-
nerabila. Din acest motiv, Rusia Sovietica a pus o noua conditie
in negocierile diplomatice: conditionarea recunoasterii Unirii
Basarabiei cu Romania de obligatia neutralitatii Romaniei in
conflictul Rusiei Sovietice cu un stat tert™,

La 24 februarie 1920, ministrul de externe sovietic, Gh.
Cicerin, i s-a adresat lui Al. Vaida-Voevod, presedintele Consi-
liului de Ministri al Romaniei, in conditiile cand ,,operatiunile
incununate cu succes ale armatelor celor doud republici
rusd si ucraineana facand urgenta pentru Rusia si Romania”
initierea unor ,tratative pentru reglementarea pe cale pasnica
a relatiilor dintre cele doud popoare si pentru a statornici intre
ele raporturi pasnice, utile si profitabile pentru ambele parti’,
apreciind cd ,diferendele dintre cele doua tari pot fi aplanate
pe calea negocierilor pasnice, iar toate chestiunile teritoriale

*P. Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 177.

L Al. Boldur, Statutul international al Basarabiei, Chisinau, 1938, p. 5.
%2C. 1. Stan, A. Gait, op. cit., p. 102.

»R. Carp, Recunoasterea Unirii..., p. 9.
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rezolvate prin buna intelegere”*. El adresa ,guvernului romén
propunerea formala de a initia negocierile de pace si roaga si i
se faca cunoscute locul si data unde reprezentantii celor doua
state s-ar putea intalni”>.

Propunerea lui Cicerin a fost discutata in sedinta Consi-
liului de Ministri din 26 februarie 1920. La 3 martie 1920, AL
Vaida-Voevod i-a comunicat lui Cicerin ca ,primeste propu-
nerea formald de a intra in negocieri de pace si de a stabili,
printr-o aplanare a diferendelor, relatii pasnice si raporturi
avantajoase si binefacatoare pentru ambele parti”. Vorbindu-se
de raporturile roméano-sovietice, in telegrama se arita cé ,Ro-
mania doreste sa stabileascd in mod pasnic si s intretina relatii
amicale cu toti vecinii ei pe bazele viitoarei ei dezvoltari eco-
nomice si politice in spirit democratic. Fatd de evenimentele
si de luptele din Rusia a observat si observa constant atitudi-
nea de a se abtine de la orice imixtiune in afacerile interne ale
poporului vecin” Guvernul roman nu recunostea ca intre cele
doua tari exista o stare de razboi, iar, in ce priveste problema
teritoriului dintre Prut si Nistru, se accentua faptul ci ea fuse-
se definitiv solutionata prin vointa liber exprimaté in 1918 de
populatia Basarabiei®.

In felul acesta s-a produs un inceput de ,dezghet” in
relatiile dintre cele doua tari, dar el nu s-a concretizat printr-o
intelegere in problema recunoasterii frontierei orientale a Ro-
maniei”. Inliturarea guvernului prezidat de Al Vaida-Voevod,
la 13 martie 1920, a dus la intreruperea tratativelor roméno-
sovietice.

**1. Constantin, op. cit., p. 591.

**loan Scurtu et al., Istoria Basarabiei..., p. 90.
%V.F. Dobrinescu, Bdtdlia diplomaticd..., p. 84.
’P. Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 177.
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Dupa ce, la insistenta puterilor aliate, care doreau ca Ro-
mania singurd sa ajungd la o intelegere cu Rusia Sovietica,
guvernul romén demonstrase bunévointd si initiase tratative
cu vecinul de la rasarit, infrangerea armatelor lui Kolceak, De-
nikin si a altor generali in rdzboiul civil, ca urmare a actiunilor
separate si necoordonate in diferite zone ale Rusiei, a subminat
serios ideea integritatii fostului Imperiu Rus. Puterile europe-
ne au inteles cd la solutionarea problemelor litigioase trebuie
sa se conducd doar de rationamentele de justitie si de intere-
sele statale proprii, tendinté care s-a evidentiat si in atitudinea
lor fatd de problema basarabeana®®.

Or, anume infrangerea armatelor alb-gardiste in razboiul
civil si atingerea de cétre armatele bolsevice a liniei Nistrului,
la 20 februarie 1920, care erau gata de o noua interventie im-
potriva Romaniei, precum si o repetata interventie a lui Al.
Vaida-Voevod — cea de la 3 martie 1920 — au determinat, in
atare situatie, Marile Puteri sa instiinteze guvernul roman des-
pre hotararea de a recunoaste Unirea Basarabiei cu Romania,
instaland, astfel, un cordon sanitar contra bolsevicilor®.

Mai mult chiar, Consiliul Suprem si-a luat un angajament
formal, de mare importanta pentru Romania, care, desigur, a
contribuit in mare mésura la faptul céd bolsevicii nu au atacat
Romaénia dupd intreruperea tratativelor, precum au ficut-o cu
polonezii: ,Daci cu toate acestea Rusia Sovieticd ar ataca fron-
tierele legitime ale Romaniei, atunci Aliatii ii vor da tot spriji-
nul posibil”

Obligatia Aliatilor era, pe langé recunoasterea unirii Basa-
rabiei, de cea mai mare valoare pentru Romaénia, fiindca punea

8 Gh. Cojocaru, Recunoasterea internationald a Marii Uniri, in ,,Cuge-
tul’, Chisinau, 1991, nr. 4, p. 35; P. Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 169.

¥ Gh. Cojocaru, op. cit., pp. 35-36; A. Moraru, L. Negrei, Anul 1918. Ora
astrald a neamului romdnesc, Civitas, Chisinau, 1998, p. 173.
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in vedere sprijinul efectiv al Marilor Puteri pentru eventuala
apérare a frontierei Nistrului. Atata timp cat térile aliate nu
recunosteau unirea Basarabiei cu Romania, acestea incurajau
politica expansionisté a bolsevicilor la Nistru®.

Recunoasterea finald a suveranitatii Romaniei asupra Ba-
sarabiei va fi conditionatd de retragerea armatei roméne din
Ungaria.

Izbucnirea razboiului sovieto-polonez la 25 aprilie 1920 si
tentativa guvernului de la Varsovia de a-i izgoni pe bolsevici
din Ucraina, sprijinind trupele generalului Petliura au compli-
cat din nou situatia Roméniei, pe care Franta dorea insistent sa
o implice in acest conflict®, fapt care a condus din nou la amé-
narea adoptarii unei decizii cu privire la recunoasterea unirii
Basarabiei. Astfel, Romania se mai confrunta cu o altd mare
provocare in raporturile cu Aliatii, referitoare la recunoasterea
Unirii Basarabiei. Franta preconiza o aliantd roméno-poloneza
care sa lanseze o ofensiva impotriva Rusiei Sovietice. Romania
a avut insa o atitudine mai rezervata fatd de aceastd initiativa,
deoarece generalul Denikin era in favoarea realipirii Basarabiei
la Rusia®.

Guvernul Averescu a avut intelepciunea politica de a nu
se amesteca in acest nou si periculos razboi si sa pastreze o
desavarsita neutralitate.

In vara anului 1920 s-au inregistrat noi incercéri in directia
reglementirii divergentelor sovieto-roméne, care nu au con-
dus, insg, la o intelegere, pentru cé partile nu au renuntat la
punctul lor de vedere. In timp ce guvernul roméan conditiona
incheierea pacii de recunoasterea granitelor raséritene, guver-

A se vedea: A. Moraru, I. Negrei, op. cit., p. 173.

1P, Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 178.

2 G. Micu, Basarabia, Romdnia si geopolitica marilor puteri (1914-
1947), Pontos, Chisindu, 2011, pp. 122-123.
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nul sovietic conditiona rezolvarea celorlalte probleme de in-
cheierea pacii®.

La 20 august 1920, ministrul de externe Take Ionescu a
dat asigurari comisarului Cicerin cd ,n-au existat nicioda-
td in Romania nici o armata petliuristd, nici bande albe, nici
organizatii contrarevolutionare ruse. N-am permis niciodata
niciun fel de recrutare in Romania si nici nu o vom permite.
[...] Puteti fi deci sigur ca nu veti fi niciodata atacati de armate
sau de bande pornite de pe teritoriul nostru” La fel, la 8 octom-
brie, premierul Averescu a comunicat lui Cicerin punctul de
vedere al guvernului roman referitor la o viitoare conferintd in-
tre reprezentantii celor doud tari: Romania a intrat in razboi ca
aliatul Rusiei in 1916 si izbucnirea revolutiei din februarie 1917
n-a afectat relatiile dintre ele: ,,Cand puterea politicé a trecut
in méinile guvernului sovietic, Roménia a adoptat o atitudine
de perfecta si absoluta neutralitate fatd de evenimentele inter-
ne din Rusia si fata de ostilitatile dintre Rusia si celelalte state
limitrofe”; toate masurile intreprinse la hotare dupé revenirea
Basarabiei la patria-mama au avut ca scop ,sa ne apere impo-
triva dezordinii ce s-ar fi putut produce pe teritoriul nostru
sau de a ne pune in garda contra oricarei agresiuni din afard”**.

La 13 octombrie 1920, guvernul sovietic a propus din nou
guvernului roman organizarea unor negocieri directe pen-
tru reglementarea relatiilor dintre cele doud state, precizand
ca ,interesele celor doua tari pot fi satisficute in modul cel
mai avantajos pentru cele doud tari contractante, daca nicio
influenta din afara nu va complica sau frana realizarea acestei
dorinte comune”®.

1. Constantin, op. cit., p. 591.

4P, Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 179.

¢ Dumitru Preda (coord.), Relatii romdno-sovietice. Documente, vol L.,
1917-1934, Editura Enciclopedici, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 66.
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De asemenea, la 20 octombrie 1920, guvernul sovietic a
raspuns la nota guvernului roman din 8 octombrie, aratand
ca ,substanta juridica a relatiilor internationale dintre Rusia si
Romaénia nu poate fi tratatd cu succes decat in cursul negoci-
erilor proiectate”. Intrucat in raspunsul sovietic se vorbea des-
pre ,chestiuni litigioase” intre cele doua state, guvernul roman
a cerut guvernului sovietic, la 21 octombrie 1920, sa precizeze
punctele pe care le considera litigioase. Guvernul sovietic, ca
raspuns, prin telegrama din 27 octombrie, considera cé intre
Romania si Rusia existd o stare de rdzboi, acuzand Roménia ca
si-a depasit drepturile si obligatiile de stat neutru, punand in
discutie si problema ,anexirii” Basarabiei. Ambele puncte au
fost respinse de guvernul de la Bucuresti care considera — in
ceea ce priveste primul punct — ca este contrar ,realitétii si fap-
telor’, iar, in ceea ce priveste Basarabia, ,cd aceasta provincie,
la fel de roméaneasca ca si intregul rest al Regatului si care n-a
fost despartita de Roménia decéat prin actul arbitrar de la 1812,
s-a unit cu propria patria-mama din propria ei vointa exprima-
ta prin reprezentantii sai”®.

Deoarece Roménia n-a primit niciun raspuns favorabil,
Take Ionescu in fruntea delegatiei roméane, s-a dus s indepli-
neasca ultimele forme cerute de Aliati pentru a se recunoaste
unirea Basarabiei®.

Toate actiunile intreprinse de Rusia Sovieticd, precum
si alte situatii de diferita naturd care s-au iscat pe parcursul
desfasuririi Conferintei, precum presiunea rusilor albi si a
renegatilor basarabeni, care insistau asupra organizérii unui
plebiscit in Basarabia, pozitia distincta a delegatiei SUA,
speranta Aliatilor in deturnarea regimului bolsevic si reveni-

% C. Botoran, op. cit., p. 29.
7P, Cernovodeanu, Basarabia..., p. 179.
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rea Rusiei in randurile lor, santajarea delegatiei roméne prin
necesitatea de a semna Tratatul minoritétilor, un tratat dez-
avantajos pentru statul roman, cerinta retragerii trupelor din
Ungaria s.a., desi au creat probleme Romaéniei si au condus la
tergiversarea recunoasterii internationale de céitre Marile Pu-
teri a unirii Basarabiei cu statul romén, n-au putut impiedica,
in ultima instantd, deznodamantul firesc.

In pofida acestor circumstante lipsite de temei, solu-
tionarea chestiunii basarabene era favorizata de o serie de fac-
tori care nu puteau fi neglijati si au fost recunoscuti din start de
participantii la Conferinta. Pentru toti era evident faptul ca Ba-
sarabia reprezintd un vechi pAmant roménesc, ce a apartinut
principatului Moldovei pana la 1812, cind a fost rapitd de Ru-
sia Tarista. In pofida politicii de rusificare si deznationalizare
acerba a populatiei béstinase, colonizare cu elemente aloge-
ne, promovatd de autoritatile tariste timp de peste un secol,
tinutul si-a pastrat sub toate aspectele caracterul roméanesc.
Din punct de vedere demografic, romanii basarabeni consti-
tuiau peste 66% din populatia teritoriului dintre Nistru si Prut.
Basarabia venise la Conferinti cu tema de acasi pregititi. In
véltoarea revolutiei rusesti, care a condus la dezintegrarea im-
periului Romanovilor, roméanii basarabeni au parcurs succesiv
toate etapele indispensabile pentru a li se recunoaste principi-
ile de baza ale dreptului popoarelor la autodeterminare si uni-
rea cu Roménia: proclamarea autonomiei in raport cu Rusia
in octombrie 1917, crearea organului local de autoconducere,
Sfatul Tarii, in noiembrie si formarea Republicii Democratice
Moldovenesti cu toate atributele statale, urmaté de proclama-
rea independentei la 24 ianuarie 1918 si, culminata cu actul
din 27 martie 1918. Astfel, unirea s-a realizat in baza dreptu-
lui popoarelor la autodeterminare, principii enuntate atat de
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presedintele american Wilson, ct si de liderul bolsevic Lenin.
Acest act a fost opera Sfatului Tarii, organ legislativ legitim,
unicul in drept sa decida soarta Basarabiei. In consecinta, la
momentul desfasurdrii Conferintei, Unirea era de facto un
deziderat implinit. Mai mult decat atat, dupa 27 martie 1918,
in provincie demarase un proces intens de integrare politica,
economicd, administrativd, spirituala in cadrul statului roméan
intregit.

De asemenea, la finele primei conflagratii mondiale, Ro-
mania era stat national unitar constituit din teritoriile locu-
ite dintotdeauna de romani. Actele plebiscitare de unire, din
martie, noiembrie si decembrie 1918, legitimau acest stat si ele
reprezentau o victorie a principiului nationalitétilor, a drep-
tului la autodeterminare al poporului roman®. Toate acestea
erau argumente concludente in favoarea promovarii interese-
lor roméanesti la Conferinta in chestiunea Basarabiei.

Semnarea Tratatului din 28 octombrie 1920 a fost un suc-
ces al diplomatiei romanesti, deoarece a marcat consacrarea
internationala a unirii Basarabiei cu Romania. Ea a obtinut ast-
fel recunoasterea din partea Marilor Puteri a dreptului istoric
asupra teritoriului cuprins intre Prut si Nistru. Se punea capat
starii de ambiguitate favorabila elementelor antiromanesti care
au organizat in acesti ani numeroase provocari si a contribuit
efectiv la stabilizarea situatiei social-politice din tinut.

% V.F. Dobrinescu, 1. Pitroiu, Marea Unire din 1918 in documente
diplomatice americane, in ,Patrimoniu’, Chisinau, 1991, nr. 4, p. 151.
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Abstract

After a period of foreign policy synchrony, relations be-
tween Romania and Italy were redefined in line with the new
geostrategic coordinates imposed by the end of the First World
War. The competition of the great powers for the domination of
the Central and Eastern European area determined the Ital-
ian government to show its interest for collaboration with the
authorities in Bucharest. Also, the Italian authorities support-
ed the organization and sending to Romania of the Legion of
Romanian Volunteers (former prisoners of the Austro-Hungar-
ian army). This paper aims to analyze the evolution of Roma-
nian-Italian bilateral relations after the end of the First World
War, as well as Italy’s attitude towards Romania at the Paris
Peace Conference.

! Dr. Mihail Dobre este lector la Facultatea de Istorie din cadrul
Universitatii din Bucuresti si lucreaza in cadrul Ministerului Afacerilor Ex-
terne, Bucuresti, Romania.
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Key words: Romanian National Council, Vittorio Ema-
nuele Orlando, The Romanian Legion, Carlo Fasciotti, Balkan
states, strategic interests

Sfarsitul Primului Razboi Mondial a schimbat fundamen-
tal modul de organizare a sistemului international. Statele par-
ticipante la razboiul mondial au urmarit materializarea sub
forma prevederilor tratatelor de pace a obiectivelor pentru care
isi trimisesera cetatenii pe campurile de lupta, dar conceptia
politica a liderilor Marilor Puteri, intdi de toate a conducerii
SUA, era in proces de schimbare, iar sistemul international s-a
reasezat pe viziunea acestora.

Italia si Roménia au avut multe elemente de sincronie in
timpul desfasurarii Primului Razboi Mondial. Au fost state ne-
utre la inceputul acestuia si si-au coordonat starea de neutra-
litate; au intrat in razboi, la date diferite, dar fiecare a facut-o
pe baza unui tratat cu grupul politico-militar, Antanta, care s-a
dovedit victorios in noiembrie 1918. Relativa sincronie roma-
no-italiana s-a sfarsit odatd cu intrarea in perioada post-razboi,
intrucét se revenea la relatiile de putere din perioada antebe-
licd. Iar Italia era unul dintre marii (si putinii) jucétori ai con-
clavului politic de la Paris, in timp ce Romaniei ii fusese rezer-
vat locul de putere cu interese limitate, pe care il impartea cu
majoritatea celorlalte state care se asociasera intr-o forma sau
alta cu puterile Antantei. Situatia era insd mult mai complexa,
intrucat aspiratiile teritoriale ale Italiei invingétoare in razboi
s-au vazut puse in cumpéni tocmai de cétre aliatii din Antanta,
cu precadere de catre presedintele american W. Wilson, care
promova viziunea sa reflectata in programul politic din Cele 14
Puncte din ianuarie 1918 si, drept urmare, favoriza formarea
unui stat amplu al slavilor de sud, intrand astfel in coliziune
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cu pretentiile Romei asupra litoralului Mérii Adriatice. Desi
membra a Consiliului celor Patru, Italia isi vedea astfel limitata
capacitatea de actiune de deciziile celorlalti membri ai acestui
principal mecanism de decizie politica din cadrul Conferintei
de Pace la Paris.

Primul an de dupa sfarsitul razboiului a fost dominat, cum
era de asteptat, de transformarea sistemului international prin
deciziile Conferintei de Pace, dar el a constituit si cadrul de
manifestare a intereselor specifice statelor europene, mari si
mici, in noua realitate geopolitica. Pe aceasta baza, relatiile
roméno-italiene au fost marcate, pe de o parte, de afirmarea
interesului Romei pentru colaborarea cu autorititile de la
Bucuresti in contextul competitiei Marilor Puteri ale epocii
pentru dominarea spatiului central si est-european; iar pe de
altd parte — si in mod deosebit — de provocirile aduse de mo-
dul de organizare si de formulare a deciziei politice in cadrul
Conferinte de Pace de la Paris. Cea de-a doua tendinté a inclus,
ca o componenta semnificativa, sustinerea italiana pentru or-
ganizarea si trimiterea in Romania a Legiunii Romane.

Lumea postbelica si interesele Italiei, alaturi de alte

Mari Puteri, fata de spatiul de apartenenta

geostrategica a Romaniei

Este cunoscut faptul cd, la finalul rdzboiului mondial,
Italia vedea in Romania o tard apropiata intereselor sale. De
aceea, nu este surprinzitor faptul ci o nota diplomatica din
13 noiembrie 1918, pregitita de cabinetul ministrului italian al
afacerilor externe pentru motivarea sustinerii de catre Roma
a Consiliului National Romén, postula ideea admiterii repre-
zentantului CNR la Conferinta de Pace, dar fixa si parametrii
de promovare, chiar in primele zile postbelice, a intereselor
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specifice statului italian: ,Avand in vedere, pe cét posibil, anta-
gonismul natural al intereselor dintre slavii adriatici de diferite
tipuri si italieni, precum si intre greci si italieni, reprezentantul
romdn ar putea si ar trebui sa fie cu atat mai binevenit pentru
Italia, deoarece aceasta are totul de castigat din a nu lasa ex-
clusiv in seama Frantei patronarea intereselor Roméaniei; este,
de asemenea, de notat cé dintre natiunile aliate, numai Romé-
nia, a doua dupd Italia, are totul de céstigat din destramarea
Austriei, fird a avea obiective care, de aproape sau de departe,
sa poata sa lase sd se intrevadd o posibila viatamare a interese-
lor italiene, in mésura in care existd avantajul comun al slabirii
mai mari a inamicului comun™.

Atentia liderilor politici italieni fatd de Roménia viza in
fapt interesele de profunzime ale Romei fatd de spatiul Eu-
ropei Centrale si al Balcanilor, care cunostea o transformare
politico-teritoriald exceptionald in acea perioada. Italia nu era
insa singura mare putere interesata de acest spatiu. In luna fe-
bruarie 1919, un studiu elaborat in cadrul armatei italiene cu
privire la oportunitétile de cooperare existente in Romania,
aducea in atentie faptul ca ,autoritétile franceze desfisoara
acolo o campanie activd de penetrare politicd si economica si
incearcd, de asemenea, si impiedice influenta noastrd morala
si materiald, favorizand rispandirea de inexactitati pe seama
noastra si asumand un aer de superioritate fata de noi”. Studiul
insista asupra ,daunelor pentru interesele si prestigiul italian
care rezultd din modul de actiune al francezilor. Nu pare cé
aceastd actiune francezid este contrabalansata de o activitate
italiand corespunzitoare, intr-o tard de care ne leagd traditii
pretioase care ar putea — dupa parerea mea — si se traducd in

2] Documenti Diplomatici Italiani (in continuare: DDI), seria a sasea:
1918-1922, vol. I, Roma, 1955, doc. 145 (Nota de cabinet din 13 noiembrie
1918), p. 75.
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coeficienti culturali si economici de prim ordin, apti sa facili-
teze expansiunea noastra in Balcani”. Situatia era foarte preo-
cupanta pentru Roma, in conditiile in care rapoartele diploma-
tice italiene semnalau, in martie 1919, interesul Bucurestiului
de a achizitiona din Italia sau chiar din SUA echipamente pen-
tru efectivele militare care trebuiau mobilizate in contextul
situatiei dificile din Transilvania si din Basarabia, dar intentia
partii romane ar fi starnit opozitia generalului francez H.M.
Berthelot, care ar fi amenintat cd pleacd din Roménia , daca se
fac achizitii din afara Frantei™.

In lunile urmitoare, autorittile italiene erau informate ci
»Franta desfasoara o munca foarte activa de realizare, sub pa-
tronajul sau, a unei aliante stranse intre Cehia, Polonia si Ro-
mania’, intemeiatd pe faptul ca ,,armatele acestor trei state sunt
de acum in mainile exclusive ale Frantei. Generalul Pellé este
seful de Stat Major al armatei cehoslovace, gen. Henrys este al
armatei poloneze, iar gen. Berthelot este al aceleia romane. Ce-
lelalte cadre si instructori ai celor trei armate sunt francezi™.

Aceste constatéri ale diplomatiei italiene veneau pe fon-
dul constientizarii de catre factorii sdi de decizie a necesitétii
ca tara lor sa aibd acces la resursele materiale esentiale pentru
afirmarea statutului sdu postbelic. In acest sens, era decisiva
asigurarea combustibililor minerali atdt de necesari pentru
dezvoltarea capacitatii industriale specifice unei Mari Puteri.
De aceea, seful Statului Major al Marinei, amiralul Thaon de

3 Ibidem, seria a sasea: 1918-1922, vol. I, Roma, 1980, doc. 524 (rapor-
tul nr. 225 din 26 februarie 1919, de la comandantul fortei aliate de ocupatie
din Fiume, Grazioli, citre comandantul Armatei a Treia), pp. 363-365.

* Ibidem, vol. 11, doc. 666 (telegrama nr. 1002/99 din 5 martie 1919,
Fasciotti pentru Sonnino), p. 485.

® Ibidem, seria a sasea: 1918-1922, vol. III, Roma, 2008, doc. 496 de la
misiunea miliatard in Polonia (scrisoarea nr. 164 din 14 mai 1919, gen. G.
Romei Longhena pentru gen. Ugo Cavallero), pp. 516-517.
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Revel, se adresa, la 4 aprilie 1919, prim-ministrului Vittorio
Emanuele Orlando cu semnalarea oportunitétii ca ,ltalia sa
isi asigure detinerea si utilizarea directd a unor mine de car-
bune si a unor surse de hidrocarburi, la care si poatd ajunge
cu siguranta in mod independent de orice implicare straind’,
exemplele date fiind minele din Venezuela, din Asia Mica, din
zona Caucazului, dar si din Romaénia, care, aprecia de Revel,
~este foarte bogatd in hidrocarburi” Argumentarea utilizata de
amiralul italian in vederea sustinerii unei asemenea variante
de actiune se referea la faptul cé ,o Italie industriala ar con-
stitui un concurent in plus in cursa pentru cucerirea pietelor
mondiale, care in mod sigur nu ar fi bine vazut de marile téri
exportatoare de produse manufacturate, iar acestea, in mod
logic, ar incerca, in pofida aparentelor, sé faca dificila si costisi-
toare aprovizionarea cu combustibilii indispensabili industriei
noastre”®.

Asa se explicd de ce diplomatia italiand a acordat atentie
consistentd cooperarii comerciale, inclusiv in domeniul pe-
trolului. Spre exemplu, insarcinatul cu afaceri de la Bucuresti,
Giacinto Auriti, raporta, in luna mai 1919, despre intalnirea
unui functionar economic italian cu Constantin Baicoia-
nu, director la Banca Nationald a Roméniei, in cursul céreia
au fost amintite ofertele de creditare facute partii roméane de
SUA, Franta si Marea Britanie, fapt care l-ar fi determinat pe
diplomatul italian sa solicite sprijinul guvernului sdu pentru
sustinerea comertului cu Romania, cu atentie pentru eventuale
exporturi de petrol catre Italia’.

De aceea, nu este de mirare ca problema oportunitétilor
de penetrare pe piata roméaneasca a ajuns sa faca obiectul unei

¢ Ibidem, vol. 111, doc. 117 (nota nr. 708 din 4 aprilie 1919, Thaon di
Revel pentru V.E. Orlando), pp. 127-128.

7 Ibidem, vol. 111, doc. 561 (telegrama nr. 212 din 21 mai 1919, Auriti
pentru Ministerul Afacerilor Externe Roma), p. 576.
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informari speciale din 13 august 1919 a ministrului de exter-
ne T. Tittoni (care i-a succedat lui S. Sonnino la conducerea
diplomatiei italiene) cétre prim-ministrul Francesco Saverio
Nitti (care l-a inlocuit pe V.E. Orlando in luna iunie 1919)%.
Tittoni ardta cd, intr-o lunga conversatie cu delegatii romani la
Conferinta de Pace, Al. Vaida-Voevod si N. Misu, dupa ce le-a
spus ca ,Romania nu ar trebui sé se preteze la incercéri de a-si
proteja petrolul si, in orice caz, ar trebui sa rezerve o cotd co-
recta pentru Italia, mi-au spus ca ar fi telegrafiat lui Bratianu si
ca erau siguri ca acesta ar fi avut in atentie asteptarile italiene.
Au adaugat insa ca nu trebuie sd pierdem timpul si cd, asa cum
britanicii, canadienii si americanii au trimis misiuni speciale
la Bucuresti, asa si noi ar fi trebuit si-i trimitem imediat pe
reprezentantii nostri. Intre timp, i-am telegrafiat ministrului
nostru de la Bucuresti pentru a-l interesa pe Britianu”. Nitti
a aprobat deplasarea la Bucuresti a amiralului Mario Grassi,
pentru a trata si problema unor concesiuni roméne cétre Ita-
lia. Este interesant ca, intr-o scrisoare transmisa de Nitti lui
Tittoni la 12 septembrie 1919, seful guvernului de la Roma afir-
ma ca lonel Britianu i-ar fi replicat lui Grassi cd ,pentru a da
petrol catre Italia trebuie sa aiba acordul SUA™.

Relatia diplomatica roméano-italiana si problema

Legiunii Romane din Italia

Toate aceste pertractari italiene pe piata roméneasca aveau
loc in contextul mentinerii atentiei conducerii de la Roma fata
de aspiratiile politice si nationale ale Roméniei. Asa se explica

8 Ibidem, seria a sasea: 1918-1922, vol. IV, Roma, 2017, doc. 246
(telegrama nr. 4431/5318 din 13 august 1919, Tittoni pentru Nitti), pp. 204-
205.

% Ibidem, vol. 1V, doc. 393 (telegrama nr. 4863 din 12 septembrie 1919,
Nitti pentru Tittoni), pp. 301-302.
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sustinerea de catre Roma a constituirii pe sol italian a Legiu-
nii Romane, alcatuitd din fosti combatanti roméni din armata
austro-ungard. Dupa cum este cunoscut, la 5 iulie 1918, prim-
ministrul italian V.E. Orlando a acceptat constituirea Legiunii
Romédne, iar, la 15 octombrie 1918, guvernul italian a emis de-
cretul oficial de infiintare a Legiunii Roméane, comandant fiind
numit generalul Luciano Ferigo, fost atasat militar al Italiei la
Bucuresti in perioada intrarii Romaniei in razboiul mondial®.
Factorii de decizie de la Roma au inteles bine rolul atribuit Le-
giunii de catre liderii politici romani atunci cand, la 3/16 no-
iembrie 1918, Ministerul de Externe roman, aflat inca la Iasi, se
adresa Legatiei Italiei cu solicitarea ca Legiunea Romana si nu
fie licentiatd, ca urmare a incetarii operatiunilor militare, fiind
preferabil ca ea si fie pusa la dispozitia Consiliului National al
Romanilor din Transilvania’. Mai explicit, la aceeasi datd, mi-
nistrul Roméaniei la Roma, Alexandru Em. Lahovary, primea de
la presedintele CNR, Take Ionescu (prin intermediul Legatiei de
la Paris), solicitarea de a cere guvernului italian ,sd accelereze
recrutarea, s trimita pe acesti soldati in Transilvania pentru a
fi acolo armata de ocupatie a teritoriilor romane din Ungaria™*.

Péand in luna februarie 1919 au fost infiintate trei regimente
— cérora le-au fost date numele conducétorilor marii rascoale
din 1784, Horia, Closca si Crisan —, iar, inca de la inceputul pri-

1% Circulara nr. 22630-G din 15 octombrie 1918, emisd de Ministerul
de rizboi al Italiei, sub semnétura ministrului Vittorio Zupelli, in Arhiva
Ministerului Afacerilor Externe (in continuare: AMAE), fond Legatii, Roma,
vol. 43, document neinregistrat.

1 Ibidem, fond 71/1914, E2, partea 1, volum 87, dosar 118, fila 283,
telegrama nr. 8814 din 3 noiembrie 1918 (semnétura indescifrabild).

2 [bidem, fond Legatii, Roma, vol. 43, telegrama (document olograf) de
la Paris, nr. 2229 din 3/16 noiembrie 1918, semnaté de insércinatul cu afaceri
Cretzianu in numele lui Take Ionescu, presedinte al Comitetului National al
Unitétii Romane.
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mului an de pace, s-au facut eforturi stiruitoare ca aceste re-
gimente s fie trimise in Romaénia. Primele doud regimente au
ajuns in Romania pe ruta Taranto—Constanta in luna februarie
1919, in conditiile unei implicéri substantiale a autoritatilor
militare ale Italiei. Dat fiind faptul cd, nu mult timp dupa ace-
ea, autoritatile de la Bucuresti si-au modificat pozitia in aceasta
problema si au decis demobilizarea Legiunii Romane, efecti-
vele ramase in Italia au fost organizate in batalioane de mars,
iar, pAnd in luna noiembrie a aceluiasi an, acestea au ajuns pe
sol roménesc'. Partea italiand a reactionat incé de la inceput
prompt si in deplind solidaritate cu guvernul roméan*.

Este insd interesant cd Legatia Romaniei la Roma a acor-
dat o atentie speciald efectelor politice si de imagine care erau
asociate procesului de primire a Legiunii in Roménia, mai
ales in conditiile in care transporturile militare roméne erau
insotite de ofiteri italieni. Foarte precaut, ministrul Roméni-
ei la Roma, Alexandru Em. Lahovary, a avertizat, incd de la
transportarea primului regiment, asupra riscului ca insistenta
ministrului italian in Romania, Carlo Fasciotti, si a atasatului
militar, generalul Peano, ca ofiterii italieni sa revind imediat
in tara natald sa fie perceputa in Italia ca o lipsa de respect
fata de eforturile facute de Roma pentru formarea si deplasa-
rea in Romania a acestei unitati militare romane'. Lahovary a
sustinut ca ofiterilor italieni sa li se ofere posibilitatea sa parti-

BVezi Dumitru Zaharia (ed.), Legiunea romdnd din Italia — documente
italiene, Editura militara, Bucuresti, 2019.

1 Ministrul italian la Bucuresti, baronul Carlo Fasciotti informa la
inceputul anului 1919 pe seful interimar al guvernului roméan, Mihail
Pherekyde ca ,,guvernul regal a luat deja mésurile necesare pentru trimiterea
in Romédnia a Legiunii romane care s-a format in Italia” Cf. AMAE, fond
71/1914, E2, partea 1, volum 89, dosar 118, fila 295, scrisoarea nr. 80 din
12/25 januarie 1919.

1> Ibidem, fond Legatii, Roma, vol. 44, telegrama 248 din 22 februarie
1919 (document olograf).
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cipe la prezentarea festiva la Bucuresti a efectivelor Legiunii si,
totodata, sa li se acorde unele distinctii onorifice, ca semn de
multumire pentru serviciul facut. Diplomatul roman amintea,
in acest sens, cd, in Italia, membrii Legiunii ,,au facut obiectul
unor onoruri exceptionale, fiind trecuti in revistd de ministrul
de razboi”¢. Reactia din tard nu s-a lasat asteptata, astfel incat
seful interimar al guvernului romén, Mihail Pherekyde, il in-
forma pe Lahovary cd militarii italieni care au insotit primul
regiment au fost primiti si sarbatoriti la Bucuresti, au parti-
cipat la un dineu oferit de regele Ferdinand si li s-au oferit
decoratii, aceasta procedura fiind avuta in vedere pentru a fi
efectuata si in cazul celorlalte transporturi de trupe'’. Efectul
comportamentului autoritatilor roméane s-a simtit imediat in
atitudinea guvernului italian, iar, conform lui Lahovary, minis-
trul de razboi, generalul Enrico Caviglia, si-ar fi manifestat, in
acest context, angajamentul de a accelera trimiterea in tard a
celorlalte componente ale Legiunii.

Conferinta de Pace de la Paris si aparitia fisurilor

in intelegerea romano-italiana

Atentia partii italiene fata de asteptarile si obiectivele gu-
vernului roman s-a manifestat si in contextul cooperarii dintre
cele doua state cu prilejul demersurilor diplomatice multilate-
rale de convenire a tratatelor de pace care au fost adoptate de
conclavul diplomatic de la Paris din 1919-1920. Un element
stimulativ in acest sens era dat de faptul ca ambele state erau
in principal interesate de tratatele de pace care trebuiau si re-
gleze mostenirea fostei monarhii austro-ungare.

16 Ibidem, telegrama 265 din februarie 1919 (document olograf).
7 Ibidem, telegrama nr. 2390, Pherekyde pentru Lahovary, inregistratd
la Roma cu nr. 364 din 12 martie 1919 (document olograf).
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Cu toate acestea, marea putere Italia a avut o capacita-
te limitatd de a sustine aspiratiile micului regat roman, in
conditiile in care interesul Romei a fost centrat pe reflectarea
in continutul tratatelor de pace a obiectivelor de razboi ale sta-
tului italian. Guvernul de la Roma a intdmpinat dificultati din
partea aliatilor sii, iar lucririle memorialistice lisate de prin-
cipalii artizani italieni ai tratatelor de pace reprezinta marturia
dificultatilor cu care s-a confruntat Roma la conferinta pacii
in anul 1919, Liderii politici italieni, aflati in fata unui foarte
ridicat orizont de asteptare al opiniei publice din tara lor ca
urmare a privatiunilor si pierderilor provocate de participa-
rea la razboi, au sustinut constant nevoia ca, in textul trata-
telor, sa fie traduse angajamentele teritoriale si strategice pe
care aliatii lor le inscrisesera in tratatul de la Londra din aprilie
1915. In plus, Roma a introdus in randul obiectivelor sale si
preluarea orasului Fiume de pe coasta dalmatd, problema care
nu figura printre concesiile facute Italiei in tratatul de la Lon-
dra®. In acest punct, Italia a ajuns in coliziune cu noul regat
sarbo-croato-sloven si, mai grav, cu SUA, care se bucurau de
sustinerea Frantei si Marii Britanii. Roma se trezea astfel in

'8 Am in vedere cu precéddere lucririle scrise Vittorio Emanuele Orlando
(Memorie (1915-1919), a cura di Rodolfo Mosca, Rizzoli, Milano, 1960),
Antonio Salandra (I retroscena di Versailles, Milano, 1971), Silvio Crespi
(Alla difesa d’Italia in guerra e a Versailles (Diario 1917-1919), Mondadori,
Milano, 1937), Luigi Aldrovandi Marescotti (Guerra diplomatica. Ricordi
e frammenti di diario (1914-1919), Mondadori, Milano, 1936), dupa cum
si volumele de corespondentd ale lui Sidney Sonnino (Diario 1916-1922,
volume terzo, Editori Laterza, Bari, 1972, si Carteggio 1916-1922, Editori
Laterza, Bari, 1975). Lucrarea lui Aldrovandi are meritul de a reda la detaliu
discutiile cu participarea Italiei din Consiliul celor Patru.

19 Cf. notei atasate articolului 5 din Tratatul de la Londra, portul Fiume
urma sa facd parte dintr-un stat neutru sub conducere sud-slavi, vezi DDI,
seria a cincea: 1914-1918, volumul III, Roma, 1985, doc. 470, p. 371.
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situatia neasteptata de a-l gési printre adversarii tratatului de
la Londra pe presedintele american W. Wilson si, mai ales, de
a-si vedea propriile obiective ca fiind percepute drept o expre-
sie a raportului dintre ,noua ordine” exemplificata de ideile lui
Wilson (Cele 14 Puncte)®, si ,vechea ordine’, intruchipata de
clauzele teritoriale ale tratatului din 1915 si de pretentiile su-
plimentare ale Romei*. Era deci pentru Italia o miza uriasa in
modul in care se reflectau obiectivele sale strategice in tratatul
de pace cu Austria, iar, din aceastd perspectiva, atentia Romei
era concentratd pe frontiera terestra si maritima cu noul stat
sarbo-croato-sloven®.

Desi era parte a Consiliului celor Patru, adica a cercului
foarte select al puterilor decidente, Italia nu a avut capacitatea
de a-i influenta pe marii sai aliati si a fost martora abordarii
propriilor sale probleme in intervalul 19-24 aprilie 1919, dar
fard ca Romei si i se ofere ceea ce dorea. Mai mult, dupa ce, la
23 aprilie 1919, Wilson a publicat un manifest prin care a res-
pins de facto pretentiile Romei asupra portului Fiume, partea
italiand a reactionat cu dramatism*. Astfel, in fata refuzului
Aliatilor de a sustine ceea ce guvernul de la Roma considera

2 Punctul 9 din Cele 14 Puncte nu era foarte incurajator pentru
obiectivele urmarite de Italia: ,O reglementare a frontierei italiene va trebui
sa fie efectuatd de-a lungul liniilor nationalitatilor clar recognoscibile”. Vezi
Papers relating to the Foreign relations of the United States. 1918. Supplement
1, The World War, Volume I, p. 15.

2 René Albrecht-Carrié, New light on Italian Problems in 1919, in ,The
Journal of Modern History’, Vol. 13, No. 4, December 1941, p. 493 si urm.
Robert Gerwarth, The Vanquished. Why the First World War Failed to End,
1917-1923, Penguin Books, 2017, pp. 223-224.

22René Albrecht-Carrié, op.cit., pp. 493-494.

% Vezi in acest sens, DDI, vol. III, doc. 280 (telegrama FN din 23 aprilie
1919, V.E. Orlando pentru Gaspare Colosimo), pp. 294-296. Telegrama
include si textul mesajului lui Wilson.
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drept esential pentru interesele Italiei, principalii doi delegati ai
sai — prim-ministrul Orlando si ministrul de externe Sonnino
— au decis si se retragd de la sediul conferintei pentru a reveni
la Roma in vederea confirmarii sprijinului parlamentar pen-
tru mandatul lor?*. Desi parlamentul a reconfirmat mandatul
delegatiei italiene la Conferinta de Pace, situatia Italiei la Paris
nu s-a schimbat, in conditiile in care SUA, Franta si Marea Bri-
tanie au continuat si ia decizii in absenta aliatului lor si si faca
pasi decisivi citre finalizarea tratatelor cu Germania si Austria.
Se contura atunci constatarea ca reglementarea de pace de la
Versailles ,,a fost un produs franco-britanico-american”. De
aceea, cand Orlando si Sonnino au revenit in graba la Paris,
la 6 mai 1919, pozitia lor era considerabil sldbita in raport cu
aliatii lor*®. Orlando avea, de altfel, si i mérturiseascd mai tar-
ziu lui Ionel Britianu — la randul lui nemultumit de comporta-
mentul Marilor Puteri — cd ,aceasta nu este o conferinti, ci un
arbitru care decide tot” si c ,Italia este la fel de maltratata ca
si Romania” la forumul pacii®’.

In ceea ce priveste pozitia Italiei fata de revendicarile te-
ritoriale ale Roméniei in perioada de inceput a Conferintei
de Pace de la Paris®, este lesne de inteles cé ea a fost depen-

2 Pentru perioada absentei de la Paris a celor doi lideri ai delegatiei
italiene, singura sursd memorialisticd serioasd raman memoriile mai sus
citate ale lui Silvio Crespi, acesta primind sarcina conducerii delegatiei
italiene in intervalul 24 aprilie—6 mai 1919.

% Cl. David Stevenson, 1914-1918. The History of the First World War,
Penguin Books, 2012, pp. 511-512.

% René Albrecht-Carrié, op.cit., pp. 495-497.

” AMAE, fond 71/1914, E2 — partea 1, vol. 180, dosar 222, Pacea
generald, ff. 199-200, Raportul intrevederii lui Orlando cu Bratianu, 7 iunie
1919.

2 Un punct de vedere documentat cu privire la raportarea italiana la
interesele specifice Romaniei in primul an al Conferintei de pace, la Giuliano
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dentd de modul in care, in cadrul Conferintei, erau abordate
problemele de interes direct pentru Roma. De altfel, intr-o
telegrama transmisa Legatiei italiene de la Bucuresti la 3 mar-
tie 1919, ministrul de externe de atunci, S. Sonnino, prezen-
ta foarte concret modul in care Roma sustinuse obiectivele
Bucurestiului:

« pentru granitele rasaritene, Italia sustinea anexarea com-
pleta a Basarabiei, iar pentru Dobrogea sustinea tratatul din
1913 ,recunoscand, totodati, ca, din motive etnice, promova-
te de alte delegatii, bulgarilor li s-ar putea acorda o corectie
partiala la sud de linia Silistra-Mangalia”;

+ pentru granitele occidentale, Italia recunostea deplina
validitate a tratatului de alianta din 1916, dar, ,in fata opozitiei
puternice a delegatiilor franceza, engleza si americana, prime-
le doud animate de conceptul de a favoriza slavii cu orice pret,
iar cea din urma, de o apreciere minutioasa a situatiei etnice,
delegatia italiand a trebuit sa se replieze din acea prima atitu-
dine, care ar fi lasat-o intr-o izolare prejudiciabila pentru ea in
chestiuni mai vitale. Cu toate acestea, delegatia italiana, desi a
aderat la modificarile restrictive ale liniei din tratatul din 1916,
a inclus in procesul verbal faptul ca ea considera ca aceastd
solutie nu este buna”.

In ceea ce priveste Banatul, nereusind ca acesta s fie
atribuit in intregime Romaniei, delegatia italiand a sustinut
impartirea intre Serbia si Ungaria a regiunii ramase in afara
statului roman (pentru ca aceasta si nu revind in intregime sta-
tului iugoslav).

Sonnino a addugat cé delegatia italiand a initiat propune-
rea, pe care celelalte trei delegatii din Consiliul celor Patru au

Caroli, La Romania nella politica estera italiana 1919-1965. Luci e ombre
di unamicizia storica, Edizioni Nagard, Milano, 2009, pp. 17-69. La fel la
Francesco Guida, Romania, Edizioni Unicopli, Milano, 2005.
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combdtut-o puternic, ca Roméniei sa i se atribuie coltul unui
sat rutean intre Carpati si Tisa de Sus, cu scopul de a se asigura
comunicarea directa intre Transilvania si Polonia pentru calea
ferata Jablonitza®.

Pe aceasta baza, prima jumaétate a anului 1919 a fost mar-
catd de atentia partii italiene fatd de obiectivele urmarite de
Romania la Conferinta de Pace. Insusi regele Ferdinand, intr-
o intrevedere cu baronul Carlo Fasciotti, cu putin timp inain-
te de incheierea lungii misiuni diplomatice a acestuia in tara
noastra (29 martie 1919), isi exprima recunostinta pentru fap-
tul cé ,ltalia a sustinut intotdeauna Romania in toate proble-
mele internationale”. Vazutd insa din perspectiva sefului gu-
vernului romén, Tonel Bratianu, situatia nu era atat de limpede,
el neezitand si reproseze faptul cd Roma nu a facut indeajuns
de mult pentru sustinerea partenerului sau. Un punct impor-
tant era modul in care se pozitionase Italia fatd de proiectul
tratatului de pace cu Austria, care cuprindea pentru Roménia
clauze cu privire la minoritati pe care Britianu le considera
drept inacceptabile. De aceea, el a reprosat Italiei cd a avut ,,0
atitudine indiferentd in aceastd problem&’, care ficea ca Romé-
nia ,si nu mai fie o putere cu interese limitate, ci o putere cu
suveranitate limitata™!.

Schimbarea guvernului italian in contextul semnarii trata-
tului de pace cu Germania, a adus un nou prim-ministru, Fran-
cesco Saverio Nitti, si un nou ministru de externe, Tommasso
Tittoni, care au introdus accente noi in abordarea delegatiei

¥ DD, vol. I, doc. 618 (telegrama nr. 205 din 3 martie 1919, Sonnino
pentru Fasciotti), pp. 447-448.

% Ibidem, vol. 111, doc. 8 (telegramé nr. 756/33 din 24 martie 1919,
Fasciotti pentru Sonnino), p. 8.

31 Ibidem, vol. 111, doc. 711 (telegrama nr. 1625/229 din 5 iunie 1919,
Bonin Longare pentru Sonnino), pp. 713-714.
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italiene la Conferinta de Pace. Nitti insusi, dupa semnarea tra-
tatului de la Saint-Germain cu Austria — care nu corespundea
asteptarilor italiene —, avea sa ii comunice lui Tittoni cd nu
sunt decat doua céi de a reactiona la problema semnarii tra-
tatului: ,Prima este sa nu acceptam acordul si sd aducem tara
la foamete si la ruind interna cu toate previzibilele consecinte
bolsevice. Nu stiu in astfel de conditii care guvern ar putea sa
asigure mai mult ordinea publica. A doua este sa semnam fara
sa protestam. Protestul trebuie sa fie in noi si in jertfa noastrd”
Nitti adauga o alta convingere ferma cu privire la starea rapor-
turilor internationale de la acea daté: ,,un lucru nu va trebui sa
facem, iar acesta este si mentinem Italia intr-o aparenta sta-
re de rdzboi si in conflict cu Statele Unite. Colapsul intern ar
urma unei asemenea situatii, care din cauza dificultétilor ali-
mentare si economice ar deveni bolsevica intr-un timp scurt.
Toata lumea se afld acum sub controlul SUA™2,

Cu o asemenea viziune de politica externa, Nitti a revizu-
it modul in care statul italian isi promova interesele in relatie
cu spatiul geografic in care se gasea Romania. Ceea ce Roma
facuse pana atunci in sensul promovarii unei apropieri intre
Romania, Bulgaria si Ungaria, cu sensul clar al unei cooperari
in detrimentul noului stat iugoslav, a fost in esentd repudiat de
Nitti. El ii scria ministrului de externe Tittoni, la 6 septembrie
1919, cd este necesar ca ,guvernele statelor balcanice si acelea
ale natiunilor rezultate din destramarea Imperiului Austro-
Ungar sd inteleagd de acum ca noi nu vrem si ii urmém intr-o
politica de intrigi, rivalitati si conflicte perpetue: mai ales,
noi nu trebuie sa aparem drept instigatorii si inspiratorii unei
coalitii anti-iugoslave care si isi intinda reteaua de influenta de
la Marea Neagri la Marea Adriatica. Aceasta ar fi — conchidea

32 Ibidem, vol. IV, doc. 393 citat mai sus.
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Nitti — o politicd de riazboi, in timp ce Italia vrea si trebuie sa
urmeze o politica de pace” Nitti aproba deplin, in acel context,
actiunile lui Tittoni in favoarea Roméniei si exprima speranta
cd ,in viitor si relatiile noastre cu Ungaria se vor restabili in
mod fericit™.

Ceea ce a urmat a fost o atitudine tot mai timid4 a Italiei in
cadrul Conferintei de Pace, exact atunci cénd relatiile Roma-
niei cu forul de la Paris ajungeau la punctul de maxima tensi-
une, ca urmare a deciziei guvernului roméan de a nu semna, la
10 septembrie 1919, tratatul de pace cu Austria, cu consecinta
demisiei premierului roméan, Ionel Bratianu. Situatia era tensi-
onata in mod suplimentar de reactia foarte negativa a SUA, dar
si a Marii Britanii si a Frantei, la ecourile privind consecintele
prezentei militare a Roméniei la Budapesta (partea roména fi-
ind acuzatd de abuzuri, rechizitii fortate si jafuri), ceea ce se
traducea prin trimiterea de catre Consiliul celor Patru — adi-
cé si cu concursul Italiei — a unui lung sir de note cu caracter
agresiv adresate guvernului roman, céruia i se cerea sa puna
capét masurilor care conduceau la asemenea situatii in capitala
Ungariei®.

Punctul culminant a fost atins la 15 noiembrie 1919, cAnd
Consiliul celor Patru a adresat un adevarat ultimatum guver-
nului romén, prin care Marile Puteri ale epocii nu se limitau
la formularea cétre, totusi, aliatul lor a unor cereri concre-
te in problema ocuparii Budapestei si, respectiv, a semnarii
tratatului de pace cu Austria, ci, mai grav, ele introduceau si
amenintarea cu ruperea relatiilor diplomatice in cazul in care
statul roman nu se conforma acelor cereri. Documentele di-

3 [bidem, vol. 1V, doc. 359 (telegrama nr. 4769 din 6 septembrie 1919,
Nitti pentru Tittoni), p. 282.

*Vezi in acest sens AMAE, fond 71/1914, E2 — partea 1, vol. 182, dosar
224, Pacea generals, ff. 113-136.
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plomatice ale epocii atesta incercérile reprezentantilor italieni
de a tempera zelul belicos al partenerilor din Conusiliul celor
Patru, ministrul de externe Tittoni transmitand secretarului
general al MAE italian, G. De Martino, ca ,nu putem sa refu-
zam aderarea la nota propusé pentru Roménia. Totusi, putem
sa refuzdm s subscriem la expresii de violenta si la amenintari.
Va trebui sé se actioneze energic pentru ca forma acelei note
sa fie cat mai temperata posibil”®. Indiferent, insa, de forma pe
care a imbracat-o nota colectivd a Marilor Puteri, ea a ramas
ceea ce s-a vrut sd fie: adicd un ultimatum. Acest fapt a facut
ca ea sa fie receptatd la Bucuresti exact drept ceea ce era. Cel
mai expresiv in redarea reactiei pértii romane a fost tot Ionel
Bratianu, desi acesta nu mai era la acea data sef al guvernului
de la Bucuresti. Potrivit noului ministru italian in Romania,
Martin Franklin, liderul politic romén nu a facut economie in
a-si exprima nemultumirea fatd de subscrierea de cétre Italia
a notei colective in cauzi. In mod explicit, Britianu a apreciat
ca ,este deci guvernul italian acela care vrea sa rupa relatiile cu
Romania. In acelasi mod, maine, Italia va putea si-si trimita
armata impotriva Roméniei™®. Critic fata de comportamentul
aliatului italian, asa cum fusese si in perioada razboiului, Bra-
tianu sanctiona drastic aparitia primelor forme clare de mani-
festare a amurgului sincroniei in relatiile diplomatice roméno-
italiene®.

% DDI, vol. IV, doc. 762 (telegrama nr. 394 din 13 noiembrie 1919,
Tittoni pentru De Martino), p. 536.

% Ibidem, vol. 1V, doc. 787 (telegrama nr. 3756/164 din 23 noiembrie
1919, Martin Franklin pentru Tittoni), pp. 553-554.

% Este surprinzéitor cd baza documentard consistentd cu privire la
relatiile roméno-italiene in anul 1919 nu s-a aflat in atentia singurei lucrari
monografice dedicate relatiilor diplomatice dintre cele doua tari in perioada
interbelicd (Lilian Zamfiroiu, Relatii diplomatice romdno-italiene in
perioada interbelicd 1918-1940, Editura Tritonic, Bucuresti, 2011).
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Concluzii

Toate aceste elemente aratd ca era inevitabil ca in relatia
romano-italiand si nu intervind modificiri, ca urmare a in-
cheierii Primului Rdzboi Mondial. Erau evidente diferente de
pozitii si interese intre cele doud parti, dincolo de o dorinta
explicabild de a construi viitorul comun pe baza a ceea ce se
facuse in timpul razboiului. Erau si diferente notabile de abor-
dari in spectrul politic al fiecarei parti. Se cuvine insa remar-
cat cd, printre ultimele elemente de sincronie in modul in care
Romaénia si Italia si-au promovat interesele in raport cu marile
puteri decidente ale epocii, s-a evidentiat si gestul de fronda
realizat prin retragerea de la dezbaterile din forul mondial al
pacii la care au recurs doua figuri emblematice ale succesului
celor doua parti in razboiul mondial: Ionel Bratianu si, respec-
tiv, Vittorio Emanuele Orlando.

Sincronia nu a mai putut, deci, continua. Ea a devenit is-
torie dupé ce la Roma a inceput, in luna octombrie 1922, lun-
ga guvernare a lui Benito Mussolini, care a preluat ca stindard
formula utilizata de poetul Gabriele D’Annunzio pentru defi-
nirea rezultatului participarii Italiei la Primul Rédzboi Mondial,
anume ,Victoria mutilatd”. Intre o tard, Italia, care contesta re-
glementarile de pace de la finalul razboiului pe care il castigase
si care obtinuse, in esentd, satisfacerea prevederilor Tratatului
de la Londra din 1915%, si o alta tard, Romaénia, care miza totul
pe respectarea reglementérilor de pace in calitate de funda-
ment al realizarii idealului de unitate nationald, nu mai putea fi
vorba de sincronie in politica externa.

3 In istoriografie se apreciazi ca discutia aprinsi cu privire la portul
Fiume a umbrit céstigurile reale ale Italiei prin incheierea tratatelor de pace,
in sensul completarii unificérii nationale si consolidérii securitétii sale. Vezi
in acest sens David Stevenson, op.cit., p. 511.
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Tn perioada 26-28 noiembrie 2019, Institutul pentru studii politice de apéraresi
istorie militard a organizat conferinta internationald cu tema:,, The Paris Peace Con-
ference (1919) and the New International Liberal Order 1.0” (Conferinta de Pace de
la Paris (1919) si noua ordine internationald liberald 1.0). Evenimentul a marcat in-
cheierea ciclului de manifestari stiintifice desfdsurate sub egida Institutului pentru
studii politice de apdrare si istorie militard, fiind cea de-a cincea reuniune de acest
gen organizatd de institut, parte a Programului national dedicat celebrdrii Centena-
rului Primului Razboi Mondial si Marii Uniri din 1918.

Avand la bazd viziunea presedintelui Statelor Unite ale Americii, Woodrow
Wilson, Tratatul de la Versailles a consacrat un nou construct de organizare a ordinii
internationale, prin afirmarea principiilor si valorilor liberale pentru prima datd asu-
mate ca fundament de organizare sistemicd. Noul model de organizare a lumii, de-
venit cunoscut in literatura de specialitate ca modelul ordinii liberale 1.0, era menit
sd genereze 0 schimbare profundd de paradigma la nivelul afacerilor internationale.

Intrebérile de ce a esuat sistemul international de la Versailles si ce ar trebui
sd invdtam din lectiile acestui esec rdman subiecte ample de dezhatere. Speram ca
volumul de fata sd ofere cateva rdspunsuri necesare si utile din perspectiva
cunoasterii trecutului, contribuind totodatd la intelegerea mai corectd a realitatilor
de securitate contemporane.
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