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Preface


This book deals with a specific period in Romania’s history — the years from 1940 to 1958 — marked by the presence of foreign troops on Romanian soil. During the first stage, in the summer of 1940, Soviet troops occupied a part of Romanian territory due to the agreements concluded between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, sanctioned in the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. During the latter part of World War II, the Red Army occupied all of Romania as a result of military operations against Nazi Germany and certain stipulations of the Armistice Convention signed in Moscow on 12 September 1944 by both the Romanian Government and representatives of the United Nations Coalition.


Considering the course of the war and its logical outcome, as well as the rules and principles of international law, the Supreme Soviet Command should have withdrawn the Red Army from Romania’s sovereign territory at the end of the war. However, the principles of war seemed to be outdated. This would be acknowledged by Stalin himself in a discussion with a delegation of Yugoslav Communists. Stalin stated that World War II was not compatible with traditional rules of warfare: “Any state which occupies a territory imposes its own social system in the respective territory. Each state imposes its own social system as far as its army can reach.” The Soviet dictator obtained the approval of American and British leaders for maintaining the presence of Soviet troops in Romania.


The Red Army had to serve, in the minds of the Kremlin leadership, not only as an instrument of occupation, but also a propagator of Communist regimes in the countries where means for control and political pressure had to be established. From this perspective, the presence of Soviet troops in Romania had dramatic and long-term consequences. Politically, the presence of the Red Army was supposed to guarantee the establishment of a regime modeled on the Soviet Union. Molotov himself later asserted: “Socialism in Romania survives only due to the Soviet army; if the Soviet army retreats from Romania, the Socialist movement will collapse as well.”


This book examines the role of the Soviet occupation troops in changing the Romanian political regime between 1944-1948. Readers are offered the opportunity to become acquainted with certain aspects which, until now, have been neglected by contemporary historiography, such as the impact of the presence of Soviet troops on the Romanian economy. Taking into account the concrete circumstances of the stationing of these military units in Romania, the real extent of the damage may never be known. Nevertheless, an examination of archival records provides information regarding the losses to the Romanian economy; these resulted from illegal or abusive deliveries and confiscations, as well as from the purchasing of certain goods at prices far below those on the domestic and international market.


Without exaggerating or generalizing, this book also focuses on the influence exerted by the Soviet military occupation upon the civilian population and Romanian culture and spirituality. The abuses, robberies, crimes, and murders committed by soldiers of the Red Army had profound consequences upon individuals and society as a whole, leading to a resistance movement among those who were subject to such abuses.


The documents included in the appendix reveal the evolution of the policies of Romanian political leaders, from unconditional acceptance of the presence of Soviet troops in Romania, to endeavoring to obtain approval for their withdrawal, which they finally succeeded in doing in 1958. This work is based on documents from those times, which are located in Romanian and foreign libraries and archives, published in volumes, or taken from other sources (legal papers, memos, and the press); in addition, this work makes ample use of books and studies concerning the evolution of Romanian society during the period from 1940 to 1960 published by Romanian and foreign historians.


Without pretending to be a definitive study, this book intends to bring to light new information and to make better understood this significant chapter in the history of Romania, placing it in the context of international developments. We hope that it will inspire additional research on this important topic.


Constantin Hlihor, Ioan Scurtu
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CHAPTER I The Historical and Geopolitical Background



The history of the Russian Empire from Peter the Great to Stalin is the story of territorial expansion. The ambition to control the Black Sea basin, the mouth of the Danube, and all of Southeastern Europe was a constant goal of Russian and, later, Soviet foreign policy.1 The success or failure of these ambitions closely depended on the ability of Moscow to control, totally or partially, politically or military, Romanian territory.


From this perspective, Russian policy toward the Romanians, whether guised in tones of Orthodox pan-Slavism or the “Marxist Gospel,” had the same goal: the annihilation of Romania’s capacity for resistance and the elimination of a difficult obstacle along its path of expansion toward the Bosphorus Straits, the Dardanelles, and the Balkans.2 To this end — depending on the historical period and the concrete geopolitical conditions — all possible methods and means have been used, from skillful diplomacy to military aggression, including invasion and occupation.


Over the course of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Russian armies invaded Romanian territory several times. Historians assess that each generation had to bear, during this period, the consequences of two or three Russian military occupations,3 not to mention the fact that a part of Romanian territory was annexed to Tsarist Russia in 1812.


The end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the next century was a period absent of threats and the specter of invasion from the East for the Romanians. Russian expansion continued — as a reputed French specialist, Admiral Castex, pointed out — in perfect symmetry, both toward the East and the West.4 In the period between 1877 and 1914, Russian armies were involved in the Far East and thus Romanian territory became the target of diplomatic and propagandistic aggression. Imperial Russia constantly opposed, in the press and in historical books, the union of Bessarabia with its mother country.


The disruption of the balance of power in Europe at the end of the nineteenth century and its restoration through force reestablished the Tsarist Empire among the claimants for supremacy in Southeastern Europe. Sergei Sazonov, the skillful diplomat and minister of foreign affairs during World War I, “was able to wrest from the Western allies (France and England), recognition of Russia’s dominion over Tsarigrad and the Bosphorus.”5 Romanian territory stood in the way of Moscow’s expansion in Southeastern Europe. The political and military situation in the Eastern combat zones at the end of World War I and especially domestic events in Russia limited the ability of the Russians to take advantage of the concessions won by Sazonov from the member states of the Entente.


Slavic messianism did not disappear in the aftermath of World War I, rather it continued to survive in a form perverted by Lenin’s ideology, Bolshevism.6 The doctrine of freeing the Balkan peoples from “pagan domination” in the name of Orthodox Christianity was replaced with that of “the final liberation of the proletariat” through the collapse of the old world based on American, English, French, and German capitalism and narrow old-fashioned nationalism.7 Marxism, in its staunchest variant, Stalinism, became the factor that promoted the national imperialism of Greater Russia.8 As a result, Romania would again become an object of Russian territorial expansion and a target of a possible invasion from the East.


To counteract the threat from the Kremlin, Romanian diplomacy tried to gain the support of the Great Powers, especially France and England, both of whom had backed the creation of Greater Romania, as well as of the institutions and organizations established to maintain peace and to preserve the status quo that was created at the end of World War I, especially the League of Nations. It is necessary to mention that this all-encompassing organism, with its universal vocation, could not in practice provide Romania with support against an invasion by the Soviet Union. This situation developed because the politicians and diplomats responsible for creating the structure, the role, and the tasks of the League of Nations could not reach a consensus. They also did not realize that speeches, diplomatic contacts, well-meaning declarations, and the advice of statesmen could not change the balance of power between the victor and the defeated. Balance of power is based on the increase and decrease of economic, demographic, and military potential. Security cannot be founded on public opinion or on moral force, but only on strategic realities. The consequences of the organizational structure of the League of Nations were correctly understood by a few European countries, especially by those who had realized the creation of their national states within their natural ethnic boundaries. The consequence was the emergence of new alliances, bilateral and multilateral, between these countries and the establishment of regional political and military authorities9 to defend interests in this part of Europe by promoting a common military policy. The intent was, first and foremost, to protect their natural boundaries without altering their general political orientation. Thus, both Romania and her partners in the Little Entente and the Balkan Alliance remained loyal to the idea of collective security throughout interwar period.10


The security of Romania and of the other national states that came into being at the end of World War I, in keeping with the norms and principles of the League of Nations, was based on its own military force and on the power of regional agreements. Meanwhile, the states dissatisfied with the order resulting from the Versailles Treaty, especially Germany and the Soviet Union, channeled their efforts, separately or jointly, toward the erosion of the League of Nations and the destruction or annihilation of these regional political and military pacts.


After the period of strained relations between the Romanians and the Russians from 1918 to 1920 passed, and the strategy designed by the Comintern at Tatar-Bunar in 1924 was destroyed, the Romanian Government was no longer threatened by an invasion from the Soviet Union until the shift of the balance of power in Europe at the end of the 1920s. Historians and the military specialists recognize the period between 1925 and 1930 as the point at which the balance inclined decisively in favor of the revisionist states. This status quo was modified, especially from an economic and military point of view; demographically, England and France, together with the Little Entente, Poland, the Balkan states, and the neutral states, formed a bloc of approximately 225,236,000 people, making them numerically superior to the revisionist states, excepting the Soviet Union.11 The Soviet Union could influence this status quo in a decisive way, a situation of which the Kremlin was perfectly aware and, consequently, it supported a compromise12 between the advocates of the status quo and the bloc of revisionist states. The aim was to put the two sides in confrontation with each other so as to wear down their resources, and, at the right moment, the Red Army would intervene and impose Moscow’s will in the very heart of Europe.


Realizing the inability of the League of Nations to oppose a revision of the treaties and borders established at the end of World War I, the Soviet Union, camouflaging its intentions with pacifist declarations and sustained propaganda, sought to destroy Romania’s system of politicalmilitary alliances, which guaranteed the security of its Eastern frontier. The Soviets’ first step was to create a breach in the Little Entente. This was achieved in 1930 by resuming talks with Poland, a country with whom Romania was aligned by treaty, and a military convention,13 through which mutual aid in the event of aggression from the East had been promised. A Soviet-Polish bilateral treaty was signed in 193214 and was a considerable success for Soviet diplomacy, since the relationship between the Romanians and the Poles entered a period of obvious decline. From Geneva, Nicolae Titulescu informed the Romanian Government about the talks he had with the Polish diplomat, August Zaleski, concerning the non-aggression pact between the Russians and the Poles: ‘I told Zaleski: Sign. Do as you please. Romania is not going to be isolated. She has her friends, and if there are any doubts concerning the way in which our alliance will be viewed by Warsaw, that is not as it should be. It would be better that the alliance be renounced.”15 Poland’s improved relations with the Soviet Union were characterized by Titulescu in blunt terms as being logically groundless and unjust because this alliance upheld the same goal as the alliance with Romania: retaining Bessarabia. “If, when it comes to Bessarabia,” Nicolae Titulescu concluded, “Poland refuses to help us, even by simply declining to sign the treaty with the Soviets, it is hard to believe that she would give us her support in the form of that great sacrifice of human lives, and the material and financial sacrifices that any war involves, even when it is a defensive one.16


The next step taken by the Soviet Union in its drive to develop a favorable climate for the occupation of Bessarabia was to improve relations with Romania’s most important ally, France, who was considered, not only by public opinion, but also by Romanian diplomacy, as the main guarantor of her frontiers. This initiative of Soviet diplomacy was part of the general strategy of the foreign policy of the Soviet Union. Although in June 1930 the Kremlin had labelled France as the most aggressive and militaristic country in the world,17 after only two years, on 7 May 1932, Molotov declared himself willing to begin negotiations to conclude a non-aggression pact between the French and the Soviets.


In its turn, France, naturally viewing its relations with the Soviet Union from the perspective of its own security needs, especially in relation to German territorial claims, was satisfied with having regained the Eastern counterweight to Germany on which it had relied in World War I and which had been absent since that conflict had ended.18 Romanian diplomacy thought that the Soviet Union’s interest in a pact with France represented a unique opportunity for obtaining final recognition from the Soviets of the status of Bessarabia. “What better opportunity,” Nicolae Titulescu asked himself, “could Romania have to settle the question of Bessarabia once and for all than now when the Soviets need our allies, France and Poland?”19


The French-Soviet pact drawn up by Ph. Berthelot and the Soviet minister, Valerian Dovgalesky, on 20 November 1932, was signed on 2 May 1935, without France having forced any change in Moscow’s position concerning recognition of the Eastern frontier on the Dniester River, in which the Romanians had put so much hope. The Romanian Government did not understand the priorities of France which, feeling seriously threatened by Germany, sought to surround its eastern neighbor,20 forming alliances with the small states of Central and Southeastern Europe without taking into consideration the individual interests of these countries.


Concerned with its own security on the Rhine, France played into Germany’s hand, since the main goal of German foreign policy was the annexation of several territories, some in its immediate proximity, and others belonging to Poland, the Baltic states, Finland, and Romania.21 For the security of their borders, these states depended on the moral and material support granted by the Great Western Powers, especially France.


M. Archimbaud, reporting on France’s war budget, declared in the Chamber of Deputies on 23 November 1934: “In order to guarantee its security, Russia has built-up a large, well-equipped, and well-trained army, which it offers to France [italics added] in case of a conflict with Germany. I think that the Russian Army is the best in Europe. If there will be a close relationship between France and the Soviet Union, we need not worry, because the cause of peace is guaranteed.”22


Political and military leaders in Romania conversant with the subtle realities of international politics and military affairs, such as Nicolae Titulescu and General Ion Antonescu, anticipated that the policy of alliances in Europe in the latter 1930s would undergo substantial changes as a result of the shift in the balance of power. Thus, Nicolae Titulescu envisioned an impending rapprochement between the Soviet Union and Germany, despite the propaganda war raging between Moscow and Berlin. Under these circumstances, because of its particular geopolitical position, “Romania”, the illustrious diplomat asserted, “has to be equally open to friendship with both Russia and Germany. If it cannot have both, our country will find itself in an unfavorable situation, as Romania would inevitably become a combat zone in the case of a conflict between Russia and Germany. Even if it wanted to, Romania could not remain neutral in such a conflict.”23


Nicolae Titulescu was convinced that a pact between Romania and the Soviet Union was absolutely necessary to ensure the security of the country and he thought that this pact “must be made at the right moment, otherwise rapprochement between the Russians and the Germans will take place without us and against us.”24 Titulescu’s foresight was brilliant, as this was exactly what happened five years later.


Taking advantage of a favorable international context, Nicolae Titulescu, having obtained the agreement of the government and of King Carol II,25 initiated negotiations for the signing of a pact of mutual assistance with the Soviet Union in 1936. As a result of some clauses contained in the treaty, such as the possibility of Soviet troops transiting Romanian territory, the agreement reached by the diplomats Nicolae Titulescu and Maxim Litvinov aroused intense controversy in Romanian political circles and in public opinion. It was difficult to understand and to accept an alliance of friendship with a state that refused to acknowledge the integrity of the country’s frontiers.26


The fact that Litvinov negotiated and signed this document of such great importance for the relations between the two states on his personal authority, without involving the government of the Soviet Union at all, as Nicolae Titulescu himself would eventually recognize,27 demonstrates that this gesture by Moscow was merely part of a larger diplomatic game dictated by the course of events. The Soviet Union would not renounce the long-term objectives of its foreign policy, particularly as far as Romania was concerned. Thus, only two months after the treaty of mutual assistance had been signed, the same Litvinov, using the change in Romania’s foreign policy as a pretext, declared to Nicolae Titulescu at Talloires: “Romania, I repeat — it is useless to deny it — has changed its foreign policy. We want Bessarabia to become Russian, not German. I hat is why, I am telling you that we shall try to regain Bessarabia by all possible means, judicial and military.”28 In fact, the international political context for a potential invasion of Romanian territory by the Soviets was favorable to the invaders.


In its relations with Romania, the Soviet Union followed the so-called “good cop-bad cop” strategy in order to mask its true intentions. The attitude of the Kremlin toward Bucharest became either conciliatory or harsh depending upon their interpretation of the treaties with the countries that were for or against the system established in Versailles. Russian leaders were aware that in the equation of the restoration of the balance of power in Europe between the defeated and the victorious countries at the end of World War I, the Soviet Union acted as an arbitrator and they used this role to their own interest as a great power.


Having a vital interest in Romanian natural resources and in controlling the mouth of the Danube, the Soviets tried to convince Romania’s traditional allies, France and its partners in the Little Entente, especially Czechoslovakia, of the necessity for transiting or stationing Russian troops on Romanian territory. Bucharest could not accept such a position.


The installation of the government led by Octavian Goga and Alexandru C. Cuza meant a worsening of relations between the Russians and the Romanians. The tone of the press and the broadcast media in the Soviet Union toward Romania became violent. The question of Bessarabia was a common subject in the press and on the radio stations in Moscow and other Russian cities. Toward the end of June 1938, the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs informed the Romanian Legation in Moscow in severe terms that it would no longer accept Romanian notes and documents which referred to Bessarabia using the term “Romanian territory” or the phrase “the Romanian bank of the Dniester.”29 Relations between Romania and the Soviet Union improved toward the end of 1938,30 but they became strained again when signs of a rapprochement between Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union began to appear.31


The change in the balance of power led to a rapprochement between Germany and the Soviet Union, materialized in the signing of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact on 23 August 1939; the secret protocol to this agreement offered the latter the possibility of occupying or politically and militarily controlling certain areas in Eastern Europe, including part of Romanian territory.32 The diplomatic service in Bucharest, without abandoning its defensive policy,33 tried to make sense of Soviet intention34 and to counteract, to the extent it could, any possible Soviet territorial expansion.


The participation of Soviet troops in the German invasion of Poland brought about anxiety and fears in Bucharest. Armand Călinescu remarked that “the German danger is remote. In the foreground there is now the threat from the Russian side. The movement of our troops into the Siret Valley35 must be performed now” to prevent an invasion by the Red Army.36


Faced with this situation, Romania stepped up its contacts with Western governments, hoping to obtain support against possible Soviet military-political aggression. The West, out of political opportunism, but also because they were not yet prepared for a far-reaching military effort, could not assist Romania with the desired political and military aid. On the morning of 28 June 1940 Soviet troops invaded Romanian territory;37 within twenty-four hours the Soviets occupied Bessarabia, Northern Bucovina, and the county of Herţa. This was the starting point for the occupation of all of Romania by the Red Army and for the realization of the military and political doctrine of the Soviet state. During this time, when Moscow was confident of the success of the international Socialist revolution, General M. Tuhacevsky pointed out that the war could be a means by which the Soviet system could be extended. The war would have, in the opinion of the Soviet military strategist, two phases. In the first phase, the adversary’s forces had to be destroyed, while in the second phase, the “power of the workers and of the peasants was to be established,” since “any territory occupied by the Red Army would become Soviet territory.” The major Socialist states had the mission of secretly preparing “liberation plans,” and the political commissaries, with their party apparatus, were to prepare the Bolshevik administrative machinery for the “liberated territories.”38


The international political situation did not allow the Soviet Union to hold sway over all of Romania. Still, the Soviet Union was directly interested in Romania’s agricultural and natural resources and would not allow them to be taken by its German ally. Unable to occupy as much of the Romanian territory as it would have liked (the Soviets had overreached the provisions of their agreement with Hitler’s Germany by annexing Northern Bucovina, and the latter had reacted negatively),39 between 3 July 1940 and 22 June 1941, the Soviets constantly tried to move the line of demarcation, both in the North of the country and at the mouths of the Danube. Over 39 incidents provoked by Soviet troops took place along the border and, as a result, many people were killed, wounded, or kidnapped, and vessels were seized on the Danube.40 Among these events, the most significant occurred on the night of 25-26 October 1940 when the Soviet troops disembarked from four warships and took possession of two small islands, Great Daler and Salangic. The Second Corps’s journal of military actions of October 1940 recorded these actions: “The post with three seamen and a frontier guard was captured on Salagic island. The post on Daler Island retreated; fighting took place south of Tătaru Channel. On the morning of 26 October troops from a Soviet warship continued to disembark on Daler Island.”41


In November 1940, Mihai Antonescu, ad-interim minister of Foreign Affairs, embarked on a diplomatic course to end the military aggressions committed by Soviet troops along the line of demarcation between the two countries. The Soviet Government did not respond to this initiative — according to the statement of Marshal Ion Antonescu at his trial in 1946 — and continued its aggressive actions.


On 2 January 1941, nine Soviet vessels attempted to occupy the Start Stambul and Bistia channels on the Danube Delta. The action failed because the first Romanian naval division responded with powerful artillery, a battery of 101mm shells. Romanian air space was violated 265 times by the Soviet air forces encroaching on the interior of the country up to the Siret Valley and Vatra Dornei.42 To give but one example: on 1 April 1941 two Romanian “Hurricane” planes from the 53rd squadron of Scouts engaged 3 Soviet planes which had flown over Romanian territory (6 miles southeast of Tulcea). They succeeded in damaging one and in driving away the other two.43 It is also worth mentioning the fact that throughout this period the Soviet Union doubled its military forces (from 18-22 large units to 29-35) and it deployed them in offensive positions,44 which clearly demonstrated that the Soviet leaders did not intend to end their attacks upon Romania. Recent studies by Russian historiography reveal that in the summer of 1941 the Red Army was preparing to launch a new attack Romania;45 meanwhile, the Romanian Government was trying to normalize relations with the Soviet Union to save the rest of the unoccupied territory. The constant aggressive attitude assumed by the Soviet Union and the incapacity and lack of interest on the part of the Great Western Powers to help forced Romania to resort to the only possible means of preserving its national existence, alliance with the Axis Powers.


On 22 June 1941 Romania began to fight for the liberation of the territories forcibly occupied by the Red Army in June-July 1940; it was the day that the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact became null and void. The military action unleashed against the Soviet Union was largely approved of by Romanian politicians. For instance, Iuliu Maniu, the leader of the National Peasant Party, in a letter to Ion Antonescu, the leader of the Romanian state, on 18 July 1941, stated that “Romanian public opinion enthusiastically endorses the military actions led by you for the emancipation of the provinces overrun by foreigners and watches with great attention all measures taken in relation to this historic event.”46 The well-known politician was also convinced that “The fight of the Romanian armies to regain them (Bessarabia and Northern Bucovina) is therefore not an aggression, having the scope of conquest, intentions that we would not approve of, but the consequence of an invasion, which had to be repulsed from the very beginning.”47


Romania’s alliance with the Axis and the improvement of its relations with Germany could have no other explanation than the dramatic situation resulting from World War I — when Romania had to decide on whose side it should enter the war, considering that both sides had Romanian territories under their control. In 1916, in order to achieve national unity, the leader of the Romanian Government, Ion I.C. Brătianu, withdrew from the alliance with the Central Powers and entered the war on the side of the Entente to free those territories then under Austro-Hungarian rule and to unite these lands to their mother country. In 19401941, because of the shift in the balance of power in Europe, the change of alliances, and, more importantly, because of the geopolitical situation, General Ion Antonescu declared in a letter responding to Iuliu Maniu on 22 June 1941 that “We were obliged to renounce our alliances so as to free Bessarabia and Northern Bucovina.48


Up to the moment when the political-military alliances between England, the Soviet Union, and the United States were established for purpose of defeating Germany and completely removing it from the equation of the Great Powers, the Western democracies had a correct perception of the Romanian Army’s campaign for the liberation of the territories occupied and controlled by the Soviet Union.49 A few days before the outbreak of hostilities on the Eastern front, General Antonescu asked the American ambassador in Bucharest, Mott Gunther, “What policy should Romania adopt after what had happened in 1940-1941 ?”50 The ambassador replied to the general saying, “We cannot give you any help and Romania could not adopt any other policy than joining Germany. We cannot offer you any support.”51


Once war broke out between Romania, on one side, and England (6 December 1941) and the United States (12 December 1941) on the other,52 London and Washington, deliberately and purposefully, modified this perception, endorsing and promoting the idea of Romania’s total subordination to Germany. Therefore, in the mass-media and in the Western political and diplomatic circles, there was no longer any distinction between the political and military objectives pursued by Germany and Romania in the war fought against the Soviet Union.


In his speech broadcast on 15 February 1942, Winston Churchill declared:


The Russian armies have not been defeated; they have not been destroyed. The Russian people have neither been conquered, nor annihilated. Leningrad and Moscow have not fallen into the enemy’s hands. The Russian armies keep fighting; they are not on the defensive either on the Ural front or on the Volga front, but they are advancing triumphantly, chasing the infamous invaders from the land of their forefathers which they defend so bravely and which they love so much. Moreover, for the first time, they have shattered the legend of Hitler. Besides the easy victories and the rich spoils which he and his hordes have won in the West, till now, he has found Russia immersed in disaster, defeat, the shame of this terrible crime, the butchery, and the loss of a great number of soldiers, and the frosty snowstorm blowing over the plains of Russia.53


Of course, such praises addressed to the Soviet Union were welldeserved at that time, even if they sounded like demagogy and political swaggering. The British prime minister must have known that not every territory controlled by the Russians was “the land of their forefathers” and that there were people under the Kremlin’s domination who had another mother country. Yet Churchill won Stalin’s confidence and achieved, as much as possible, his close cooperation in the fight against Germany, and then mapped out the post-war world with him.


Besides the declarations and the official documents of the Allies, there are also other sources which indicate the way in which the Allies saw fit to deal with Romania, including the problem of Bessarabia and Northern Bucovina. The evolution of events in the combat zones of the Second World War forced England and the United States gradually to yield to the pressure imposed by the Russians. In May 1942, the British Government agreed to accept the Soviets’ attitude concerning Bessarabia and Northern Bucovina,54 and in August of that year55 American political leaders reached a similar conclusion regarding the territorial claims of the Soviet Union in relation to Romania.


At the end of 1942 Dr. Rudolf Schlesinger and George Keaton, dean of the London Law College, wrote Russia and Her Neighbors, presumably with an academic purpose, in which they plead for the necessity of including Bessarabia in the Soviet Union. On 24 December 1942 the Romanian minister in Lisbon, Victor Cădere, notified Bucharest that “For us, the threats posed by the book lie in the fact that it is the first supposedly academic work in the Anglo-American political literature since the war on relations between Russia and its Western neighbors.”56 Information indicating the way in which this book was used by American analysts is not available, but the conclusions reached by the members of the Subcommittee for Territorial Problems in a document dated 27 November 1942 in reference to Bessarabia are presented in this book.


Already in the spring of 1942, the Soviet Union claimed Bessarabia and Northern Bucovina from its allies. Later, this desideratum was confirmed through bilateral or tripartite political agreements. The attitude adopted by the Great Powers toward Bessarabia and Bucovina confirms the axiom that it is not historical truth which has precedence in solving the problems of a small state, including in defining its borders, but that larger states take into account their own interests with regard to the aspirations of small states.


Collaboration between the members of the United Nations was intensified and further developed during 1943, with negative results for the Axis, including Romania. The Anglo-American summit conference which took place in Casablanca (14-26 January 1943) endorsed a fundamental principle regarding the position of the states allied to Germany — unconditional surrender — which further limited the maneuvering possibilities for the Romanian opposition.


The conference took place in the context of the battle of Stalingrad, which started on 17 July 1942; on 19 November, the Red Army unleashed a powerful counter-offensive which left German and Romanian forces completely surrounded. The official bulletins broadcast by Romanian Radio continued to be optimistic, but, in fact, the Romanian people had suffered a great tragedy. Stalingrad represented the turning point in the evolution of the war as the Soviet Union went on the offensive. In the summer of 1943, the course of military actions on the German-Soviet front was marked by the battle of Kursk-Orel-Belograd (5 July-23 August), which resulted in the permanent loss of the strategic initiative for Germany and its troops were forced to retreat.


As the situation on the front deteriorated, Romanian politicians began to display a more sustained interest in finding a solution to end the war. At the Vatican, Lisbon, Madrid, Rome, Ankara, and Cairo, both the opposition and the Antonescu regime made tentative attempts to initiate armistice talks with the Allies. They attempted separate negotiations with the British and the Americans, in hopes of obtaining better conditions from them, which would then be accepted by the Soviet Union. Although this strategy proved to be a political mistake, it revealed the policy and a certain lack of information about the intentions and the mode of action of the Allies.


The Moscow Conference, which took place from 19 to 30 October 1943 between the foreign ministers of the Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain, established a structure that would ensure close cooperation between the three states — the European Consultative Commission. This commission, with its headquarters in London, was meant to study problems that developed during the war and to make appropriate recommendations to the three governments. In the declaration adopted on this occasion, the governments of the United States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and China endorsed the principle of “the unconditional capitulation of the states belonging to the Axis.” They also reaffirmed the idea that “they will take joint action in all matters concerning the enemy’s surrender and disarmament.” At the same time, they proposed the idea of creating “a general international organization to maintain worldwide peace and security based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-loving nations, and open, in view of attracting members, to all states, big or small.”57


After the Moscow Conference, British and American diplomats received firm instructions from their governments not to welcome Romania’s approaches if these were not also meant for the Soviet Union, and were not based on the principle of unconditional surrender.


To stimulate cooperation between the three Great Powers and to coordinate their future activities, a conference of the leaders of the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union took place in Teheran between 28 November and 1 December 1943. It analyzed military and political problems in great detail and charted the organization of postwar Europe. In the official publicized bulletin which bore the signatures of Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill, voice was given to the decision that “The countries of the United Nations should work together both during the war and in the times of peace that will follow.” The document read: “We have come here with hope and determination. We leave as friends in deed, in spirit, and in purpose.”58 As a matter of fact, in Teheran, for the first time at such a level, the world was divided into spheres of influence. The deal satisfied all of the partners; however, without a doubt, the best negotiator was Stalin, who had obtained a promise from his allies that no hostile governments would be set up on the borders of the Soviet Union. After his deal with the Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler on 23 August 1939, which was followed by the annexations of 1939-1940, Stalin was now given official sanction by the democrats Winston Churchill and Franklin D. Roosevelt.59


As a result of the landing of Anglo-American troops in Normandy (6 June 1944), the Allies’ interest in negotiations with Romanian politicians was greatly diminished. The Allied objectives were accomplished through the secret operations of misinformation on the part of the Nazi Germany. This brought about anxiety, restlessness, and confusion within the Romanian political opposition. By this time the idea of overthrowing the Antonescu Government was supported by almost all leaders of the major political parties, especially since Iuliu Maniu and Grigore Niculescu-Buzeşti were urged to take action, without waiting for support from the Allies,60 on 5 August 1944 in Cairo.


Even half a century later, Romanian historiography failed to provide an answer unbiased by political or group interest to the question: Why did the Romanians fail to achieve a national consensus for leaving the Axis and joining the coalition of the United Nations?


Marshal Ion Antonescu did not react when he realized the possibility of being replaced by General Sănătescu. The possibility of such a solution was well-known in Romania and the knowledge had spread to the Romanian political-diplomatic circles abroad. On 6 August 1944 the Romanian diplomat Frederic Nanu wrote to Mihai Antonescu from Stockholm: “As I have told you, I do not think that a change in the government would be dangerous, as long as it is made quickly and secretly. But 1 do not see the need for such a change. Nobody is asking for it. On the contrary, the Russians have declared themselves ready to negotiate with the present government. Actually, in Finland, they wanted to negotiate with Marshal Mannerheim, who had led three wars against them.”61


Archival documents also confirm the fact that even on the eve of 23 August Antonescu was willing to give up power.62


On 22 August 1944, in the aftermath of the military disaster in Moldavia, the Antonescu Government desperately tried to find a solution to save the country from the impending catastrophe. General Ion Antonescu was determined to ask for a formal interview with King Michael I to obtain the latter’s approval for signing the document. Antonescu enjoyed the army’s trust and according to the Romanian minister in Berlin, Ion Gheorghe, he could have informed the German leadership about Romania’s intention and obtained an agreement for the withdrawal of German troops from Romanian territory within certain time limits.63 Later, the issue of withdrawing from the war was discussed at a meeting of the council of ministers with Ion Mihalache. Archival documents confirm the historian Gheorghe I. Brătianu’s testimony64 that on the afternoon of 22 August 1944, in Bucharest, there was complete agreement between the representatives of the opposition that the marshal should be made responsible for initiating and signing an armistice with the United Nations. Marshal Ion Antonescu agreed with the proposal made by Iuliu Maniu and Constantin I.C. Brătianu to sign an armistice with the United Nations65 immediately. Furthermore, on the morning of 23 August, Antonescu requested, through Gheorghe I. Brătianu, written guarantees that the opposition would support the decision taken by him66 and that they would share the consequences entailed by this action. These negotiations especially concerned the problem of Bessarabia and of Northern Bucovina, which the Russians were demanding unconditionally.


When Eugen Cristescu, the chief of the Special Information Service, found out about the arrest of Marshal Ion Antonescu from the German ambassador in Bucharest, Karl Clodius, he was very surprised. At first, Cristescu did not believe the information for he knew that the two Antonescus had gone to the palace “to prepare the armistice”67 and that “Maniu and Brătianu had insisted that the Marshal be the one to conclude the armistice.”68 Furthermore, only a few hours before Antonescu’s official interview at the palace was to take place, Cristescu’s assistant, Lt. Col. Traian Borcescu, assured him that every precaution had been taken so that nothing could happen to Ion Antonescu and Mihai Antonescu while they were with the king.69 Later on, Traian Borcescu would account for this statement by asserting that: “I did not say anything about Maniu and Brătianu [the latter had information that the leaders of the opposition had also been called to the palace, information that eventually proved false] or about the measures necessary to prevent a leak warning the marshal or the Germans of the ensuing events.”70 The circles close to the royal house influenced King Michael I to dismiss Marshal Ion Antonescu and his closest associates. Romania would break with the Axis and cease military hostilities against the Soviet Union, not as a result of an armistice, but through a coup d’état.


The Occupation of Romania by the Red Army: Premises, Characteristics, Stages


Romania’s internal political evolution, and especially its military position on the Eastern front, which was vulnerable to a rapid Soviet advance toward the Balkans and Central Europe,71 rendered the conclusion of an armistice in Bucharest impossible. Such an armistice would have reflected the efforts made by the Romanian negotiators through political-diplomatic channels active in Lisbon, Madrid, Ankara, and Cairo.


The political, military, and strategic consequences of Romania’s withdrawal from the Axis were paramount for the collapse of German resistance in Southeastern Europe. Romania’s immediate and forceful entrance into the war on the side of the Allies modified the balance of forces between the Wehrmacht and the Allied Powers, giving the advantage to the United Nations, thus hastening the military collapse of Germany.


In Bucharest, the coup d’état took place according to plan, hut for the rest of the country, and especially those near the combat zones, the proclamation of King Michael I to the country, broadcast on 23 August 1944 at 10:30 p.m. — in which he announced the cessation of hostilities as a result of the acceptance of the armistice offered by the Allied forces — aroused, at first, confusion and panic.


As a matter of fact, no armistice had actually been obtained because the Allies, especially the Soviet Union, did not react promptly in acknowledging Romania’s withdrawal from the Axis and joining the coalition of the United Nations.72 Although the Romanian Army actually began fighting against Germany on the afternoon of 23 August, becoming in fact an ally of the Soviet Union and of the United Nations, hostilities ceased only when the Truce Convention was signed on the night of 1213 September 1944 in Moscow. During this interval the Red Army was deployed on the Romanian front, disregarding the political-military events of 23 August73 and taking advantage of the course of events in Bucharest.


The tragic illusion of the possibility of political and military cooperation with the Soviet Union, which gave the impetus to the authors of King Michael l’s proclamation, was shattered. Information bulletin 552.679 of 23 August 1944 written by the Romanian General Staff, which reported on the situation on the Moldavian front, indicated that:


The Russian offensive on the Romanian front is developing with increasing intensity. As a result of a number of difficult battles, facing an enemy superior in its number of large units and armored cars, our units were forced to yield more ground southwest of Iasi and in Dealu Mare, as well as southwest of Tighina. On the entire Romanian front hard battles are being fought.74


Amidst this background, Romanian officers representing the contact troops (the Third and Fourth Romanian armies) gained permission to go behind the front lines to negotiate with delegates from the Soviet High Command. Unfortunately, the Soviet armies stationed along the Romanian front had received no orders in this respect.75 As a result, the majority of the Romanian generals and officers were arrested and treated as prisoners of war as soon as they arrived behind Soviet lines.76


In a wire sent on the morning of 25 August 1944 from Moscow to London by Archibald Clark Kerr, summarizing his discussions with Soviet officials on the attitude of the Red Army toward the new political and military situation in Romania, the British ambassador informed the Foreign Office that “The position of the Soviet High Command is that if Romanian troops cease hostilities against the Red Army and decide to continue the war of liberation or the war against the Hungarians for the liberation of Transylvania, the Red Army will not disarm them, but will allow them to keep all their arms and help them, by all means, to carry out this honorable task.”77 In reality, Stalin had not ordered his armies to change their attitude toward the Romanian troops or toward the civilian population in the zone of military operations.


General confusion and panic reigned supreme after 23 August 1944, both in the administration and among people close to the front, who were encouraged by the Red Army to surrender “if they cared for their lives.”78 To give one example, on 27 August 1944 at 9:35 a.m., the police station in Brăila requested further instructions by telephone because a Soviet officer had shown up at the police station in Tulcea and asserted that “the Russian Army does not yet know anything about a declared truce between the Romanian and the Russian armies.”79 In the same town, “approximately 200-300 Lippovan girls welcomed Russian troops with flowers. The Soviet commander threatened them with machine guns and told them that what he needed was order, not public displays.”80


The Romanian General Staff found itself in the impossible situation of having to provide the best solutions for these unique situations. For example, at the request of the Romanian Naval Commandant the General Staff was asked to clarify Romania’s attitude toward the Soviets who were destroying or capturing vessels on the Danube. They responded: “General Mihail [Chief of the General Staff, appointed by a Royal Decree on the afternoon of 23 August 1944] said that he could not issue any orders, this being a question for the government.”81 Additionally, the General Staff of the Navy received instructions to make this response known to the foreign minister and to the prime minister. Under these circumstances, “General Mihail submitted his resignation to the prime minister on 7 September 1944, but the latter refused it.”82


The Soviet troops on the Second Ukrainian Front acted as if they had occupied the territory of a conquered enemy and established military headquarters in the major towns of Moldavia, Wallachia, and Dobrogea. General Burenin was appointed military commander of the capital.83 At the same time, the Russians captured over 6,000 officers, 6,000 noncommissioned officers, and more than 150,000 soldiers.84 When General Gheorghe Mihail, chief of the General Staff, requested that they be freed, Soviet Marshal Rodion Malinovsky denied the existence of these Romanian prisoners who had been captured on the Moldavian front in the middle of September and were thrown into concentration camps in Bacău and Roman.85 Moreover, all official entreaties for the liberation of military prisoners deported to the interior of the Soviet Union repeatedly made by the Romanian Commission for the Application of the Armistice remained unanswered.86


The consequences of the delay in the official political-diplomatic recognition of Romania’s new status following the Royal Proclamation of 23 August 1944 became obvious to the Romanians. On 31 August 1944 Romanian Foreign Minister Grigore Niculescu-Buzeşti asked the Romanian envoy to Ankara, Alexandru Cretzianu, to appeal to American and British diplomats to obtain from the Soviet Union the promise of complying with the terms of the negotiations prior to 23 August 1944, because “the impression has begun to spread in Romania that the postponement of the signing of an armistice was determined by the desire of the Soviets to occupy the whole of Romania.”87 Realizing that the situation concerning the attitude of the Red Army toward Romania was not improving, Romanian officials sent Captain Constantin Cantacuzino to the Supreme Headquarters of the Allied Forces in Italy at the beginning of September 1944 to arrange for Cantacuzino to travel to London with an official complaint from the Romanian Government. Supreme Allied Headquarters replied that “since most of the items mentioned by the Romanian authorities were already known to the British, American, and Soviet governments, we saw no reason for sending him to London, and we advised him to go back to Romania.”88


The new Romanian authorities in Bucharest went unrecognized by any foreign government. With the country occupied and the Romanian Army almost entirely captured, the new government was hoping, in August-September 1944, to put an end to the state of chaos and confusion generated by the unilateral cessation of the hostilities against the Soviet Union by signing an armistice, which, unfortunately, was still being refused to them for various reasons.89 The new prime minister, General Constantin Sănătescu, wrote on 1 September 1944: “I do not have any news from Moscow; signing the armistice might, in part, put an end to the present disorder. On account of the fact that we are still in a state of war, the Russians continue their plundering everywhere. The worst behavior is displayed by the Russian seamen who have landed at Constanţa. They have terrified the city; people are fleeing wherever they can. Complaints are reaching the palace from places where the Russian troops have arrived.”90 Thousands of similar complaints were reaching the Romanian General Staff from all regions occupied by the Red Army. 91


British military and political authorities knew that: “The official position of the Russians in Romania was still that of an invading army, because an armistice had not been signed,”92 but they felt that: “Their actions [the Russians’] did not seem to be harsher than ours had been after the armistice with Italy had been concluded.”93


The signing of the Armistice in Moscow on the night of 12-13 September 1944 by a delegation of the Romanian Government led by Lucreţiu Pătrăşcanu94 did not resolve the ambiguity with respect to the military occupation of the country, an occupation which was skillfully masked by Moscow through duplicity and misinformation, with the help of the media.


The Western governments were informed of this situation by a report dispatched on 27 September 1944 from Bucharest to London by the British expert on the (Soviet) Allied Control Commission in Romania, Melwille. The dispatch stated that the signing of the Armistice did not bring about the relief expected by all the social classes and the bourgeois democratic parties. Public opinion in Romania was waiting for England and America to take a more active role in control over Romania.”95


Things did not turn out the way almost all elements of Romanian society had hoped. A huge discrepancy was created between Romania’s de jure and de facto international political-juridical status, in the sense that, according to the Armistice, Romania was still an independent state with certain limits and restrictions stipulated in articles 3, 14, 16, 17, and 18. In reality, Romania had the status of an occupied country, with the main attributes of sovereignty and independence usurped by the Soviet occupation authorities.


Although the Soviet military occupation of Romania lasted until 1958,”96 it can be divided into and studied in three distinct stages, each with specific characteristics and objectives. The first stage began in April-May 1944 when Romanian-German troops lost their defensive position along the Dniester River and ended when the Armistice between Romania and the coalition of the United Nations was signed on 12-13 September 1944. Almost the entire territory of the country, including the capital, was under the control of Soviet troops. A Soviet military administration was established in northern Moldavia, southern Bucovina, and in Bessarabia, while in the rest of the country the Romanian administrative, military, and civil bodies were controlled by the Soviets. The Soviet military invasion of Romania was characterized by terror, violence, and robbery, practiced indiscriminately at first, then systematically. Warehouses, cattle, tools, and other material goods were considered booty and were put at the disposal of the occupying troops or carried over the Prut River.97


Information about these events was received in mid-September 1944 by British military and political authorities through different channels. Nevertheless, these reports were characterized as rumors launched and spread by the German secret services for propaganda and misinformation through the Iron Guard, whose members had been instructed “to pose as Communists so as to provoke disorder and conflict between the Romanians and the Russians.”98


Bucovina, Bessarabia, Moldavia, up to the fortified line Focşani-Nămoloasa-Brăila, and Dobrogea were for all intents and purposes isolated from the rest of the country. Referring to this isolation, Constantin Titel-Petrescu pointed out in a meeting of the council of ministers on 25 September 1944 that “I have received a report concerning the lack of Romanian authorities there. It appears as if Dobrogea were no longer part of our country. Our authorities have left.”99 General Dumitru Dămăceanu, after an investigatory visit to northern Moldavia ordered by the president of the council of ministers, reached the same conclusion. In the cabinet meeting of 26 September 1944, he concluded that “Today, I could say that, from certain points of view, Moldavia has been cut off from the rest of the country.”100


The Soviets blocked the telephone and telegraph lines and confiscated all radio sets”101 in these territories. They changed the gauge of the railway line from Ungheni to Iaşi, Paşcani, and Ploieşti, and from Cernăuţi to Focşani, so that Romanian rail traffic was completely paralyzed between the Siret and Prut rivers.”102


The second stage of the Soviet occupation lasted from the signing of the Armistice until the Peace Treaty of Paris was signed on 10 February 1947. Although the military occupation of Romania was based on articles 3 and 18 of the Armistice, it was illegal. Until the complete liberation of Romanian territory from the Germans on 25 October 1944, the Soviets had explained the presence of their troops in Romania on purely military grounds.103 These troops had actually taken up positions in strategic regions and places with the scope of gaining control of the Romanian state and not because of any military necessities on the front. This situation was pointed out by the Romanian General Staff to the Commission for the Application of the Armistice in a note sent on 5 December 1944 which read:


The General Staff reports that in some villages in Wallachia Soviet armored vehicles and gunners are postponing their departure by saying that their equipment is broken. As a matter of fact, the armored vehicles have been repaired, and their prolonged stay in those places, namely the communes of Belciugatele (Ilfov) and Urziceni (Ialomiţa), seems to be for other reasons, for it has been noticed that they maintain regular contact with the Soviet headquarters in those regions.104


When the joint Soviet and Romanian troops crossed over the borders of the country on 25 October 1944 the Soviet pretext for the legality of the occupation could no longer be justified. Consequently, Romanian authorities asked the Allied Control Commission for further explanations. This commission, established on the basis of article 18 of the Armistice, had its headquarters in Bucharest on Gogu Cantacuzino Street, no. 13, under the leadership of Marshal Rodion Malinovsky, but it was actually presided over by its vice-president, General Vladislav Vinogradov.105 Officially, this commission was supposed to oversee the enforcement of the conditions specified in the Armistice.”106 The commission was in fact the instrument of Soviet military control during the occupation.107


According to annex F of the Armistice, the Allied Control Commission sent a governing sub-committee made up of an officer assisted by 5-7 persons to the following towns108 (the order of priority was established on the basis of a confidential note dated 12 October 1944): 1) Braşov; 2) Iaşi; 3) Ploieşti; 4) Botoşani; 5) Buzău; 6) Piteşti; 7) Tecuci; 8) Roman; 9) Sibiu; 10) Focşani; 11)Arad; 12) Caracal; 13) Craiova; 14) Constanţa; 15) Sulina; 16) Tulcea; 17) Galaţi; 18) Brăila; 19) Cernavodă; 20) Olteniţa; 21) Giurgiu; 22) Zimnicea; 23) Turnu Măgurele; 24) Corabia; 25) Calafat; and 26) Turnu Severin. These sub-committees formed the administrative structures which supervised the Soviet occupation of Romanian territory.


The government in Moscow twice declared (on 3 April and 27 August 1944) that the Soviet Union did not intend to seize any part of Romanian territory (of course, the Soviets referred to the present-day territory of Romania as they maintained their claim to Bessarabia and Bucovina) or to change the existing social order in Romania. The official declarations asserted that the presence of Soviet troops in Romania was a consequence of military necessities and of the ongoing war;109 yet, contrary to the provisions of the Armistice, on 15 November 1944 the Allied Control Commission informed the Romanian General Staff that three Soviet divisions under the command of Marshal Rodion Malinovsky would be quartered in Romania and would be stationed as follows: one division in the Ploieşti area, another 20 kilometers west of Bucharest, and one division to occupy the towns of Arad, Deva, and Petroşani with a regiment assigned to each of them.110 The purpose of this deployment and the extent of the occupation were not explained in the note. This demand, followed by an order to the General Staff of the Romanian Air Force that the anti-aircraft and the aviation defense units stationed in Valea Prahovei should immediately evacuate the Ploieşti region,111 alarmed Romanian military and political authorities.


The situation became even more alarming when combat-ready Soviet divisions were deployed in the strategic zones of the country and the Romanian Government was ordered to reduce the size of the army112 stationed within the country, as well as the security police,113 to symbolic levels. Consequently, on 30 November 1944 Prime Minister General Constantin Sănătescu requested explanations from the Allied Control Commission, through General Vinogradov, for the violations of the Armistice concerning the transport and stationing of Soviet troops on Romanian territory. As no acceptable answer was received, the new prime minister, General Nicolae Rădescu, approached the Allied Control Commission on 9 December 1944 and demanded the eviction of Soviet troops from Romanian territory, since their presence was illegal and in violation of the provisions of the Armistice. Assuming a threatening tone, General Vinogradov replied to the Romanian Government on 12 December 1944 that the deployment of Soviet troops was based on article 3 of the Armistice and its corresponding appendix. Contrary to General Vinogradov’s claims, article 3 of the Armistice exposes the illegality of the Soviet occupation; it states that “The Government and the General Staff of Romania will provide advantageous conditions for Soviet and Allied troops to move freely on Romanian territory, in any direction, if the military situation requires it. The Government and the General Staff of Romania ensures all possible support for such a movement through their communication lines and at their expense, on land, on water, and in the air.”114 In direct and obvious violation of the agreement, the Allied Control Commission imposed conditions for the quartering of Soviet troops on Romanian territory on the Romanian General Staff.


The Romanian Government was powerless to resist for two reasons: first, as a result of the decimation of the army stationed in the country and its reduction to symbolic levels, Romania lacked the necessary military force, and, second, as a result of a skillful propaganda campaign waged from Moscow, the Soviet Union had a very favorable image in Western public opinion. As a result, Romanian yielded to the demands of the Allied Control Commission which were then followed by other such demands from the Soviets which Romania was also forced to accept.


The end of World War II and the cessation of hostilities eliminated, for all intents and purposes, the need for Russian troops to move freely on Romanian territory. Consequently, the Romanian Commission for the Application of the Armistice felt justified in attempting to end the military occupation and sought to reestablish, on legal bases, cooperation between the two armies and countries. The commission approached the Allied Control Commission on 2 June 1945 with this intention,115 but compliance with commitments assumed in international acts did not preoccupy the government in Moscow at the time. The Soviet Allied Control Commission in Romania was above Romanian and international laws and controlled Romanian territory without restrictions, although it was only supposed to supervise the enforcement of the Armistice.


Moreover, on 17 June 1945 the Soviet Allied Control Commission went so far as to order the Romanian General Staff to take the necessary measures for quartering even more Soviet troops in the following areas throughout the country: a) Oradea, Arad, Alba-Iulia, and Dej; b) Timişoara, Severin, Slatina, Caracal, and Deva; c) Giurgiu, Târgovişte, and Piteşti; and d) Braşov, Ploieşti, Bârlad, and Focşani.116 As previously, the purpose and the duration of the deployment were not specified, only that: “Romanian garrisons have to leave the area by 30 June.” The logistical structures which supplied food and equipment and provided for the other needs of the troops were ordered to hold their positions. Most of the troops came from the Second Ukrainian Front, but they also included some units from the Third Ukrainian Front, led by Marshal Feodor Tolbukhin, who had fought south of the Danube.


It is difficult to estimate the number of Soviet military personnel stationed in Romania from the end of the war until the signing of the Peace Treaty in 1947 because Soviet military authorities never offered this information to Romanian authorities. An estimate based on the average rations required by the Soviet High Command for food provisions indicates approximately 500,000 troops.117 The figure is not exact because demands were continually increasing and included soldiers only transiting Romanian territory. The largest part of these troops were concentrated in the west of the country and in the Prahova Valley. The Romanian Ministry of War urged territorial headquarters in these areas to “check if you are able to provide the necessary provisions for the Soviet troops or else we will have to face the possibility of starvation in the regions where these troops are located.”118


The end of this second stage of the military occupation and the beginning of the third, which would last until the summer of 1958,119 are marked by Romania’s efforts to prepare for its participation at the Peace Conference,120 with the hope that it would receive fair treatment from the victorious powers and the insurance of a proper juridical framework so that it could act as an independent sovereign state on the international scene. A country cannot be considered as truly independent as long as its territory is occupied by the troops of a foreign power.


Soviet troops, almost two years after the war was over, were still stationed on Romanian territory without concluding any previous agreement with the Romanian Government, a fact which undermined Romania’s status as an independent state. The maintenance of the occupying troops cost the Romanian state almost 40% of the total reparations costs required under the provisions of the Armistice.121 Thus, in Bucharest, great attention was paid to the preparation of the Peace Treaty in Paris. Owing to the efforts and sacrifices made during the campaign in the West, Romania was entitled to fair treatment as a subject, and not as an object of international relations. From this perspective, the Romanian Government paid great attention to the debates concerning article 21 in the draft of the Peace Treaty with Romania which specified the withdrawal of Allied forces from its territory within 90 days after the validation of the treaty. But Yalta worked faultlessly.122 The Soviet Union reserved the right to keep its armed forces on Romanian territory to ensure its lines of communication in Central Europe.123 This fact made the riders specified in the preamble to article 21 apply only to Anglo-


American troops stationed in Romania while exempting Soviet troops. Article 21 of the Peace Treaty, signed on 10 February 1947, read:


1.All the Allied forces will be withdrawn from Romania within 90 days after the validation of this treaty; the Soviet Union retains its right to keep on Romanian territory armed forces which it might use for the maintenance of the communication lines of the Soviet Army in the area occupied by the Soviets in Austria.


2.All Romanian divisions which were not used and all Romanian goods in the possession of the Allied Forces in Romania, obtained on the basis of article 10 of the Armistice, will be restored to the Romanian Government within the same period of 90 days.


3.However, Romania will provide supplies and advantageous conditions, which might be necessary, especially for the maintenance of the communication lines with the region occupied by the Soviets in Austria, and for which the Romanian Government will receive appropriate compensation.124


As a result, the presence of Soviet troops on Romanian territory was made legal. This is one aspect of Romania’s participation at the Peace Conference in Paris which has been insufficiently studied in Romanian historiography of World War II. Romania’s status as an occupied country became not only de facto, but also de jure, once the Peace Treaty had been signed.125


The Soviet need to maintain troops on Romanian territory had no real basis, because two out of the three communication lines which connected the Soviet Union and its Central European bases did not pass through Romanian territory and had the shortest length and the greatest capacity. The Lvov-Cracovia-Vienna route was 630 km long and with a capacity of 60 trains a day, the Stryj-Muncacevo-Budapest-Vienna route was 680 km long and had a capacity of 14 trains a day, while the Ungheni-Paşcani-Adjud-Oradea-Budapest-Vienna route was 1,350 km long and had a capacity of only 7 trains a day.126 It was only on 26 December 1948 that a convention between the Romanian Government and the Soviet Union was concluded regarding the stationing of Soviet troops in the country,127 according to which the Romanian side put at the disposal of the Red Army barracks, premises for those on duty, airports, marshaling fields, and transportation. This convention was followed by others which specified the amount of supplies, the means of transportation, and the payment of Soviet counsellors. The troops of the Red Army remained within Romanian borders until the summer of 1958 as an element of political pressure in the process of the Sovietization of Romania.
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