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Rezumat: Roménia pe agenda diplomatigi de planificare a Marii Britanii si SUA
pe parcursul celui de-al Doilea &boi Mondial (1940-1944)

Cel de-al Doilea Rzboi Mondial a fost probabil cel mai important eiraant care a
marcat lumea Tn secolul anteriordf: indoiali el a condus la o schimbare a felului Tn care
analizim gi interpretzm relaiile internaionale deoarece a adus in digieuun nou statut de
forzi la nivel global: superputerea. Taain timpul eizboiului a devenit evident faptut aoua
lume de la sfaitul conflictului va fi dominat de eitre S.U.Asi de citre Uniunea Sovietit
n ceea ce privgie subiectul de fa — Romaniasi relatiile ei cu Vestul, apropierea geografic
de Rusia aamas un factor determinant. Modul Tn care Marea &riie i partenerul ei
evident mai puternic, S.U.A., vedeau Roménia Tmopda tulbure a #zboiului era puternic
influerrat; de U.R.S.S. Acest adeva rdmas neschimbat in ciuda existeinunor elemente
care ar sugera contrariul. Britanicii, Tn mod spakiau Tnceput & considere Roméania ca un
potertial cAmp de lupt si nu au ignorat importata ei strategig atunci cand au declaat
procedurile de planificare postbedfic Aceast lucrare are ca scop analizarea locului ocupat
de eitre Romania n calculelei planurile aliate, mai ales cele care includeaumagine mai
larga care & cuprindi si Uniunea Sovieti.

Abstract: The Second World War was arguably the most impboegant that shaped
the world in the last century. Without a doubt #@rked a significant change in the way we see
and interpret international relations because ibhght into question a new word a status of
strength: the superpowers. Even during the war dtame apparent that the new world
emerging from the conflict will be dominated by th&.A and the Soviet Union. For the
subject at hand here — Romania and its relatiorth wie West at the time, Russian vicinity is
a very determining factor. The way Britain andligger partner, the U.S. viewed Romania
during those troubled years was unquestionablyretteby Russian influence. This fact
remained unchanged, even though there were sonmerte that may suggest otherwise.
Especially the British started to think of Romaaga future battlefield and didn’t ignore its
strategic importance when they started postwar plag procedures. This paper focuses on
the place occupied by Romania in the Allied plamg gredictions, especially in the bigger of
picture, which included the Soviet Union.
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Résumé:La Roumanie sur la diplomatique agenda et planifitan de la Grande-
Bretagne et les Etats-Unis pendant la Seconde Gaernondiale (1940-1944)

La Deuxieme Guerre mondiale a été sans doute Bémént le plus important qui a
faconné le monde dans le siécle dernier. Sans ddudemarqué un changement important
dans la fagon dont nous voyons et interprétonsdiegions internationales, parce qu'il met en
guestion un nouveau mot, un statut de force: lpsuissancesViéme pendant la guerre, il
est devenu évident que le nouveau monde en émerdence conflit sera dominée par les
Etats-Unis et I'Union soviétiqu@our le sujet en question - la Roumanie et segiogla avec
I'Occident, la proximité de Russie est un facteas déterminantLa facon dont la Grande-
Bretagne et les Etats-Unis vu la Roumanie, au cadgsces années troublées, a été
incontestablement altéré par l'influence rusSe.fait resté inchangé, bien qu'il y edt certains
éléments qui peuvent suggérer le contraiEn. particulier, le Royaume-Uni a commencé a
penser de la Roumanie comme un futur champ delleatBt ne pas ignorer son importance
stratégique quand ils ont commencé les procédueepldnification de I'aprés-guerreCe
document se concentre sur la place occupée par dam@nie dans cette plans et les
prévisions connexes, plans qui comprenaient I'Usiaviétique aussi.

Keywords postwar, diplomacy, strategic, Romania, Greatt&n, United States,
influence

INTRODUCTION

After the unexpected fall of France in the sumnfet®0, both London and
Washington were forced to change their policiesarding Eastern Europe, which
seemed likely to be the new sector where Germatlyfadus its attention. Indeed,
the rapid surrender of France changed many plagisidimg Stalin’s. The Soviet
dictator gambled on a prolonged conflict betweesa YMestern capitalist powers,
which would allow him the much needed time to build his armed forces. For
Romania, the fall of its most important ally waes# to a national disaster. The new
Romanian leader, General Antonescu had assumedrpafte the catastrophic
events in the summer of 1940, when Romania wa®dota give in to the U.S.S.R.,
Hungary and Bulgaria significant parts of its temy. Antonescu was first mentioned
as a potential candidate for power during theseesaggotiations with Bulgaria. The
Bulgarian foreign minister made it clear to the Airen diplomats that Antonescu
was tied to Germany and was expected to follow ithe near future. Consequently,
the American minister in Bucharest, Franklin Motur@her, transmitted similar
information regarding Antonescu’s trust relatiorishwhigh ranking Reich officials.
However, Gunther believed that the general wasakist if he put too much trust
into the German territorial guarantéed herefore, after the announcement of the

! The Minister in Romania (Gunther) to the Secretsirtate, Bucharest, November 1, 1940
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founding of the new national-legionary state andnRnoia’s adherence to the Axis, its
relations with the U.S. declined significantly. Thewill culminate with the
announcement of the state of war between the twentdes one year later.
Romania’s diplomatic relations with Britain follodea similar pattern, but with a
more dramatic curve towards open conflict. Undetoftescu Romania was forced to
take much more radical steps against Britain simcevas fighting a war with
Romania’s ally, Germany. They will climax with thgithdrawal of the British
mission in Romania. One important crisis occurredha end of September 1940,
soon after Antonescu assumed power. Britain acci®dania of kidnapping and
hurting British citizens under the claim they wesecrets agents. British foreign
Minister, Lord Halifax, protested vehemently agaitiese abuses and warned Radu
Florescu, the Romanian charge in London, thatdé¢hacts of abuse continued, the
British Government will have to assume they are enadth the approval of the
Romanian government

A CHANGE IN PERSPECTIVE

Until the launch ofOperation Barbarossa- the invasion of the Soviet Union
by Germany and its allies, Romania’s relations wligh U.S. and Britain were almost
on the same coordinates. During a statement bpéleeetary of State, Cordell Hull,
before the Committee on Foreign Affairs from theuble of Representatives on
January 15, 1941, the American official made ameswof his country’s diplomatic
efforts to avert war in the last couple of yeare $lpported.end-Leaseas an
integrant part of American security policy and fetmore, he made a presentation of
Germany and ltaly aggressive acts that had leadaro What is more significant,
Hull made some remarks on Romania:

“[...] The period of the war has witnessed the ingasand occupation of
Denmark, Norway, Holland, Belgium, and Luxembur@) violation of the
scrupulously observed neutrality of these countsied in contravention, in the cases
of some of these countries, of assurances exprgs®ly by Germany of her intention
to respect their independence and sovereigntyinifasion and partial occupation of
France; the splitting up of Rumania and the Germecupation of the remaining
portion of that country [...J.

in Foreign relations of the United States diplomatapers(further will be quotedcFRUS
1940, vol. I, Washington, U.S. Government Printdf§ice, 1940, p. 525.

2 Gheorghe BuzafuRomaniasi Marile Puteri: 1939-19477Romaniaand theGreat Powers:
1939-1947], Bucharest, Editura Enciclopedi2003, p. 334.

3 Statement by the Secretary of State Before the @teanon Foreign Affairs, House of
Reprezentatives, January 15, 1944 Peace and War: United States Foreign Policy,
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If we take into account the reports sent by the Aca@ mission in Bucharest
we can safely assume that, as far as the Deparoh&tate was concerned, Romania
was now clearly in the German sphere of influentlis was proven by her
adherence to the Axis, as well as by the entrah@seoman occupying forces into the
country. Gunther informed Washington that Romarge we gotiating with Germany
and ltaly for military assistance and training, ahdt meant the presence of Axis
(German) forces in Romania. Rumours begin to cteuin the diplomatic circles that
German air and land instructors were entering RaananOctober 1940. They were
housed around Bucharest and some other strategfs:ar

“[...] the Rumanian General Staff and the German tshji Attaché state
categorically that no German troops or equipmenthentered Rumania. The latter
adds however that negotiations between the Rumarn@erman and Italian
Governments with a view to supplying Rumania witbtiuctors and training cadres
have been going on for some time and will probdidysuccessfully concluded at an
early date [...]%

As for Britain, Prime Minister Winston Churchill dlinot hesitate to announce
his opinion that Romania was clearly on German,s¢en before it had adhered to
the Axis. In a message to the Chancellor of thehEBqaer, he makes clear that he
intends to take punitive actions against Romania:

“Now that the Roumanian Government is helping thelues to the property of
British subjects, ought we not show the Roumanifas we shall use their frozen
fund to compensate our people? | understand thaitatix weeks ago you blocked
Roumanian assets in London. We have been treatedstyl by these people”There
were however some other British opinions on Romamigginating mainly from the
Foreign Office. They tended to analyze Romaniat®as in the context of the much
larger picture of Eastern Europe. For British iatds Turkey played a significant
role. But the Empire’s resources were dwindling &ty options were limited,
especially the military ones. Also, British prestigyas at its lowest after Dunquerque.
There was the ever growing prospect of Turkeyrglinto the arms of Germany, as
did Romania in response to Soviet pressure. ThiderBitain examine her options in
Eastern Europe in the early months of 1941. Theppriblished a series of articles
about Romania’s departure from tBalkan Ententeand the dangers this move
presented for the security of Turkey and consedpehe Suez chanrel The

1931-1941(further will be quoted Peace and War), DepartnefnState, United States
Government Printing Office, Washington, 1943, 5.61

* FRUS 1940, vol. |, p. 519.

® Winston Churchill, The Second World Wawol. I, Their finest hour Boston, Houghton
Mifflin, 1985, p. 574.

® Nicholas TamkinBritain, Turkey, and the Soviet Union, 1940-45:a8tgy, Diplomacy and
Intelligence in the Eastern Mediterranedmondra, Palgrave MacMillan, 2009, p. 33.
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entrance of German troops into Romania was alsaraing sign for London. Britain
followed the standard policy in this case and dedahat Romania was an occupied
country. Hoare protested repeatedly against thesmsey violation of Romania’s
neutrality and reported back to London the alarrmagbers of German soldiers in
the country. Considering this act as an obstruationormal diplomatic activity in a
neutral country, Hoare obtained permission fromRbesign Office to severe British
relations with Romania. The British legation mouedistanbul, but Hoare himself
stayed in Bucharest a little longer. He conveyethwnajor Ratay, the American
military attaché, and both of them concluded tharr@an forces in Romania
exceeded earlier numbers. Ratay even suggestedlthast 10.000 German soldiers
were entering Romania every day, which made tla @érman forces about 15 to 20
divisions stron§

After that the Romanian government, at the requésGermany, restricted
British and American diplomatic travels in the coyrand had their legacies under
constant watch. Romanian citizens who were meetitg American or British
diplomats were under surveillance. This made Hoale Antonescu that “his
Majesty’s Government decided to recall him” becatibe Germans were using
Romania as a military badeBritish interests in Romania would be represertgd
the American embassy. Romania retaliated to thiwmby withdrawing the Viorel
Tilea led mission in London on February 23 1941mRaia also cancelled all of its
oil shipments to Turkey, since they were sold titaBr’.

The Foreign Office and C.0.S.-the British ChiefsStéff, both misinterpreted
the build-up of German military forces in Romarni#e arrival of Wehrmacht troops
in Romania, which continued throughout the wintérl®40, was considered to be
based on Germany’s desire to have a strong prese tioe area. British analysts also
thought that these forces were meant to allow Geyrfeverage in the eventuality of
talks with Turkey®. Even Churchill clearly states in his memoirs finathe autumn of
1940 London didn't have a clear picture of the Rallarea. British secret services
could only detect a significant German build-up fins regiod’. Germany’s
objectives, that is, her next target, could noidestified at that time. Coincidentally,
Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Secretary madgiiak working trip in the region
at that time. This gave Adolf Hitler a reason faupe and a pretext for invading
Greece in the spring of 1941. The entire Britisplaiatically construction in the
Balkan area collapsed after that, although it f& $a say London didn't have great

" Gheorghe Buzatap.cit, p. 65.

8 Ibidem

® Dennis DeletantHitler’s forgotten ally: lon Antonescu and his rem, Romania 1940—44
New York, Palgrave MacMillan, 2006, p. 75.

9 Nicholas Tamkinpp.cit, p. 34.

" Winston Churchill The Second World Wavol. II, p. 524.
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expectation to begin with; it all came down to taily strength and Britain didn'’t
have resources except those committed in Greecthowgh Under-Secretary
Alexander Cadogan had expressed doubts that Yugaslad Greece would put up a
fight™?, they actually opposed Hitler with arms, everifb avail.

The concentration of German forces and equipme®dmania was also the
focus of several diplomatic telegrams sent backMashington by the American
legation in Bucharest. Gunther made a very accasgessment about the numbers of
German soldiers in the country — roughly about @00. Yet, much like his British
counterparts, he didn't see any long term goal@ermany’s presence in Romania.
He thought that the German policy was “purely oppaist, preventive and
mandatory”. He added that “Germany just wishes t® fwepared for all
contingencies”. The similarity between his point wiew and those of British
diplomats is striking:

“[...] the great bulk of the German troops at bothgas have been sent —
possibly amounting to over 25,000 — have been seumth to Giurgiu, Oltenita and
other bridgeheads on the Danube where they facgaBal with pontoon and bridge
equipment [...] It would therefore seem full pressisrenobilized to impress Filoft
during his Vienna visit [...] Yugoslavia and Bulgaase, however, in for a period of
peaceful bullying and | wonder whether it is nangi for a few words of direct
encouragement. This however, to be effective shdudd backed with British
assurance of real aitf”

So although the Department of State was well infdnof Romania’s
increasing diplomatic isolation and of the Germamngiration in the region,
Gunther's efforts were rebuked by Washington. Hisatusions were irrefutable —
the new Romanian Prime-Minister, lon Gigurtu witer Romania towards Germany
and the Axis; as for the Foreign Office, even affiddocuments speak of the absence
of any other choice for Romania given that Germaomyinated Europe in the autumn
of 1940:

“When called upon to form a government in Septeni®2l0, Antonescu made
the King's abdication a condition, and having seduthat, faced the task of
governing the country in the face of a German memd®ccupation with the people
incensed at the loss of territory, with the newdaonly 18 years of age, and with the
Iron Guard ready and anxious to make trouble ...egards the German occupation,
the only question was whether this should take epladth or without consent.
Although Antonescu had always been pro-British ymgathy, he decided that it
would be better for the country not to be occuddydan openly hostile force. His

12 Keith Neilson, T.G. OtteThe permanent under-secretary for foreign affair854—1946
New York, Routledge, 2009, p. 251.

13 president of the Bulgarian Council of Ministers.

“FRUS 1941, vol. I, p. 273.
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decision has been severely criticized, but in vadwhe impossibility of obtaining
help from the Allies, it is hard to see what elgecbuld have don&”.

This alignment of Romania with Germany’s new ordar Europe was
therefore, understood up to a point by Britain Bpdhe U.S. At the same time event
were on the rise again in Eastern Europe with tilerdty at their centre stage. His
decision to attack the Soviet UnidBperation Barbarossaaltered the course of the
war, and brought Romania furthermore under the esafp/NVashington and London
based analysts. The main reason for it was thatsRR@was the largest contributor to
the German war effort among her satellite alliestoAescu was the only allied leader
warned by Hitler of the impending onslaught unleasbn the Soviets.

At that point, the U.S. Minister in Bucharest wagalved in a massive analysis
for the Department of State and for the Presidettt thhe aim of ,clearing the fog”
around the German military presence in Romaniaak clear that, since the German
build-up of forces exceeded the needs of the cagnpiai the Balkans, Berlin had
further goals in the area. Gunther made some gredsc about the developments
which we feel were interesting:

J---] Inasmuch as war between Germany and Russiéeing increasingly
discussed in this part of the world | have endesetio analyze from this angle the
chances for and against such a conflict [...] Russidaily getting stronger military
and economically and according to some good myliinion will be fairly well
organized in 2 years [...] There is at work adpogssure from General Antonescu and
his Government to the end that Hitler should natyptecond fiddle to Stalin in
Russian occupied Rumania or condone the lattersiraoed threats to the mouth of
the Danube [...] It would seem that the balance ififavour of an early war between
Germany and Russia [.f’

Even after June 22 1941 Gunther had intensifiedwhigking meetings with
contacts in the Romanian government, despite ttiettiat the U.S. had arranged war
shipments for the Soviets. During his discussioith Wihai Antonescu, the new
Romanian Foreign Minister, and with general Ant@uessunther was able to form a
clearer picture of the front for his superiors ira8Mington. He did promise to M.
Antonescu that the Romanian point of view wouldi@e known to the Department
of State and vice verSa Gunther made significant efforts to change Anasic
perception that Romania was an occupied countrig Was even more pressing since

PRO, FO 371/37379, document R511@ June 194Foreign Office Research Department
Handbook, Constitution and Politics of Romani&0 April 1943, Foreign and Press
Service, Balliol College, OxfordRoyal Institute of International Affairsdirected by
Arnold Toynbee, pp. 3—4pudDennis Deletanpp.cit., p. 56.

®FRUS 1941, vol. I, pp. 129-130.

¥ Gheorghe Buzatap.cit, p. 337.
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the U.S. had decided to freeze all Romanian assbish made the Romanian charge
in Washington to say that America was no longetrain the wat®.

The invasion of the Soviet Union was a pivotal éven the way U.S.A. and
Britain regarded Romania, now involved military as ally of Germany in war.
Churchill had warned in London in a radio cast ebrieary 9 1941 that Germany had
major interests in the Black Sea region now théad managed to occupy Romania
and Hungary. British and American interest for Eastern Eurdpek a sharp
increase after June 22 1941, when the Romanian Aeiped liberate Bessarabia and
northern Bukovina. British press noted throuigte Timeghat Romanians supported
the campaign against the Soviet Union, althougtatlence with Germany was more
of a necessary el From his post in the capital of Romania, Guntimade similar
remarks as he remembered a discussion with gefsetahescu:

“[...] Nevertheless, it has always been my impressiane which has recently
been confirmed by the General's pro-German as agehis anti-British feelings are
not dictated b sentiment but solely by what he wmred to be national interests and
date from Russia’s incursion into Rumania and tiapse of France [...f".

The Romanian government however made significdortefto persuade both
Britain and U.S.A. that its participation in the magainst the Soviets was the just
thing to do. Trough discussions with opposition rbers — Iuliu Maniu in particular
— Gunther was able to understand and relay bacle hbendifficult position in which
Romania found itself. Alexandru Cretzianu noteg that the American minister “did
everything humanly possible to achieve some meast@iranderstanding so that
America would not think of us as German partn@rsGunther pressed further by
asking the Department of State to issue a statemmemthich it would express
sympathy for the war of freedom these small statéomania and Finland — were
forced to fight against the U.S.S.R. He noted bisav that the Romanian people
thought America was on the side of the Soviets.tRat same reason he believed it
was necessary that the U.S. clarify its positigarding this conflict.

On July 25 1941, the Department of State declinedti@®r's requests and
reminded him of Undersecretary Summer Well's statgna day after Germany
attacked Russia. In it was the only position th&.l§overnment would take for the
time being. America’s view of the war in Europe wesll detailed:

“[...] But the immediate issue that presents itselthe people of the United
States is whether the plan for universal conqudessthe cruel and brutal enslavement

8 |bidem

19 Alexandru Cretzian)cazia pierdut [Missed Occasion], i Institutul European, 1998, p. 87.
2 Dennis Deletanpp.cit, p. 83.

ZFRUS 1941, vol. I, p. 291.

2 plexandru Cretzianwp.cit, p. 91.

% |bidem



Romania on the diplomatic and planning agenda of Btain and U.S.A. 295

of all peoples, and for the ultimate destructiontled remaining free democracies,
which Hitler is now desperately trying to carry oi#t to be successfully halted and
defeated [...] the opinion of this Government, comssly, any defence against
Hitlerism, any rallying of the forces opposing Hilsm, from whatever source these
forces may spring, will hasten the eventual dowrdélthe present German leaders,
and will therefore redound to the benefit of ourrodefence and security. Hitler's
armies are today the chief dangers of the AmerféalShfortunately for the future of
mutual relations, this meant that the Departmen&iaite remained rigid regarding
Romania. Still, the Americans were willing to waibme time before taking more
drastic measures. There is proof for that in thet fdoat the U.S. didn’t reply
immediately to Romania’s declaration of war. Instélaere was hope in Washington
that ignoring this declaration will not inflate tis@uation and will allow time for the
opposition in Bucharest to remove Romania from £hés. For the moment the
Department of State choose to maintain relatiorts arre significantly, promised
via Gunther that if the American government shatldome point consider important
to change its position, it would take into considiem Romania and Finlafid

One important person that worked to ensure Romandathe Saxon powers
are maintaining close relations was Mihai Antonedde Foreign Minister was keen
American and British officials know the Romaniamlesiof the story concerning
military operations against the Soviet Union. Imméely after Romanian troops
liberated Bessarabia and proceeded to the sieQel@$sa, he sent instructions so that
the Romanian legation in Washington could explaithwlarity the objectives that
Romania pursues beyond the Dniester. At that timwas understood that it would
limit its participation at a defensive posture game banks of that rivét The
Department of State was to be informed that Ron®oialy goal in the war was the
retrieval of the robbed territories in 1940. Angumsion beyond the river was purely
military motivated’. Here was an attempt by the Romanian governmecbheince
America that crossing the Dniester was a militaggision and was no based on any
desire of territorial expansion.

On the 1' of July 1941, luliu Maniu, head of National PeasaRarty, had a
talk with Gunther. The Romanian politician exprekses concerns over the crossing
of the Dniester and informed the American diplothett he had asked Antonescu to
withdraw the troops back to the river, even thohghwasn't sure Hitler would allow
such a daring move. For Gunther though the maineiswas the diminishing
sympathy of the Romanian people for American amdBfitain. The cause of this, he

4 Statement by the Acting Secretary of State (Wedles)Press Conferenciinie 23, 1941, in
Peace and Wampp. 683-684.

% Alexandru Cretzianwp.cit, p. 91.

% |bidem p. 92.

" Dennis Deletanpp.cit, p. 86.
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felt, was the unwavering support these countried $laown to the cause of the
Soviets, with which Romania was at war. Most of R@manians were hoping for an
Allied victory, but not a Soviet one. It was purmglifor them as to why the U.S. was
backing the U.S.S.R. and there was cause for comad®ut the treatment in store for
Romania at the future peace conferéhce

We can conclude that even though the official pasithe U.S. and British
governments was quite reserved on the matter ofaR@is participation on the war
with the Soviet Union, the media from these coestiihad already labelled Romania
as an enemy state. The Romanian politicians mapgfisant efforts to prevent this,
but to no avail. For the U.S. in particular, thetfahat Romania had given in to
Germany’s demands so easily, with no fight, wasla tell sign and made quite a
terrible impression for the common American, espi§civhen Finland or Yugoslavia
tried heroically to stave the German onsladgyht

The German attack of the U.S.S.R. had the immedeiiget of alleviating the
position of Britain in the war. At a time when timlitary situation seemed desperate,
the news from Russia was welcomed at London. $ti, attack came as a surprise
for Britain, as for the entire world. Even thougtitBh intelligence was aware of the
sconcentration of important German forces in Eastéurope”, an attack on Russia
was ,too good to be trueé®. From conversations at the Foreign Office and themA
we know that all of these institutions harbouredasural distrust of Russia’s goals
and plans. The Chiefs of Staff noted that the besatse of action was to avoid any
official understanding with the Soviet Union redaglterritorial changes until after
the conclusion of the wir Yet almost immediately after the German attack,
Churchill open a channel of communication with tBeviet dictator, Josef Stalin,
which would go on for the whole war. It was necegsa harmonize the relations and
put together the military plans if Nazi Germany wasbe defeated. Through this
personal channel of communication Stalin made hignpr aware that the Soviet
Union desired a clarification of both partnersentions in the war. In his telegram on
September 3 1941 Stalin clearly states that thanbal of forces on the front was
broken because Germany had aid from Romania. Beaafuthis the U.S.S.R. was
forced to evacuate Western UkralheConsequently, to the increasing demands of

BERUS 1941, vol. I, p. 322.

% Dennis Deletanpp.cit, p. 84.

% 'Wwinston Churchill The Second World Wavol. IIl, p. 317.

31 Geoffrey WarnerFrom ally to enemy: Britain's relation with the $etvUnion, 1941-1948
in Michael Dockkrill, Brian McKercher (eds.piplomacy and world power: studies in
British foreign policy, 1890 — 1950lew York, Cambridge University Press, 1996, [2.22

%2 personal message from Premier Stalin to the Prinigigter, Mr. Churchill 3 septembrie
1941, inCorrespondence between the Chairman of the Cowhddinisters of the USSR
and the Presidents of the USA and the Prime Mirdsté Great Britain durin the Great
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materials and war equipment he soon added thei@aklirequest that Britain and the
Soviet Union should reach and arrangement regar@ingorial clausesluring the
war, as opposed to after it. He also wanted that Briteould immediately declare
war on Romania and Finland. As Churchill notesisndneat book, this requests mark
one of the toughest chapter in British-Soviet negjoins during the war.

The fate of Romania in the context of British-Sovadks (soon the U.S. would
join them too) rested on Moscow's ability to coraénits partners of the necessity to
declare war on Germany’s minor partners. Britishd admerican plans and
projections had to navigate Stalin’s increasinglgger plans for Eastern Europe.
London and Washington had to find a way to balaheeSoviet Union’s fair desire
for security and the fears that it may overrun thbole region. During these
negotiations, Romania played a central part. Asl1®d4s closing, Soviet Russia’s
pressure on its partners increased dramaticallyasdtwo folded: the recognition of
the borders as they stood in 1940, and the deidarat war on Romania. Those were
Stalin’s main concerns regarding Romania.

THE SOVIET FACTOR BECOMES DOMINANT

Until August 3 1941 Romania benefited from U.S. &@itish sympathy. Its
struggle with the Soviets was seen as a just fgtike back its territories. Romanian
diplomacy managed on some levels to present tisgipo with moderate success.
Hull had shown sympathy towards the retrieval ofsd&aabia and Northern
Bukovina. As for Churchill, he had clearly statdattthe annexations of 1940 were
made by force. Britain could not applaud Romani@aitribution on the Nazi war
effort, but it would not condemn it either. Afteugust 3 however, the situation was
modified. The Foreign Office protested immediatelffer Romanian troops had
passed the Dniester. The Romanian Army was comuyctiilitary operations deep
into Soviet territory and Britain had no choice butriticize this act. Because of this
and of increasing Russian pressure, Britain begdatk down on its issue of the war
declaratior?®.

When the British and the American missions leadLbyd Beaverbrook and
Averell Harriman respectively, began talks with tBeviets, Stalin showed his
interest for a declaration of common goals in trer.wHe did not believe that the
Atlantic Charterheld all that Britain and America hoped to achiever the U.S.S.R.
the Charter was vague and didn’t touch importabjestis such as war reparations.
Beaverbrook even had the feeling that Stalin wantedturn the war-limited
agreement into a full-fledged alliance that wouddisfy the long-term objectives of
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both Soviet Russia and Great BritdinVhat Stalin basically wanted was: 1) Britain
to declare war on Finland and Romania; 2) the neitiog of the borders prior to June
22 1941 - that meant that the Baltic States, Babsar Eastern Poland would be
given back to the U.S.S.R. Without these concesdiencould not see a future for the
alliance against Germany. Over the coming montbglemands became increasingly
fervent and he even went so far as to say thabwitthem there could be no mutual
trust between the Soviet Union and Britain. In hiessage for the British Prime-
Minister on the 8 of November, Stalin noted that the Soviet demansits somehow
reached the press and claimed that this could bd tts weaken the Russian-British
relations in the futur8 For the moment however, Churchill wasn't preparede
forced in this matter. He believed that a war detian would just silence those
voices in Romania and Finland that opposed thewidlr Russia. In this matter he
and the Americans were seeing “eye to eye”. Stidl, announced that, if these
countries would not stop the support they are givia the Nazi war effort by
December 7, he would have to make the final stepemflaring the state of war.
Furthermore, he would send Anthony Eden to Mosamwliscuss these issues with
Stalin. For territorial matter however, the Britighvernment was quite clear: they
would not be discussed until Soviet Russia, Graé@tiB and the U.S.A. would sit
together at the “conference table as equal parinére struggle against Nazisth”

Thus Antony Eden travelled to the Soviet capitaivinced that his task was
quite difficult. His prerogatives were limited arfte was to sign no treaty that
included territorial clauses. Yet he personallyidwadd that a soviet victory in the war,
as unlikely as it seemed at that time, would matairBwant to impose his own
borders in Eastern Europe. For that reason hed@xhmmended to the War Cabined
to reach a full agreement with the Soviets as easlypossible so as to use it to
limit communist expansion after the war. He wouldenly say a few months
after, in February of 1942, that any German defiedabat year could only happen
on the Eastern front; Britain, even with the helptle Americans, could not
mount any significant invasion of Europe duringtth842. So any victory would
be “strictly soviet”, with all of “its implications It was of the highest importance
to “solve the differences and to sign a long-tealdvith the Russians”. That did
not mean that Eden ignored his suspicions aboutSthdet Union however. He
simply thought that such a deal would “eliminatesBian pretexts, which are
quite numerous at the momett”
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Despite Churchill’s hesitation in the matter, Edesas convinced of the
necessity of this step so in the following weekswarked to convince the other
Cabinet members. Unexpectedly however, the Soiieteased their demands. They
required that after the war Romania and Finland ldvaign a secret protocol that
enabled the Red Army to build military bases orrttagritories. Officially this would
be backed by a treaty of mutual friendship and eoaton. Even Oliver Harvey, who
worked with Cadogan at the Secretary of the For€@lffite, and who was an ardent
believer in the cooperation with the Soviets, omabshis latest demand. When
Molotov arrived the next spring in London to sidw ttreaty, Harvey will state that
such a demand would mean in practice handing tloosmtries to Moscow. He
recalled that the Baltic States suffered a siniitde after signing such treaties in
1940®. But the real opponent was Cadogan. As his callea@rme Sargeant, he
wanted to build a common front with Turkey and Raidegether, Britain acting as a
mediator. Unlike the British ambassador in RusS§ia, Stafford Cripps, Cadogan
wasn't too sympathetic towards Russian needs atedests however. He saw the
Balkan area as just secondary theatre where Beiggnts would create problems and
distractions for the Germans. If there were wamwkeh Britain and these countries,
those agents would have a hard time accomplishieig task&’. In this matter he had
the support of Churchill. They both wanted to detlag territorial issue until the end,
unlike Eden, who as Cadogan said, “was ready twtlall principles to the wind”,
which would upset the Americafis On the other hand, Churchill did not want to
alienate the Soviets. The fear that Stalin woulph si separate peace treaty with Hitler
stayed with him for years.

Yet the British Prime-Minister had other concerms les mind at that time;
during the crucial week of 20-27 of December 19%dré¢ was the final attempt on
behalf of the American government to find a pealceggolution on its conflict with
Japan. These last propositions were quite hardGindchill was aware that Japan
was likely to reject them. We have no real evidetaceupport that Churchill openly
said that war as imminent, but he must have thoil.gHe could suspect that America
would join the war on Nazi Germany and that wouysdre him of any commitment
with the Soviets. This is one reason why the dalaye talks with Stalin and he
carefully avoided any agreement. Eden’s instrustidor the Moscow trip were
handed to him only on December 4 1941 and Churelal careful to say to the
American ambassador, Winant, that Eden’s only ek to discuss common plans in
the war. Eden had no prerogatives to sign anytdeial treaty and he would have to
convince Stalin to uphold the Atlantic Charter atisdprinciples. The only discussion
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on the future of Europe he was authorized to camg that of disarming Germany
and the possibility that small states would foraeiations”.

By the time Eden had his first round of negotiagiavith Stalin and Molotov
on December 16 1941, the global situation was vewgh different; the German
offensive on Moscow had been halted and the Japaattsck on Pearl Harbor meant
that Germany had to face the might of the U.S.Athm near future. As so, even
though Eden had to give the soviets the bad newstdbe suspending of shipments
in the near future, Stalin had his own concernsnétsded to get the British to sign an
alliance with clear territorial clauses and he makd very soon before the American
contribution to the war effort would outweigh hiBut Eden was unmovable; he
wouldn't sign the proposed document and all theisbée had to offer was the
postponement of territorial talks until the endtwd conflict with the Axi&.

On his side, Churchill did discuss these eventsh wiimerican president,
Franklin Roosevelt, during th&rcadia Conferencein January 1942. Both agreed
that territorial discussions would nullify the Ctexrand its moral standards; the U.S.
media would strongly oppose*it Yet some members of the British Cabinet were
making strong demands for the appeasement of thietSoHalifax, now the British
ambassador in the U.S. discussed this with Sumnedie®8/soon after taking office.
All that he obtained was the promise that the Apo@riambassador in Moscow,
William H. Standley, would open negotiations witietSoviet Union. Personally,
Roosevelt was convinced that Stalin didn't trugt British because they “didn'’t live
up to their promisé§ he was sure he could appease the Soviets witfioing in on
the issue of territorial discussions.

On the British side however Churchill was beginniadose the battle with the
Foreign Office. The War Cabinet members as well ewepnvinced that the
cooperation, both during and after the war, betw&eitain and Soviet Russia
depended on the issue of mutual trust and secdrtgy recommended reaching a
compromise on the issue of the borders. If notleast agree the idea of Soviet
military bases in Finland and RomatiaEventually Britain would agree to an
alliance treaty that recognized the Soviet bordékune 22 1941, with the exception
of the one with Polarfd
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As for the war declaration, the matter was resolwétth significant speed.
Earlier that year Britain had issued an ultimatoerkinland, Hungary and Romania to
withdraw their troops and support for the Wehrmadttthe case of Romania, the
document was sent through the American Ministemt@Ger, since Britain had broken
relations. Romania did not respond in time andhgoféllowing message was issued
by the Foreign Office on thé"éf December 1941:

“On 29 November, His Majesty’s Government in theteih Kingdom sent the
Romanian Government through the US minister a ngesaacording to which if, by
5 December, the Romanian Government did not cediarynoperations and did not
withdraw effectively from any active participatiomthe hostilities against the USSR,
His Majesty’s Government would have no option thameclare the existence of a
state of war between the two countries. Since tbendhian Government has not
responded to this message and since, accordingetinformation available to His
Majesty’s Government there is no indication tha Romanian Government intends
to accept the conditions mentioned above, a stateapwill exist between the two
countries from 12.01 Greenwich Mean Time on 7 Ddustfi.

Romanian-American diplomatic relations seemed tlovioa similar direction
with the one exception: the U.S. did not declare wamediately. Between June 22
1941-2% of June 1942 Gunther tried to play a significaokerin the Romanian
political life despite the fact that his positiomsvrapidly deteriorating. He maintained
contacts with opposition leaders, especially IWManiu. But, as a further proof that
Washington was contemplating more decisive actitws,was soon instructed to
gather information on Romanian oil equipment, whiebuld be sent to Lond6h
The U.S. was subordinating relations with Romampiatlie more important issue:
helping the British war effort.

In the first half of 1942 Romania had to engage ertboops on the Eastern
Front. Germany had suffered huge losses in theiqarswvinter at Moscow and the
Russian counteroffensive even threatened to tedirid apart. As a consequence, for
the next offensive in the summer on 1942 the Gertdagh Command (O.K.H.)
required the participation of greater allied forc@hat was especially true in the
south, where the main thrust would take place.tRerattack on Stalingrad and the
Caucasus Germany demanded the commitment of numdomanian divisiofd
By the time the American field agents and diplomdesitified these new Romanian
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forces Romania had taken the step of declaring epam alongside of Hungary in
December 1942. It was a decision taken becausectdasing German pressure, of
course. Marshall Antonescu did not consider the @rSenemy; when the American
charge, Webb Benton came to say goodbye to hisdridihai Antonescu, the
Romanian Foreign Minister made a remarkable statetmg saying that “Romania
will commit no aggression against the United Stafe3he American response didn't
arrive immediately. The U.S. would declare war ammania and the other German
minor allies on the™ of June 1942.

ROMANIA AND THE LOCATION THE “SECOND FRONT”

Relations in the Allied camp were even from theebrfected in some way or
another by the issue of the “second front". Theaid@as to support the Red Army by
opening a second front against the Germans, butewaad when? It had to be
somewhere in Western Europe, of course and itdvae an amphibious operation. In the
beginning it seemed that there was a chance fonmanon position between American
and British planers. At least as 1942 was conceliheehs imperative to draw German
forces away from Russia, especially, after in tpeng, their offensive was picking
momentum. At that time, and this is true for 1943 veell, Stalin didn't have any
preferences; Any landing would suit him just firelang as it accomplished the goal of
forcing the Germans to relocate some of their dings away from the Eastern Front.
Roosevelt proved to be a fervent supporter fonditey as soon as possible to avoid the
unsettling prospect of a separate German-soviateptraaty. America had to make a
move in 1942 to claim participation at the peac&fe@nce since at that time Britain and
particularly Soviet Russia were carrying the waitfie Allies. The first real talk about the
second front took place with Molotov, during hisiviin Washington in May 1942.
Roosevelt took the opportunity to assure the Sdwieign Deputy that he intends to
open a second front later that year. More so,drctimmon statement it is specified that
the operation will be directed against Europe, dbengh the President was aware that
the British side wanted to invade Axis North Affita

In fact for the first two year of cooperation, thHeS. War Department officials
insisted on their British counterparts for an eatityck against “fortress Europe”. For
the American side the Soviets were bearing thetlwtithe German war machine and
they had to be helped soon or else Stalin woulditaalpeace with Hitler. So in 1942-
1943 American planning services emphasized the meeslipport the Soviet war
effort and the main way of doing that was to crties English Channel as soon as
possiblé®. But the British side had its own plans and frdm beginning we have the
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so-called “the Great Strategic Debate”: the C.GCmbined Chiefs of State) was
witness to some strong arguments about where anah tehattack the Germans. The
British, Churchill most of all, wanted a flexibl@groach and an offensive against the
enemy’s weakest link — Iltaly and the Mediterraneand then the Balkans. The
American Chiefs of Staff, with George Marshall heit lead, supported a crushing
blow in Northern France as soon as possible. Air thery first meeting in
Washington in the winter of 1941, Churchill scor@a important victory over his
friend, Roosevelt: in the common statement of tleeting we find the location of the
next Allied target, North Africa:

“[...] In 1942, the methods of wearing down Germarmgsistance will beJ...]
ever increasing air bombardment by British and Acaar forces [...] assistance to
Russia’s offensive by all available means [...] (apkrations) the main object (of
which) will be gaining possession of the whole Mern African coast [...] It does
not seem likely that in 1942 any large scale lafidnsive against Germany, except
on the Russian front, will be possible [...] (but)li843, the way may be clear for a
return to the continent across the Mediterraneam fTurkey into the Balkans, or by
landings in Western Europe [..°f’

The fact that Churchill managed to squeeze in thikdhs as a potential new
front for the Allies was an important accomplishtmian him. This proved that, at least
in the beginning, the British had the upper hanthis dispute thanks to their superior
logistics and their greater experience. Later omwewer, this would change
dramatically. Still, for the moment Roosevelt didgive up on the idea of helping
Soviet Russia by means of a direct attack on ‘#sgrEurope” that same year. Through
two long telegrams to Churchill on March 7 and 9drenulated his strategy:

“[...]  am becoming more and more interested indeablishment of this new
front this summer, certainly for air and raids [.Ahd even if though losses will
doubtless be great, such losses will be compenbgtatileast equal German losses and
by compelling (the) Germans to divert large foregall kinds from Russian fronts”

Churchill resisted these advances and there wemlligal landings in France
in 1942. But there was a moderate success in Bugisil although the Axis forces
there would be removed only after 6 months, ingpgng on 1943, this meant that
the Allied airpower could now hit ltaly and Centilirope. But even as the German
forces were still in Tunisia, in December 1942 diwpute was reheated. General Alan
Brooke insisted that the Allies should continue tbha “Mediterranean” path and
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should attack Italy in the summer. He thought thet conditions for an invasion of
France were not met. It was necessary that the &erauffer a series of crippling
blows to soften their potential. On the other hdtaly was vulnerable, both military
and politically. A bombing campaign would sap iterale and a beachhead there
would bring Allied bombers in range of Ploiesti, avé the Axis oil reserves rested.
Furthermore, with Italy eliminated, the Allies cdukttack the shipments in the
Aegean and cut Germany’s chrome supplies from Tdtke

After the defeat and the expulsion of the Axis &xdn Northern Africa, the
third Washington Conference, codenamedent was held. The same Brooke
continued to plea for taking the offensive intoilgiand then mainland Italy. Beyond
the obvious gains — taking Italy out of the warsttourse of action would enable the
now huge Allied Air Force to engage Romanian oifgéds with increased
efficiencySG. Trident which started on May 11 1943, masked for somee ttimre
decreasing influence the British had on Allied effaThe decision was made to
continue down the path wanted by Churchill and di&ff: the next Allied target
would be ltaly. It seemed at first that this wasnajor British success Yet again
they managed to convince their partners of thengsst of their reasoning. At a closer
look we can see this was not the case; the whdidoadh Africa was indeed in Allied
hands. This meant increased security for the shippi the Atlantic and the losses
during May 1943 were just 5% compared to March thate year. Overall the
strategic initiative was firmly in Allied possesgioStill the American build-up in
Britain did not reach the intended parameters. Ha tsles there were only 2
operational divisions. In Africa on the other hatitere were 9, plus 30 British ones.
It was obvious that for the remainder of 1943 tHéed would have to act on the
Mediterranean theatre of war, much to the disapp@nt of the Americans.

As for RomaniaTrident marked the determination of the Allied commanders
to bring the full might of the bombing campaign dowan Ploiesti, the site of many of
Romania’s oil refineries. The decision to starstbampaign as Admiral William D.
Leahy, the Chief of Staff to the Commander in Chiafd, was part of a set of
measures designed to soften the German resistastestipl in preparation for
Overlord, the landings in Normandy, which was set to tdkegin 194%°,

After ltaly fell, Churchill tried to convince the ericans that the best course
of action was to prepare an expeditionary forcetler Balkans. This time however
Roosevelt declined with resolution. At the first épec Conference, codenamed
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Quadrant he was adamant that all of the Allied resourcesewo be poured into
Overlord By the end of this conference it became appatentthe balance of power
in the Allied camp was shifting in favour of the &nicans. The differences in the
approach to war remained the key to understandiagrélations between the two
partners and at first the British were able to isg@their views because they had the
experience and the logistics. But by 1943 the ewirggly greater U.S. financial and
military contribution began to leave their markitBin had a long-standing military
tradition stretching back to the Napoleonic age s all about attrition warfare; the
U.S. on the contrary, were still the adept of ailGVar style decisive hit to win the
war in one blow. The fact th@verlord remained ironclad meant that America had
the greater say in the alliance mdw

Still, there were signs of cracks even in the Aogaricamp. By mid-1943 we can
see some differences of opinion between the Prasadel Marshall. Even before the
meeting with Stalin in Teheran, Roosevelt told Maikthat the Soviets might accept
cooperation in the Balkans if the Allies would comenough troops there that the
Germans would be forced to pull divisions away fieaossia. Russian forces were just
sixty miles away from the Polish border and justyfdrom Bessarabia so for Roosevelt
the ideas seemed doable. Marshall however fouinglitening; this was exactly what
Churchill had been advocating for 2 years and hietha other American Chiefs of
Staff had been fighting it all along. Marshall asbd Roosevelt not to bring it up in
Teheran since the British Prime-Minister would pitkip and present it to Stalin as a
common Allied propos#l Which indeed happened; happily for Marshall, iStal
refused it bluntly — Eastern Europe would be libsaldby the Red Army alone.

Some early conclusions are in order after thig fosind of Allied negotiations
on the role of Eastern Europe in and after the Ramania, and its neighbours for that
matter, did not represent a priority for the U.%.far Britain. Still, the British in
particular could not ignore the fact that Romaneswlose to Turkey and Greece. So
throughout 1942-1943 British diplomacy strived ts@ere the existence of a “Balkan
alternative” toOverlord Although initially considered just a way of datting the
Germans away from Russia, this British proposal bager ambitions in store; it
would turn into a full-fledged second front if tAenericans would take the bait. They
did not since American planners were suspiciouBritish interests to start with. The
U.S. participation in the Second World War, thegamced, was not to be in favour of
British influence in Eastern Europe or anywhere.rdWiall and his fellow Chiefs of
Staff had no intention of bringing American troapghis little conflict of influence in
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Eastern Mediterranean between the British and théet. It had a long standing history
stretching back to the tsar area and the Amerisanged nothing to do withPit

POSTBELIC PLANNING

American planners started to analyze U.S. postssatrity only at the end of
1943. Even then they emphasized the idea of aoguiorward air and naval bases to
ensure the defence in depth of the American madnl&his was thought as the best
defence against a new Pearl Harbor. At that pdi@tAmerican studies were quite
lenient with Soviets demands in Eastern Europes Wauld change in the following
years, but generally speaking, until the end of4lflere was no major opposition
against giving the Soviet Union a white check irstBan Europ®. In Washington it
was considered that this appeasement would malie &tal safe and he would be
willing to work together with the West in buildirtbe new order after the defeat of
the Axis. It was imperative to make the Soviet alict feel safe since all of the
assessments revealed that the U.S.S.R. will be¢hengyreatest land power in the
world at the end of the war. The Department of &Stagarded Romania and the
whole of Eastern Europe only in connection with 8wwiet Russia. As early as 1942,
G-2, the U.S. Military Information Division, warnedahthe Soviet Union will be
able to defeat Germany and will, most likely, conmime the whole of Eastern
Europe. American planners were not oblivious to diaangers presented by these
prospects, but Russia’s contribution was vital éfedting Germany. More so, Britain
was undoubtedly on the decline, so it was impeeaiivconvince the Soviet leaders to
continue to cooperate after the war for the secofithe world®.

Both G-2 and J.S.S.CJdint Strategic Survey Commitjeghe last being
formed by Roosevelt, considered Britain a secotel pawer, its influence being a
thing of the past. Since the Army was insistingsecuring Soviet help for the war
with Japan after the defeat of Germany in Europ&,SIC. proposed a list of
measures for the relations with Moscow. Among thdke emphasize rested on
“acceptance of the fact that after that defeat Rusdl be in a military position to
impose whatever territorial settlements it desire€entral Europe and the Balkans”,
and on the idea that “the great importance to tmited States of Russia’s full
participation in the war against Japan after tHeateof Germany as essential to the
prompt and crushing defeat of Japan at far lesttoothe United States and Great
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Britain’®. These conclusions were approved by the ChiefStaff and by the
President himself and were the basis on which hewzied the negotiations at Yalta.

In the end, for Washington the future of Eastermopa seemed sealed; the
postwar world would be dominated by just two powdle U.S. and the Soviet
Union. Britain was on a down slope economicallythdugh J.S.S.C. and G-2 would
say it openly a year after that, they deliveredrthenclusions as early as 1943.
J.S.S.C. also warned at that time that any Alliéidary operation in Eastern Europe
would only raise suspicions in Moscow and wouldl gbhe U.S. in the influence
contest taking place there between the SovietstlamdBritish. American military
planners wanted from their diplomats to guaranteth¢ Soviets a free card in the
affairs of Eastern Europe and even in the Balk&ti.some pressure groups, mostly
ethnic, forced Roosevelt to take some actions thée® could only interpret as an
American encroachment into their sphere of infl@enRoosevelt thought that he
should indeed recognize Soviet control (note thantrol” didn't mean that he would
be allowed to install communist regimes in thesag), since the Soviet Union had to
suffer the German aggression trough Eastern EurBpe.once Stalin would be
assured he would feel safe and he would be swayemrk closely with Britain and
America to make the new world a better place. Haldvaelinquish the control he
once had over Eastern Europe. That was the planwhan Stalin took unilateral
decisions about these areas, the President didnausrstand that it failed. American
diplomacy was trapped somewhere between the desmppease Moscow and the
goal of integrating Eastern Europe in the new wantder and organizations and it
failed at botf’. When the more realistic Churchill reached strak&argain with
Stalin, Roosevelt and the Department of State gissmed it stubbornly. This only
made Stalin even more suspicious of a plot agémsEoviet Union.

British views of this matter were changing alsaeljarded the Eastern Europe-
Balkan area with some interest, but it focusedattention of Greece and Turkey.
Practically, any other country could be bargairéhgps except these two. That didn't
mean that the Foreign Office did not recognize somgortance for Romania. At
Casablanca and other Allied Conferences it wasBtigsh side that wanted to
include Romania both in military operations andfedént plans of reorganization
after the war. As we pointed out, at the starthefwar there were some British plans
for the federalization of Eastern Europe. The ideshind this was that, after
Germany’s inevitable defeat, there would be a povauum in this region. That
proved to be disastrous at the end of World Wand Britain didn’t want to repeat
the mistake. Three new federal actors, one in Nambther in Centre and the third in
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South, would bring stability on the continent asytvould be controlled by the Great
Powers. Britain was ready to accept some kind ofi€dospecial interest in the
Easterf®. Admiral Roger Bellairs, part of the M.S.C. (Milily Subcommittee) wrote
the first memorandum about this matter and he kted it at the Foreign Office at
the end of 1942. The document supported Rooseveés for “the four policemen”
that would organize the world after the war; fostean Europe it reverted back to an
older Foreign Office idea to create federationsmfll states that would work with
the U.S.S.R. and Britain and that would act astsfagainst German penetration”.
More importantly, there is phrase in the documdnait tstates that the “Primary
responsibility for Europe would fall on Britain artle U.S.S.R for geographical
reasons and ‘by virtue of the Anglo-Soviet Treayhich...however, need not
preclude arrangements being made by Great BriteWeéstern Europe and by the
Soviet Government in Eastern Europe in order tarobithe foreign policies of the
local Powers”. The War Cabinet, through Eden, ayguloof this plan on November
27 1942 as “the present basis of our foreign pbficy

The analysis on the Soviet demands at the end 4f t8ade British analysts
very sceptical about Moscow's good will and intens. If in London there were the
tendencies to accept with some compensation tte afléSoviet special interests in
Eastern Europe, the British agents and diplomatshén field disapproved it. Sir
Archibald Clark-Kerr, the British ambassador in Mow, told Eden in his report that
the Russians are not to be trusted and they willanoept any Western intrusion in
their influence zone. Kerr thought that the Sovietye interested in securing their
Western border and they would push it westwardswash as they are allowed®o
The same conclusion was reached by the head of9eE. Epecial Operations
Executivg in Moscow, General Hill. He put forward a mematam about Russia’s
intentions after the war in which he specified that

“1) General. Russia will insist on incorporatingt&sa, Latvia, Lithuania and
Bessarabia. No compromise will be accepted withaleuntries. Post-war Russia will
need almost anything it can gets its hands onderdo rebuild its devastated territories
[...] Reconstruction will be their main goal and @utd take some time. For now they
show no sign of wanting to install communist regine Poland or German§?,

Of course, the General’s opinion was not the omlg;dhe clashes between the
Foreign Office and the S.O.E. are documented. Whaertain is that at the time of

% Marian Zidaru,Relaii economicesi politice romano-britanice, 1939-194fRomanian-
British political and economical relations] , Bucést, Universultiintific, 2005, p. 222.

67 Julian Lewis, Changing direction: British Military Planning for @t-war Strategic
Defence, 1942-194Portland, Frank Cass Publishers, 2003, pp. 36-37.
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this document — November 1943 — there was the camperception that the
U.S.S.R. wanted to ensure its security and notkilsg. Stalin was thought to be
shrewd enough to understand his position and retgotiGreat Powers” style his own
influence zone after the war was won. Still, Gehelih warned:

“[...] In my opinion, no matter how hard Russia wileed until it obtains
victory, it will be there at the conference tablbether we like it or not, relying on a
huge and experienced land army, on well equippedtained tank forces and on a
considerable air power. Soviet Russia is the orfBurepean> power ready and
willing to financially support a permanent army.oBe who think (like America’s
representatives) that at the end of the war thesiRaggenerals will take action in to
their own hands and force a clash with the govermraed will topple the current
Soviet leadership are living in a fantasy land. Red Army would never do that.
What Finland, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania amdeély think about the Soviet
military domination does not matter. What will Bt and the U.S. do at the Peace
Conference and afterwards does and that is the faotpr that will determine how
the Soviet army will be used by the regiffe”

American planners had, by now, reached similar miog conclusions.
Admiral Leahy thought by 1944 that the Soviet powad grown at a phenomenal
rate, but he still nurtured hopes for cooperdtioAt the same time, in a J.C.S. report
in that same summer, it was told that quite cleaftgr the war the Soviet Union
would dominate Central Europe and Nord-East Asia

The British also circulated a lot of documents 844 mapping the future
Soviet moves in diplomacy and power projectionmarch 1944 théoreign Office
Research Departmetiteorized that Soviet Russia’s “desire to preayt risk of a
revival of the German menace in Central and Souat$tdtn Europe would lead to the
exertion of powerful influence upon Poland, Czetbwekia, Hungary, Romania,
Bulgaria and Yugoslavid®. Of all of these countries the British officiaksatized they
could stop this process only in the latter. Thiseasment came after the notorious
conflict between Eden and Sargent on how to rem@dreasing Soviet pressure in
Eastern Europe. Sargent had analyzed the reportsdil over the region as well as
from the South-Eastern Department which was theigarOffice’s structure tasked
with supplying event analysis and political progaos that area. The head of the
Department, Howard, had suggested that an Angloritme military presence was
required to counter Soviet hegemonic tendenciedV.ERose, another key figure of
the Department, claimed that the Soviets will use abundant ethnic problems
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present there in order to facilitate their penérgf.

The issue of the second front was finally resolaéthe Teheran Conference.
Roosevelt brought the problem to the table sugygghat an Allied landing in the
Balkans could link up with Tito’s partisans and phéhe Soviets break the German
line. Churchill was enthusiastic. This was his brahild - an Allied offensive
sweeping through Bulgaria and Romania would safegBaitish interests in Greece
and would put them at a better bargaining postibtihe peace conference. Stalin was
opposed however and he was well prepared to blfickng attempt. He claimed that
this plan would only serve to divert resources amgh away from the main strike in
France. His position is shockingly similar to theeoJ.C.S. supported before the
conference. Roosevelt had no option but to endibrbg the end of that meeting.
Overlordwas on as the main Allied push for 1944

CONCLUSIONS

It is fair to say that Romania played only a mimnole in the big scheme of
things that was the Great Alliance, as Churchillechit, between Soviet Russia,
Great Britain and the United States. But these Iemahatters tend to mask bigger
strategic conflicts and the case of Romania isxaegtion. Bucharest found itself in
the middle of a wider struggle for dominance tha¢tshed from the Baltic to the
Adriatic between Britain and the U.S.S.R. Americaterests were limited in the area
at the beginning years, but as the war progregskedcame obvious that American
diplomacy will play an important role in the shagiaf the post-war world. In the
course of the Second World War Eastern Europe m&gded in a series of plans by
both the British and the Americans but only thenfer truly realised the danger that
the Soviet Union posed for a united Europe.

It could be argued that the lack of commitment ba part of Washington
allowed the Soviets to extend their influence om tmhole region. On a more
thorough analysis this idea becomes less cleatewtierica seemed determined to
follow the “Big Four policemen” concept for post-waecurity (especially under
President Roosevelt), it didn't however ignored ti®ious fight for influence in
Eastern Europe between Britain and the U.S.S.R. risae policy-makers just
assumed Stalin will be reasonable and agree to waimerelaxation and
democratisation of the area after the war’'s endeHie the seeds of the emerging
Cold War when it became clear that this was notcd®e, and Romania was on the
forefront during the next years after 1947.
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