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Conceptual benchmarks 
 

Relevance and importance of the topic. Background and previous 
research. Romania's relations with Great Britain and France in 1938–1941 are 
essential for understanding both the collapse of the European international 
order of that period and the dismemberment of Greater Romania, as well as 
the processes that turned Romania from an ally of the Western democracies 
into an ally of Germany. The subject belongs to the broader crisis of the 
Versailles system, linked to the rise of German and Soviet revisionism and to 
the reconfiguration of relations between the great powers and the small states 
of Central and South-Eastern Europe. The research topic intersects with the 
history of international relations, security studies, international law, and the 
history of political mentalities. 

Domestically and regionally, the subject remains topical through 
debates concerning Great Britain's attitude towards the dismemberment of 
Romania, the guarantees of 13 April 1939, and the causes of the loss of 
Bessarabia, northern Bukovina and the Herța region, as well as parts of 
Transylvania and Dobrogea. Understanding the processes of the reference 
period, including the great powers' perspectives on them, their mode of action, 
and their interaction with smaller states, is all the more important today, since, 
following Russian aggression against Ukraine, Europe is once again entering 
a period of systemic conflicts that are bringing the current international order 
to an end and will lead to a new global security architecture. 

In relation to the research carried out on the reference topic, to one 
degree or another, we note that Romanian specialized literature includes a 
series of works dealing with British policy towards Romania and various 
aspects of Romanian-British relations. Given the limited size of this synthesis, 
only those specifically devoted to the issues of the present research have been 
examined in a succinct and analytical manner. Specialized research on this 
issue was initiated by Valeriu Florin Dobrinescu and Ioan Pătroiu, whose 
work, “Britain and Romania between 1939–1947”, opens the series of 
specialized studies on the reference topic[11]. Using Romanian and British 
archival sources, the authors analyze the evolution of political and diplomatic 
relations between Great Britain and Romania during 1939–1947, from the 
context of the Second World War to the loss of British influence in Romania 
with the establishment of post-war Soviet domination. In 2005, Marian 
Zidaru's work appeared, “Romanian-British Political and Economic Relations 
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1939–1947”, which deals with the evolution of political and economic 
relations with Great Britain between 1939 and 1947, analyzes the impact of 
the Anglo-French guarantees, the pressures of Germany and the USSR, the 
territorial losses in 1940, the failure of British initiatives in the Balkans, 
Romanian-British relations in the context of the 1944 armistice, and, finally, 
the decline of British influence with the consolidation of Soviet control over 
Romania up to the Groza government and the Potsdam Conference [83]. In a 
study published in 2006, Silviu Miloiu researched Romanian-British relations 
in the regional East European context defined by the British attitude towards 
the states that suffered as a result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact [24]. Bogdan 
Schipor's work, " British Policy on the Western Frontier of the Soviet Union, 
1938-1941", published in 2007 [31], represents an indirect research of 
Romanian-British relations in the period of interest to us, written on the basis 
of Romanian and British diplomatic sources researched by the author in the 
archives of the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and, respectively, the 
Central National Historical Archives, as well as on the basis of volumes of 
published British documents; analyzing these sources, Bogdan Schipor also 
published some articles directly related to Romanian-British relations [32]. 
Marusia Cârstea's work, "From the history of Romanian-English relations 
(1936-1939), published in 2011 [9], analyzes the Romanian-British political -
diplomatic, economic and military relations from 1936–1939, being useful for 
researching the period 1938–1941 in that it treats, based on important 
documentary material, the immediate preceding context and places particular 
emphasis on the economic and military dimension of these relations. Denis 
Fabian's 2008 doctoral thesis, "Romanian-English relations (1918-1940)" [14] 
examines the evolution of Romanian-British relations during the period 1918–
1940, providing a useful general framework for understanding the climate of 
the years 1938–1941, but it devotes limited space to this stage and is based on 
relatively limited archival research. Here too, mention can be made of the 
works of Sorin Arhire, mainly his book, "Great Britain and Romania (1936-
1941). Political, Economic and Cultural Relations", which, although based on 
relatively limited research of documents, nevertheless has the merit of 
providing a broader perspective on Anglo-Romanian relations [1]. 

As for Romanian-French relations in the reference period, they were 
the subject of a significantly smaller number of specialized studies. This 
situation is explained by at least two main reasons: on the one hand, France's 
defeat in 1940 considerably limited its influence in the following years, until 
the conclusion of peace, which reduced the historiographical interest 
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compared to the case of Great Britain; on the other hand, during the period of 
interest to us, the foreign policy of Great Britain and that of France were 
subsumed under a common strategy of the Western Allies, within which the 
British point of view usually had a determining role. For this reason, even 
within the present synthesis, the impression of a “shadowing” of France in 
relation to Britain could arise, explainable by the fact that French policy was 
largely subordinated to the British one in 1938–1940. However, at least two 
works must be mentioned, one of them, “Vue de France. Recherches dans les 
archives françaises” [5], published by Maria Brătianu in 1996. This work is 
particularly useful because it is based on French diplomatic documents from 
the archive and provides information on the political-diplomatic and economic 
relations between the two states during January 1938 – December 1940. The 
work of Georgiana-Margareta Scurtu, “International Relations in the Context 
of the Second World War. Case Study: Romania's Relations with France (Oct. 
38 – Jun. 40)”, published in 2006, analyzes the political-diplomatic relations 
between Romania and France in the context of the outbreak of the Second 
World War, using Romanian, French (military), and British archival 
documents to highlight the evolution of bilateral relations in the last years of 
peace and at the beginning of the conflict [34]. 

In the research that we have published and that is summarized in this 
synthesis, we have used numerous works that, although they do not 
specifically refer to the issue of the thesis, have nevertheless made important 
contributions to its understanding. Thus, we have relied on the works of 
Alexandru Murad-Mironov [26], Octavian Țîcu [42] and Ion Șișcanu [34; 39], 
who studied Romanian-Soviet relations and the problem of Bessarabia; on 
those of Ioan Scurtu and Constantin Hlihor [33], Gheorghe Buzatu [6; 7], 
Valeriu Florin Dobrinescu [11; 12], who addressed the entire political and 
diplomatic context of 1940; and on that of Viorica Moisuc [25], who dealt with 
the economic component and dependence on Germany. We also consulted the 
volume of Ottmar Trașcă, who approached the processes of the reference 
period from the perspective of Romanian-German relations [41]. From 
international historiography, we used the works of Maurice Pearton [29] and 
Paul D. Quinlan [30], who examined British and Anglo-American policy 
towards Romania respectively; Keith Neilson [27] and Anna Prazmowska 
[28], who analyzed British policy towards the USSR and Eastern Europe; 
Rebecca Haynes [16; 17] and Andreas Hillgruber [18] on Romanian-German 
relations; Ioanis Stefanidis [36], who studied British propaganda in the 
Balkans; Onur Isci, on the role of Turkey [21]; Keith Sword [37] and Derek 
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Watson [80], on British reactions to Soviet expansion and the Anglo-Franco-
Soviet tripartite negotiations, etc. These contributions, as we have noted, 
generally dealt with segments of the general theme addressed in the present 
synthesis; our aim was to integrate them into a coherent picture, centered on 
Romanian-Anglo-French relations. The published works were used to 
complete and contextualize the data extracted from the archival documents and 
to confront the different interpretative perspectives existing in historiography. 
 The research summarized in this synthesis was based on the 
complex use and critical interpretation of an extensive volume of unpublished 
diplomatic documents from British, French and Romanian repositories, as well 
as published German, American and Soviet sources. Our approach is based on 
direct research in the “Foreign Office”, “War Office” and “Cabinet Papers” 
holdings of the British National Archives (The National Archives - T.N.A.), 
on unpublished British and French diplomatic documents from the 
“Microfilms France” and “Microfilms England” collections of the Central 
National Historical Archives in Bucharest (ANIC), as well as on other 
Romanian holdings there - “Presidency of the Council of Ministers”, “Royal 
House”, “Vasile Stoica”, “Grigore Gafencu”. We also examined the archival 
holdings of the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (“Romania 1920-1944”, 
“E.9 World War II”, “71/England”, “71/Germany”, “71/USSR”, “71/1920-
1944 Special Files”, etc.) and collections of documents published in London 
(“Documents on British Foreign Policy” and “Cabinet Papers”), Paris 
(“Documents Diplomatiques Français”), the series “Documents on German 
Foreign Policy (DGFP)”, Moscow (“Year of Crisis. 1938-1939: Documents 
and Materials” and “Documents of the Foreign Policy of the USSR”) and 
Washington (“Foreign Relations of the United States”). The list of all volumes 
consulted can be found in the “Bibliography” section of this synthesis. 
Originality of the research. This resulted from a comparative study carried out 
by confronting reports and correspondence from Romanian, British, French, 
German and Soviet sources in order to coherently reconstruct the main 
episodes of the international crisis between 1938 and 1941. In this framework, 
Romania's relations with Great Britain and France were constantly related to 
Western policy towards Germany, the USSR, Italy, Turkey, Poland, Hungary 
and Bulgaria, from the perspective of a systemic history of international 
relations. Thus, the advantage and originality of the works summarized in this 
synthesis, in relation to the existing Romanian historiography concerned with 
Bucharest's relations with the Western Allies at the beginning of the Second 
World War, lie in placing those relations in a more clearly outlined and 
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detailed international context. Romania's relations with France and Great 
Britain were, therefore, pursued not only within a strictly bilateral framework, 
but also far beyond it, in the international and multilateral one. Working with 
the sources mentioned above, we understood that Romania's relations with the 
Western Allies cannot be analyzed outside the general framework of European 
international relations, since they were deeply integrated into, and often 
subordinated to, the dynamics of relations between the great powers. In 
particular, the attitude of Britain and France towards Romania was conditioned 
primarily by their relations with Germany, but also, to varying degrees, by 
relations with the Soviet Union, Turkey, Italy or Poland. Consequently, we 
have shown that Western policy towards Romania reflected a complex system 
of interdependencies, articulated on multiple levels. In this context, an 
adequate understanding of Romanian-Western relations requires their analysis 
in connection with these broader relations, which were sometimes even more 
relevant than the bilateral interactions themselves. The originality of our work 
therefore lies in the detailed and contextualized reflection of these 
interdependencies. Unlike the prevailing approaches in Romanian 
historiography, often limited to internal documentary sources and a narrow 
analytical framework, our perspective highlights the structural constraints, 
both external and internal, that shaped Romania's policy towards the West and 
vice versa. Therefore, the present work proposes an original integrated 
approach which, beyond the Romanian-British and Romanian-French bilateral 
relations, also includes the analysis of Romania's relations with other relevant 
international actors in relation to those relations, as well as Romania's place in 
the West's relations with various third powers, while also making room in this 
equation for Romanian internal structural factors and thus offering a more 
comprehensive interpretation, better suited to the complexity of historical 
reality. 

Research goal. The general goal was to reconstruct and reinterpret 
Romania's relations with Great Britain and France during 1938–1941, on the 
basis of unpublished and published primary sources, so as to explain both the 
dynamics of those relations and their connection with the processes and events 
that led to the collapse of Greater Romania in 1940 and, later, to the political 
and diplomatic rupture with the West. The approach aimed to integrate into a 
unified perspective the preceding crises (Anschluss, the Sudeten crisis, the 
dismemberment of Czechoslovakia), the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, the 
outbreak of war, the system of guarantees and collective-security projects, the 
pressures exerted by Germany and the USSR, the territorial cessions and the 
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reorientation of Romanian foreign policy, these landmarks motivating the 
choice of the chronological framework between 1938 and 1941. At the same 
time, by confronting them with information from primary sources, the research 
aimed to verify and assess the dominant interpretations in Romanian 
historiography, which privileged explanations based on the supposedly 
duplicitous attitude of the West and on the “unlimited” character of the 1939 
guarantees, to the detriment of the analysis of internal causes: 1) the structural 
weakness of the state, expressed by its inability to transform available 
resources into real resilience; 2) the capacity of Romanian political elites to 
interact with the Western Allies in order to preserve an international system 
among the principal beneficiaries of which was the Romanian state. 

Research objectives. A first objective of the research was to 
reconstruct the evolution of Romanian-British and Romanian-French relations 
in the major crises of 1938–1939, capturing Bucharest's reactions and the way 
in which they were assessed in London and Paris, as well as the constant 
framing of Western policy towards Romania in relation to the dynamics of 
relations with Germany and the USSR. The second objective was the analysis 
of the security guarantees of 13 April 1939: the context of their emergence, 
their actual content, and the divergences in their interpretation, that is, between 
the purpose for which the great Western powers offered them to Romania and 
the way in which, in Bucharest, they were assigned a meaning and scope 
different from the original intention. A third objective sought to identify the 
place and role of Romania in the system of collective-security initiatives in 
South-Eastern Europe: the Anglo-Franco-Turkish treaty, the Allies' projects in 
relation to the Balkan Entente, the idea of a Balkan front, and the relations of 
the Western powers with the USSR, Hungary and Bulgaria. The fourth 
objective was to understand and explain Great Britain's reaction to the collapse 
of Greater Romania in 1940, in the international atmosphere created by the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. The last objective concerned the need to explain the 
irreversible decline of Romanian-British relations in the context of the change 
of political regime, the German military presence in Romania, the rupture of 
Romanian-British relations and the preparation of the war against the USSR, 
while also identifying and presenting the main determinants of Great Britain's 
attitude towards Romania as a result of the evolution of Anglo-Soviet relations 
between June 1941 and August 1944. 

Research hypothesis. We formulated the following hypothesis: the 
evolution of Romanian-British and Romanian-French relations depended to a 
greater extent on a series of internal causes, such as institutional weakness, 
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elite decisions and indecisions, the illusion of unconditional allied support, 
etc., than is generally understood by the existing Romanian historiography, 
which privileges explanations based on external circumstances. This 
hypothesis was led to by the observation (which we reached during the 
doctoral research stage) that there is a significant difference between the 
picture resulting from documentary sources (primarily Western, but also some 
Romanian) and the image portrayed by Romanian historiographic narratives 
regarding the processes taking place internationally, but also in Romania, and 
which are at the forefront of the research synthesized in this work. 

Synthesis of the research methodology and justification of the 
methods. The research methodology was determined by the complexity of the 
proposed objectives and is based on the basic principles of scientific 
investigation, such as objectivity, historicism and the systemic approach to 
international relations. The approach has a predominantly qualitative character 
and is based on the critical analysis of archival and diplomatic sources from 
various political and institutional spheres, which allows for a comparative and 
balanced perspective. The analysis is carried out by combining several 
methods specific to historical research. General methods of scientific 
knowledge, such as analysis, synthesis, induction and deduction, are used to 
organize and interpret the material and to formulate conclusions. The 
diachronic method allows for the tracking of the evolution of events and 
decisions during the period 1938–1941, facilitating the reconstruction of a 
coherent sequence of historical episodes. In parallel, the thematic analysis 
structures the documentary material around major issues, such as diplomatic 
crises, political-military negotiations or transformations of power relations in 
the region. The comparative-historical method is used systematically by 
confronting information from different sources, belonging to different state 
actors. The comparison is made both at the factual level, with reference to 
events, decisions, chronology, and at the interpretative level, in relation to the 
way in which the same events are perceived and presented in distinct 
documents. The analysis criteria target convergences and divergences of 
position, the context of the production of the documents, as well as the 
intentions of the authors. The approach is completed by the critical analysis of 
the sources, which involves the assessment of the credibility, limits and 
conditions of production of the documents, as well as the constant correlation 
between the Romanian internal documentary sources and the external ones, in 
order of their preponderance: British, French, German, Soviet and American. 
This approach allowed not only to verify the information, but also to identify 
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any distortions or omissions. At the same time, the methodology included a 
critical dimension oriented towards re-evaluating the existing interpretations 
in historiography, by relating them to the documentary evidence and the results 
of the comparative analysis. Thus, through the applied methodology, we aimed 
not only at reconstructing the facts, but also at a more nuanced interpretation 
of them in the broader context of international relations. 

The results obtained and their practical importance. The published 
works show that the guarantees of April 13, 1939 had a limited and conditional 
character, being thought out in the logic of the great powers' own interests and 
not as an "absolute policy" for Romania, even if they were formulated 
precisely in the manner desired by the Romanian Government, which 
constantly refused real integration into a collective security system, relying on 
comfortable declarative formulas. The central conclusion is that the disaster of 
1940 and the irreversible decline of Romanian-British relations were 
determined primarily by the structural weakness of the state and the inability 
of the elites to transform external resources and opportunities into internal 
power and resilience. The scientific results of the published research will 
determine the creation of a new research direction in which future efforts will 
have to focus primarily on understanding and explaining the internal, 
Romanian causes of the processes and developments that led to the events that 
Romanian society went through in 1940, and external causes will be analyzed 
as secondary circumstances. Beyond the applicability of the results in general 
scientific and didactic activity (their use in writing textbooks, special courses, 
future research related to the topic), their practical importance also lies in the 
fact that the lessons learned from them can serve as benchmarks in the current 
international situation which, in many respects, resembles that of 1938-1941. 
The results of the synthesized research highlight how the concessions made to 
the revisionist powers in the 1930s led to the collapse of the international order 
and demonstrate that, in a systemic conflict, political guarantees become 
obsolete, if they are not backed up by a solid internal base and a demonstrated 
will to resist. The assimilation of the historical lessons of the period 1938-1941 
can serve as an academic foundation for the adoption, within international 
forums, of a firm position of Romania and the Republic of Moldova against 
any form of modern appeasement towards Russian aggression. 
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Content of publications 
 
Chapter I. The international context and Romania's relations with 
the Western Allies until March 1939 

 
In the studies summarized here, we have shown that, long before the 

issue of guarantees and defensive alliances in 1938–1939 reached the center 
of relations between Romania and the great Western democracies, the question 
of Europe's eastern borders and, within it, the question of Bessarabia, had 
already placed the Romanian state in an area of geopolitical concern for Paris, 
London, and Washington: especially in the last of these capitals, attempts were 
made to reconcile the principle of self-determination with the intention of 
preserving, as far as possible, the territorial integrity of the defunct Russian 
Empire [43, pp. 97-100]. The documentary sources we have researched show 
that, from the period immediately following the end of World War I, in the 
West (primarily in the USA), Romania's eastern border was seen more as a 
provisional solution to an open question, based on the understanding that the 
foreign policy of the new regime in Moscow was radically revisionist and 
long-term. The analysis of the Western diplomatic documents we consulted 
shows that this perspective was also influenced by the perceptions formed in 
the 1920s and 1930s about the subversive actions supported by Moscow in 
Bessarabia and the long-term risks of Soviet revisionism [48, pp. 199-202]. 
Thus, for example, many years before the events at the center of this research, 
the Americans were shaping their policy toward Romania on the basis of the 
expectation of a reordering of relations with the new regime in Moscow and 
of a new East European balance in which, one way or another, Russia would 
once again become the center of gravity [44, pp. 90-93]. In this sense, since 
the 1920s, some Western diplomatic documents suggested that the Prut-
Dniester area and, in general, Romania's eastern borders were perceived as a 
fragile link in the security architecture of Eastern Europe [45, pp. 243-248]. 
This perspective was maintained, at least in some segments of the ruling circles 
in the West, in the mid-1930s as well [46, pp. 270-275]. 

The interwar borders of Romania with Bulgaria and Hungary were 
contested by Hungarian and Bulgarian revisionism, first tacitly and covertly, 
and then openly. The issue of these borders, however, did not weigh nearly as 
heavily as that of the Romanian-Soviet border in Western calculations, given 
its relatively limited importance in the European balance of power. Its 
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significance began to grow only after Hungarian and Bulgarian revisionism 
began to be instrumentalized, first by Germany, then by the Soviet Union and 
Italy, and, to a lesser extent, by Poland. 

In the research we have been able to establish that the occupation of 
Austria by Nazi Germany constituted the first in a series of blows with fatal 
geopolitical consequences for the framework of cooperation between Romania 
and the Western Allies. In Bucharest, its consequences were perceived with 
quite good clarity, but the Romanian Government lacked, at the same time, the 
political courage and the practical instruments to initiate measures to correct 
the situation and consolidate those ties. In Paris, the meaning of the Anschluss 
was, broadly speaking, better understood than in London, but there was also a 
lack of will to assume the initiative and push Great Britain towards a common 
rapprochement with Romania. As for the British, there are no indications that 
that “family affair” had been analyzed with a concern proportional to its 
implications for Romania’s foreign policy [63, pp. 104-105]. However, the 
effect on Romanian politics and, implicitly, on relations with the Western 
Allies was profound: the Anschluss considerably diminished the potential of 
these ties. Beyond the erosion of Bucharest’s trust and respect for Britain and 
France, as we have shown in published research, the Anschluss directly hit the 
positions of the Little Entente and, through it, Romania’s international 
position: Czechoslovakia found itself, following the events, practically 
surrounded by Germany (to which were added the Hungarian and Polish 
revisionist claims), and Yugoslavia, already neighboring fascist Italy, gained 
the “benefit” of a new neighborhood with the Reich [63, p. 105]. In addition, 
the transformation of Germany into a direct neighbor of Hungary opened, in 
the absence of firm objections from Budapest, the prospect of easy military 
access for Berlin to Romania’s borders. Under such conditions, the leadership 
in Bucharest suddenly rediscovered the existence of an army with acute needs 
for equipment and maintenance and, therefore, the need to urgently identify 
the necessary resources and support. 

The Sudetenland crisis, triggered by the pressure exerted by Germany 
on Czechoslovakia through predominantly non-military instruments, 
amplified the sense of urgency regarding the reconfiguration of relations 
between Romania and the Western powers. The documentary evidence that we 
have researched shows that this urgency was more noticeable in the attitude of 
the Romanian Government than in that of London or Paris [63, pp. 106-108], 
which is explained by the fact that, compared to the two major capitals, 
Bucharest perceived itself, and rightly so, as much more exposed and 
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vulnerable in relation to the dynamics of the ongoing processes. In that context, 
the Romanian ruling circles were aware that only the constraint generated by 
a general conflagration would have forced them to adopt those decisions that, 
in peacetime, they did not have the political capacity and courage to take. 
Despite this inclination and as we have seen, Bucharest ended up, in some 
respects, indirectly serving Berlin's interests, exerting pressure on the Czechs 
to induce them to accept concessions [76, p. 35]. The dominant tendency 
remained, however, that which privileged the early outbreak of war, based on 
the essentially correct intuition that a conflict started then would have occurred 
in more advantageous circumstances for the Romanian state and would have 
pushed, with great probability, Romania into the camp of Great Britain and 
France. This orientation was manifested, among other things, by Romania's 
tacit offer made in the summer of 1938 to the Soviet Union to allow (or, at 
least, to turn a blind eye to) military air transit in support of Czechoslovakia 
[67, p. 84], in the hope that such a gesture could have stimulated a firm reaction 
by France against German aggression and would have accelerated the outbreak 
of a confrontation capable of ending the escalation. The Soviet reaction was, 
however, as we have observed, duplicitous: Moscow invoked procedural 
conditions – for example, the need for a public decision by Romania, taken on 
the recommendation of the Council of the League of Nations – and, in doing 
so, revealed the more rhetorical nature of its commitments towards 
Czechoslovakia [76, pp. 44-45]. 

The perception of the heightened danger and the rather theoretical 
option for a war “sooner rather than later” as an alternative to a postponement 
considered particularly costly also had echoes in Paris, although in a more 
attenuated form than in Bucharest, in line with the lower degree of French 
vulnerability. Our research confirms that it was from France that the Romanian 
leadership expected the decisive step and the demonstration of the capacity to 
go beyond declarative formulas. The French minister in Bucharest, Thierry, 
assured the Romanian foreign minister, Petrescu-Comnen, on 22 May 1938, 
that Paris was, if necessary, willing to assume responsibility for a firm policy 
on its own, without constantly looking to London; these promises, however, 
proved to be devoid of substance. France could not, in the final analysis, act 
independently, accepting to be immobilized by British restraints. For their part, 
the British felt the least German pressure: protected by the strength of a naval 
fleet superior to the German one and by geographical isolation from Germany, 
they had a relatively comfortable situation and allowed themselves to 
underestimate Hitler's real intentions and psychological profile. We have 
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shown in published works that, in those circumstances, the British elite chose 
to privilege an illusory image of the Reich, adapted to its own assumptions, 
almost willfully ignoring the signals that revealed the real intentions of the 
Nazi regime [63, p. 107]. From this perspective, London's refusal, in the 
context of the events evoked, to resort to deepening Romanian-British 
economic relations as a foreign policy instrument is explained by its decision 
to cede to Germany the predominant control over the Danube economic space, 
based on the irrational belief that such a generous concession could have 
defused Berlin's expansionist appetite. The subsequent course of events would 
soon disprove these optimistic projections. The collapse of those illusions 
occurred under the well-known impact of German political and military 
brutality, causing London to worry belatedly about the harsh reality it had 
preferred not to see in time. 

In our research we have revealed that, while – in the context preceding 
the German occupation of Prague – a state of increasingly pronounced anxiety 
in London regarding European developments was gradually beginning to take 
shape, Romania had already taken a series of seemingly limited but significant 
steps toward an economic rapprochement with Germany. Immediately after 
the Munich Agreements, King Carol II, taking note of the fate reserved for 
Czechoslovakia with the help of Great Britain and France, had come to the 
conclusion that orientation toward the Reich had become, in essence, 
inevitable and that under those conditions the most rational course of action 
was to simulate a deliberate adhesion to the German camp. At the same time, 
we have shown that during his November 1938 visit to London and Paris, the 
king tried to balance that recently crystallized inclination, but the British 
Government, which had just signed the Munich Agreement, was skeptical of 
the prospect of deepening Anglo-Romanian economic relations, limiting itself 
to accepting wheat deliveries in a volume far below the expectations of those 
who wanted to deepen Romanian-British ties and almost reproaching the 
Romanians that that acquisition, made on political criteria, risked seriously 
affecting its own relations with Germany [70, p. 62]. In February 1939, 
however, as the illusions with which Prime Minister Chamberlain returned 
from Munich were shattered and the situation in Czechoslovakia became 
increasingly worrying, and in the context of information regarding the steps 
that would lead to the Treaty of 23 March 1939, the British and French rushed 
to propose to Romania negotiations similar to those already underway with 
Berlin. The Romanian response was firm: the priority belonged to Germany, 
and the opening of negotiations with the Western powers could not be 
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envisaged before the conclusion, under satisfactory conditions, of the 
discussions with the Reich, which happened with the signing of the Romanian-
German economic agreement [70, pp. 61-62]. 

In the published works, we came to the conclusion that this manner of 
managing relations with the great powers, in which Romania supported, in 
January-February 1939, without British objections, the acceptance of 
Germany into the European Danube Commission [76, pp. 67-69], appeared, 
from the perspective of Carol II, as a logical solution given that London, 
incapable of adopting a determined attitude toward Hitler and failing to discern 
his real intentions, being, at the same time, internally divided in these respects, 
did not undertake anything effective to counteract the dismemberment of 
Czechoslovakia with the participation of Poland and Hungary, nor did it show 
any sign of dissatisfaction with Slovak separatism, openly encouraged by 
Berlin. All this was happening despite the fact that, on 19 September 1938, 
Great Britain had publicly offered to guarantee the territorial integrity of 
Czechoslovakia, provided that it accepted German claims regarding the 
Sudetenland region. 

In our research we have emphasized that the Romanian Government 
was also discouraged by the lack of any British reaction to its calls to temper 
Hungarian territorial claims toward Czechoslovakia, especially toward its 
eastern extremity, Ruthenia, where there was a compact territory inhabited by 
Romanians and where the railway line that ensured the direct connection 
between Romania and the Czechoslovak state passed. The same lack of 
reaction was also observed in relation to the attitude of Poland, which at that 
time was rather in the camp of the revisionist states and actively involved in 
stimulating Hungarian revisionism [76, pp. 55-63]. In our studies we have 
clearly shown how Germany, in order to give an appearance of legitimacy to 
its own claims and the means used, chose to encourage Polish claims, leaving 
Warsaw with the impression that it could play the role of a small regional 
hegemon. Against this background, the Polish ruling circles had come to 
imagine that they would be able to build and lead a Polish-Hungarian-
Romanian alliance, for the realization of which they even considered the 
hypothesis of Romanian territorial cessions in favor of Hungary [76, pp. 55, 
101]. All these projections collapsed, however, the moment when, from the 
shadows, Germany returned to the forefront of the unfolding events. 

As we have shown in the published works, France remained, at this 
stage, closer to the Romanian positions than Great Britain and supported, 
through diplomatic approaches that, it is true, had no practical effect, the point 
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of view of Bucharest both in Warsaw and in Budapest. However, failing to 
secure British support, Paris's capacity to move to effective action again 
proved limited. Ultimately, however, the Romanian attitude did not 
fundamentally differ from the French one: toward Czechoslovakia and in 
relation to Hungarian claims, Romania had precise obligations as an ally that 
it did not honor, and in the issue of Ruthenia, despite some strong declarations 
addressed to Budapest, the Government in Bucharest avoided taking any 
concrete step. The reasons for this hesitant approach to the situation were both 
internal (institutional weakness and previous neglect of the army) and external 
(the duplicitous position demonstrated by the British and French in Munich, 
as well as the hostile attitude of the Germans and Poles in this regard) [76, pp. 
77-80]. 

Conclusions to Chapter I. Our published works show that Romania's 
vulnerability, especially on the eastern border, was known early on in the 
West, where the problem of Bessarabia and Romanian-Soviet relations were 
considered the main source of instability for the Romanian state. In contrast, 
Hungarian and Bulgarian revisionism was initially secondary, becoming 
relevant only when it became, in turn, an instrument of the German one, which 
highlights that regional developments must be understood in the broader 
context of power shifts in Europe. 

Internationally, the conclusions of our studies highlight the limits of 
the policy of conciliation promoted by Great Britain and, to a certain extent, 
by France, as well as their inability to correctly assess the intentions of Nazi 
Germany. This error of assessment directly contributed to the destabilization 
of Central and Eastern Europe and to the restriction of the strategic options of 
the states in the region, including Romania. We have highlighted the decisive 
impact of the events of 1938 on the deterioration of relations between Romania 
and the Western Allies. The Anschluss and the Sudeten crisis marked the 
beginning of an accelerated erosion of confidence in the ability of France and 
Great Britain to guarantee the European order, significantly reducing the 
political and strategic value of these ties for Bucharest. 

We concluded that Romania's foreign policy during the analyzed 
period was deeply conditioned by the interaction between external pressures 
and internal limits, which led to a predominantly reactive strategy, lacking 
long-term coherence, and to a reduced capacity to anticipate and influence 
major developments in the European space. Our studies reveal the hesitant and 
often contradictory nature of Romanian foreign policy, determined both by 
internal constraints, such as institutional weakness and insufficient care given 
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to the army by the state, and by the unfavorable external context. Romania did 
not honor its obligations toward Czechoslovakia and avoided taking firm 
decisions, preferring solutions of compromise and adaptation. 
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Chapter II. Franco-British attempts to integrate Romania into 
security architecture projects at European level (March-August 
1939) 

 
The occupation of Prague on 15 March 1939 was, according to the 

general consensus in historiography, the action that finally pushed London 
away from the policy of appeasing Germany. In our work, however, we have 
shown that there were important nuances in this regard: although that act 
represented the most obvious violation of the Munich Agreement - an 
agreement of which Chamberlain had been particularly proud, if only for a few 
months - it did not lead the British Government to resort immediately to 
military action. Chamberlain considered that the security guarantees 
previously promised to Czechoslovakia could not be invoked in a situation in 
which it had yielded to "moral pressure", thus shifting responsibility 
elsewhere, as if his own role in producing that "moral surrender" had not 
existed [76, p. 81]. The abandonment of the Reich's appeasement policy was 
also influenced by the diplomatic incident of March 1939 known as the "Tilea 
affair", when the Romanian minister in London, Viorel V. Tilea, informed the 
British Government that Germany had presented Romania with an ultimatum, 
contributing to the change in British policy of conciliation toward Hitler. The 
"Tilea affair" served as a trigger for a British diplomatic effort to gradually 
build a European security architecture. In our works we have shown that, 
within this attempt, it became clear from the beginning that only France was 
willing to join Great Britain unequivocally in the event of German aggression 
against Romania, while the reactions of Paris's Balkan allies were negative. 
Poland's attitude, although less decisive, remained at least as evasive, and the 
position of the Soviet Union was indecipherable [76, pp. 92-107]. 

Our analysis highlighted that, since Romania and Poland refused any 
form of cooperation that would have included the USSR, the Western Allies 
proposed that the two states sign an Anglo-French-Polish-Romanian 
quadripartite pact, built around two components: the transformation of the 
Polish-Romanian alliance into one with an erga omnes character and the 
granting of security guarantees by Great Britain and France to Romania and 
Poland, provided that they accepted the first component [60, pp. 59-60]. The 
British project, as we have shown, failed for two reasons. First, in the context 
of information about the German ultimatum regarding Danzig, the British 
decided to offer Poland (which had signed an alliance treaty with France in 
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1921) unilateral security guarantees, thus significantly reducing Warsaw's 
interest in the quadripartite formula, perceived as an obstacle to its regional 
great-power ambitions and privileged relations with Hungary. In Warsaw's 
view, Romania would even have had to accept some territorial concessions in 
Hungary's favor in order to attract Budapest into a regional bloc that the Poles 
imagined they could set in motion and lead. Second, the Romanian 
Government also did not want to assume a political and military commitment 
that would have imposed on it, in relation to Germany, obligations comparable 
to those that Great Britain, France and Poland were ready to accept. Carol II 
was, it seems, sufficiently aware of the state of the Romanian army and of his 
own leadership capabilities and considered, in these circumstances, that 
prudence required refusing the responsibilities proposed by the British and 
French. Instead, he insisted, in a manner that London found excessive, on 
obtaining a unilateral public promise of military aid in the event of an attack 
on Romania [59, p. 98]. We have shown that Great Britain initially rejected 
this request, finding no reason to offer such a unilateral commitment to a 
partner who was not willing to contribute effectively to the construction of the 
European security system pursued in London and at a time when the Poles and 
the Turks were, in turn, showing considerable reservations about supporting 
Romania. Paris, however, proved more receptive to Bucharest's arguments and 
exerted pressure on London to formulate unilateral guarantees in terms that 
corresponded almost entirely to Romanian wishes. At the time, according to 
our assessments, that result was interpreted as a notable success of the 
diplomacy of the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Grigore Gafencu [59, 
p. 99] (and is still sometimes presented as such), although, by the summer of 
1940, the Romanian government's assessment of the usefulness and 
significance of these guarantees had changed to such an extent that it came to 
reproaching Great Britain for granting a support that had been insistently 
requested and, practically, without any compensation. There are clear 
indications that, relatively quickly, doubts arose in Paris as to the wisdom of 
having followed the Romanian requests: when the French tried to move toward 
a military convention that would establish, in clear terms, the modalities of 
implementing the guarantee and sent General Maxim Weygand to Bucharest 
for this purpose (4-6 May 1939), the Romanian side refused to engage in 
discussion [59, p. 104]. We can see that, through this attitude, Romania missed 
the opportunity to define explicitly the concrete content and limits of the 
guarantees received, thereby contributing decisively to a situation it would 
later regret [59, pp. 109-110]. 
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In the research summarized in this paper, we have highlighted the fact 
that in the period between the granting of the guarantees and the end of the 
summer of 1939, Romania pursued two main objectives in its relations with 
the Western Allies. The first, with limited results, aimed at obtaining credits 
and a significant volume of British and French armaments. The economic 
treaties signed with Paris (31 March 1939) and London (11 May 1939) indeed 
provided for the granting of credits, but their amount proved to be far below 
the level desired by the authorities in Bucharest. Moreover, it soon became 
evident, including from the explanations given personally by the British 
Secretary of State at the Foreign Office, Halifax, to Gafencu, that, within the 
framework of these agreements, the Western Allies were not willing "by any 
means" to satisfy the armament orders that Romania intended to place, since 
their own military needs had priority [56, pp. 46-53]. 

The second objective, achieved much more successfully, consisted 
in avoiding any real involvement in the system of alliances that Great Britain 
sought to build around Germany, as a safety net intended either to deter 
aggression or, in case of failure, to allow the mobilization of sufficient 
potential for a two-front war, following the model applied in World War I. 
Studying diplomatic documents and historical literature, we observed that if, 
at the previous stage, Bucharest had refused to establish bilateral security 
relations with London and Paris, of the type that the British and French were 
negotiating with Turkey and Poland, considering that it did not have the 
necessary strength for such commitments, in this new phase, through 
Gafencu, Romania blocked any way of its indirect engagement with the 
Western Allies through the treaties that they sought to conclude with Poland, 
Turkey and the Soviet Union [76, pp. 263-267]. This line of conduct was 
frequently noted with satisfaction by German diplomacy, which showed 
practically no concern about Romania's foreign policy, not even regarding 
the security guarantee offered by the Allies to a state that was, de facto, in a 
position of territorial isolation from them. The only eventuality that 
generated anxiety in Berlin - and on which Hitler insisted in his warnings 
addressed personally to Carol II and Gafencu - was a possible return to 
Titulescu's line of political rapprochement with the USSR, for the obvious 
reason that such a scenario would have led to a potential reiteration of the 
situation in World War I, in which - allied simultaneously with Britain, 
France and Russia - Romania could not be so easily subdued by Germany as 
in those months of 1939 when Bucharest relied on nothing other than 
declarations made in the British and French Parliaments [76, p. 156]. 
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Thus, for the reasons we have mentioned, Bucharest rejected the 
request of the Western Allies to transform the alliance with Poland of 1921, 
oriented against a potential Soviet aggression, into an erga omnes agreement, 
an attitude to which was added the identically hostile one displayed by Warsaw 
in relation to this possibility [60, p. 65]. The Romanian leadership feared that 
such a step could provoke the irritation of Germany, since, by generalizing the 
provisions of the Polish-Romanian alliance, Romania would have become, 
politically and militarily, indirectly linked to Britain and France through their 
treaties (signed or in the process of being signed) with Poland [60, p. 62], 
which would have implied the automatic entry into war against the Reich, 
including in the event of a German attack directed toward the West. Thus, we 
concluded that the Romanian Government was not only not prepared to act as 
a security provider, but also wanted to benefit, without costs and risks, from 
the security architecture designed by Western democracies, without assuming, 
in turn, corresponding obligations [59, p. 98]. 

We have revealed in our investigations that the same logic applies to 
Bucharest's opposition to the Franco-British plans to extend the powers of the 
future security treaty with Turkey to the Balkan region, influenced also by the 
presence of the Yugoslav factor, also hostile to that project, in Romanian 
politics. Although British and French diplomats explicitly emphasized to 
Gafencu that such an extension directly served Romania's interests, as it would 
have determined Ankara to assume support for a possible Anglo-French 
military effort in favor of Bucharest, as a result of the guarantees offered on 
13 April, the Romanian foreign minister protested against the Anglo-Turkish 
public declaration of 14 May and the Franco-Turkish declaration of 23 June 
1939, which stated that their security concerns also extended to the Balkan 
Peninsula [76, pp. 205-223]. Moreover, to the frustration of the West and the 
satisfaction of Ankara, Gafencu opposed the request formulated in June 1939 
by London that Turkey grant Romania direct security guarantees, although 
such a step would have clarified, in the most concrete terms, the modalities of 
applying the guarantees of 13 April, which were decisively dependent on 
Turkish agreement and on the access of the British fleet through the Straits. 
We have emphasized in our research that the Anglo-French projects of 
understanding with Poland and Turkey did not take into account the Soviet 
threat, being oriented exclusively toward containing the German danger. The 
Romanian hesitations and refusals were therefore not determined by fear of 
the USSR, but by the concern not to provoke Germany. The Soviet factor and 
the fears related to it, as we have seen, hardly appeared at all in Bucharest’s 
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official argumentation during this period, and the public statements of the main 
Romanian decision-makers clearly indicated that, at that time, it was not the 
threat from the east that dominated the political calculation. This state of 
affairs illustrated, among other things, the effectiveness of Stalin’s policy in 
diverting the attention of the Central and Eastern European states from the 
expansionist ambitions and projects of the USSR [76, p. 695]. 

Also, in our published works we have shown, regarding the Western 
attempts to integrate Romania into a security system that would include the 
Soviet Union, materialized through political and then military negotiations in 
the spring and summer of 1939, that Bucharest's initial position was 
categorically negative. Romania was even opposed to the signing of an Anglo-
Franco-Soviet treaty of mutual assistance, because such an arrangement, 
indirectly linking it to the USSR on the basis of the guarantees of 13 April, 
would have constituted a gesture that would be difficult to justify to Germany 
[76, p. 228]. This attitude began to change toward the end of May 1939, when 
the prospect of a Soviet-German agreement began to take shape. From that 
date, both the Romanians, the Poles and the British showed greater openness 
to the possibility of cooperation with Moscow [76, p. 237]. Bucharest no 
longer opposed the idea of an Anglo-Franco-Soviet alliance agreement, 
provided that Romania was not explicitly mentioned and that the text 
contained provisions that would have allowed the rejection of a Soviet request 
for military access to its territory, although the Romanian Government did not 
rule out, in the event of a conflict, the possibility of requesting Soviet aid itself. 
In the end, however, as we have shown in our studies, it turned out that the 
USSR was not interested in the possibility of such scenarios materializing: 
after it was established in Moscow that the Allies, especially the British, were 
not prepared to offer any kind of "rewards", such as the explicit recognition of 
the right to intervene or occupy neighboring states, in exchange for 
cooperation against Germany, the Soviet leadership preferred to obtain such 
concessions from Berlin, which abruptly ended the sterile Anglo-Franco-
Soviet trilateral negotiations of the spring and summer of 1939. 

I have also shown that, in the same period, starting at the latest from 
May 1939, the Romanian option to maintain neutrality in a future major 
conflict was becoming increasingly clear [59, p. 106], being, at that time, in 
contradiction with the role that the Western Allies attributed to Romania in the 
event of war [70, pp. 64-65]. Relations with the Western Allies, although 
formally cordial, had already become marked by deep mutual distrust. This 
was fueled, on the one hand, by the authorities in Bucharest through the 
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systematic avoidance of the most important Franco-British initiatives to build 
a security architecture and, on the other hand, by the well-founded suspicions 
of the Romanians regarding the willingness of the Westerners, especially the 
British and to a lesser extent the French, to sacrifice the territorial integrity of 
Greater Romania in order to secure the support of Bulgaria and Hungary. 

From a comparative perspective, in our opinion, the strategy of the 
Western democracies toward South-Eastern Europe in general, and toward 
Romania in particular, did not differ essentially from that of National Socialist 
Germany. Both camps, already outlined and resigned to a future confrontation, 
understood that the side that managed to impose a new regional political order 
(and this could not be done without sacrificing the territorial integrity of 
Romania) thereby gained control over the Balkans and blocked the access and 
expansion of the adversary. Our conclusion is that, consequently, both the 
Allies and the Axis entered into a discreet competition to win the goodwill of 
Sofia and Budapest, by fueling or encouraging revisionist hopes, primarily 
Bulgarian and, to a lesser extent, Hungarian, at Romania's expense. Both in 
London and in Berlin, however, the conviction persisted that excessive 
pressure exerted in this direction risked pushing Bucharest into the arms of the 
opposing camp, which explained the still cautious tone of this competition at 
that stage [70, p. 64]. 

Conclusions to Chapter II. In our studies we have come to the 
conclusion that the change in orientation of British policy after March 1939 
was gradual rather than decisive, and the attempts to build a collective security 
system were marked by the reservations and divergent interests of the actors 
involved. Romania constantly sought to obtain guarantees and material 
support from the Western Allies, but without assuming corresponding 
obligations, preferring a cautious strategy oriented toward avoiding direct 
engagement in a conflict. This foreign line led to ambiguities and missed 
opportunities to consolidate its security. At the same time, relations with Great 
Britain and France were affected by mutual distrust and differences in strategic 
vision, while Romanian foreign policy increasingly revolved around the 
objective of maintaining neutrality and avoiding provocation by Germany. 
Taken as a whole, these developments show that Romania was in a defensive 
and reactive position, trying to benefit from external protection without 
effectively integrating into the European security architecture, in a context in 
which the great powers pursued their own strategic calculations, often to the 
detriment of regional stability and Romanian territorial integrity. 
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Chapter III. The deterioration of Romania's relations with Britain 
and France after the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact (September–
December 1939)  

 
In our works published so far, we have emphasized that the signing of 

the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact put an end to all British attempts to build a 
security architecture on a European scale and marked, for Romania, the 
moment when both its internal fragilities and weaknesses, as well as the 
precariousness of its entire international position, became visible to itself and 
to external actors [65, p. 120]. Bucharest's declared option for neutrality, 
determined by these vulnerabilities on which, for two decades, only partial and 
insufficient intervention had been made, coincided, in the short and medium 
term, with the interests of the Western Allies. British and French analyses 
converged on the conclusion that Romania's entry into the war was undesirable 
at that stage: in the absence of substantially superior means of support to those 
they had at their disposal in the case of Poland, London and Paris estimated 
that Romania would have been quickly defeated and occupied, and the 
subsequent exploitation of Romanian resources by Germany would have 
negatively influenced the evolution of the conflict [70, pp. 66-67]. At the same 
time, as we have observed, Romania's neutrality also corresponded to Berlin's 
interests: in the context of the economic agreements with the USSR and the 
unreserved execution by Bucharest of the obligations assumed by the Treaty 
of 23 March 1939, the clauses of which were soon to be modified once again 
in Germany's favor, the Nazi leadership had no reason to pursue an invasion 
of Romanian territory. 

As we have highlighted, the Soviet invasion of Poland was the moment 
when the issue of the applicability of the guarantees of 13 April 1939, in the 
event of a Soviet aggression, was, for the first time, explicitly formulated, 
through Gafencu requesting an assurance to this effect from the British 
government on 27 September 1939 [62, p. 121]. However, Tilea had been 
informed, even before the public announcement of those guarantees, that they 
did not concern a scenario of conflict with the Soviet Union; but, at that time, 
he chose to hide the British clarification from the Romanian Government and 
even asked that it not be communicated to Bucharest. This explains why, 
when, at the end of September 1939, Gafencu asked in Paris and London how 
the Allies intended to support Romania in the event of a Soviet attack, he was 
presented, without any ambiguity, with exactly the limit that Tilea had silently 
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crossed [52, pp. 96-97]: the guarantee had been conceived exclusively in 
relation to the Axis danger [62, pp. 122-123], and the British Government 
meeting of 6 October 1939 approved and reaffirmed this position [52, p. 97]. 
Subsequent developments showed that the British and French would have 
considered an intervention in favor of Romania and against the USSR justified 
only if it became indisputable that Moscow was acting in an irrevocable 
alliance with Berlin. It is from this point of view that their attitude toward the 
Turkish-Soviet negotiations of September–October 1939 must be viewed, 
when, first of all, the British, but also the French, had initially been willing to 
give the Soviets very clear assurances that they would not intervene through 
the Straits in the event of a Soviet attack on Romania. The failure of those 
negotiations, caused mainly by Moscow's attempt to take control of the Straits 
and to introduce into the draft treaty a "German clause" that would impose 
neutrality toward the Reich on Ankara, in accordance with Article 4 of the 
Soviet-German non-aggression pact, which stipulated that "none of the 
contracting parties may be part of any group of powers that directly or 
indirectly targets the other party", however, changed the facts of the problem: 
once the USSR appeared as an active advocate of German interests in relation 
to Turkey, the willingness of the Westerners to accommodate Soviet claims 
against Romania decreased accordingly [67, p. 115]. In that climate, as we 
have noted in our studies, Turkish, French and British diplomats began, in 
October–December 1939, to send Bucharest declarations that suggested that 
Britain, France and Turkey could have intervened against the USSR on the 
basis of the guarantees of 13 April. The fluctuations of the Westerners 
reflected, in essence, the way in which the degree of rapprochement between 
Moscow and Berlin was perceived; in the case of Paris, they were also linked 
to the idea of preparing an “eastern front” in the Balkans. However, in the end, 
the Allies (and, first of all, London) correctly relied on the premise that the 
fundamental interests of Germany and the Soviet Union were incompatible 
and that, once the division of the Eastern European space was completed, the 
latent antagonism between them would inevitably reappear [65, p. 121]. Based 
on that calculation, the British and French informed Bucharest that they were 
prepared to honor their guarantees of 13 April 1939 only on the condition that 
Romania could guarantee, at least, the cooperation of Turkey and the 
benevolent neutrality of Italy. The answer given to the Romanians on 13 
December 1939, formulated, as we have specified, in extremely diplomatic 
language, perfectly corresponded to the interests of the Allies in any scenario: 
the conditions could be met only in a situation in which the Soviet-German 
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collaboration took the form of a de facto or even de jure alliance, in which case 
neither Ankara nor London and Paris would have had any reason to continue 
the policy of appeasing Moscow, and Rome would have been pushed to seek 
rapprochement with the Western democracies. At the time of the 
communication of the answer, however, there was no certainty in this regard, 
and the British and French were aware that, under the existing circumstances, 
Turkey would not have consented to approve a military action in support of 
Romania, which they themselves did not want. Therefore, the formula 
proposed to Bucharest amounted, in fact, to a polite refusal [65, p. 121]. On 
the other hand, it was difficult to imagine, even hypothetically, how London 
and Paris could have effectively supported Romania against the USSR without 
Ankara's agreement for the passage of the Allied fleet through the Straits and 
in the tense conditions of Romanian-Bulgarian relations [52, p. 98]. 

Our analysis shows that, as long as the Soviet Union acted 
independently of Germany, even within the limits set by the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact, the Western powers had no motivation to ask Turkey for 
access through the Straits in order to intervene in Romania's favor and would 
never have taken such a step [52, pp. 98-100]. If such a hypothesis had been 
taken into account or had been of real interest to the British and French, the 
initiative to define a plan of action should have come from them themselves, 
and not by requiring the Romanians to obtain the Turks’ consent in advance. 
The lack of interest in the Soviet threat to Romania was also confirmed by the 
content of the secret protocol no. 2 of the Anglo-French-Turkish tripartite 
treaty of 19 October 1939 [67, pp. 115-116], which exempted Ankara from 
any obligation to support London and Paris in the event of a Western 
intervention in favor of Romania and against the USSR. This provision 
demonstrates, beyond any doubt, that the great democracies did not conceive 
of a military confrontation with the Soviet Union in defense of Romania 
except, as we have shown in our studies, under the conditions of a Soviet-Nazi 
alliance close enough to fundamentally redefine the strategic framework [62, 
p. 117]. 

In our investigations we have followed how, faced with a veiled 
refusal, the Romanian authorities reacted in several ways. Thus, we have 
shown that almost immediately, Romanian diplomats resumed their efforts to 
accelerate deliveries of military equipment, but, also due to the intensification 
of Romanian oil deliveries to Germany, without achieving significant results, 
especially with regard to the most desired equipment: anti-aircraft weapons, 
anti-tank defense and fighter aircraft [58, pp. 136-141]. At the same time, the 
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Romanians tried to consolidate their position by initiating the establishment of 
a bloc of neutral states formed by Italy, Bulgaria and Hungary, to which the 
members of the Balkan Entente would have been added. That group was to 
function as a neutral pole of power in Europe, with the declared aim of limiting 
the expansion of the war in the region. London and Paris viewed Gafencu's 
project favorably, seeing in it an instrument for neutralizing, and possibly 
attracting, Italy to their side [69, p. 132], as well as a possible preliminary stage 
in the implementation of another plan, supported especially by France: the 
opening, through an Allied landing in the Balkans, of a second continental 
front. Respectively, Berlin and Moscow strove to block the project, which they 
considered, not without reason, favorable to the interests of the Allies, 
especially in the conditions in which Turkey, linked to the Western powers by 
the Security Treaty of 19 October 1939, should have been part of the new 
construction. Under direct pressure from Germany, Italy ultimately rejected 
the initiative [69, p. 133]. 

Conclusions to Chapter III. The research we conducted highlights that, 
following the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact, Romania's vulnerability was 
obvious, and the option for neutrality was not the result of a solid autonomous 
strategy, but the expression of the limits of internal capacities and external 
constraints. This neutrality temporarily coincided with the interests of the great 
Western powers, as well as those of Germany, without offering Romania real 
security guarantees. At the same time, Romanian diplomatic efforts during this 
period revealed the restrictive and conditional nature of Western guarantees, 
which clearly excluded the scenario of a Soviet aggression, the only possible 
exception in this regard appearing only in the hypothesis of the finalization of 
an alliance between Moscow and Berlin. The ambiguity and fluctuations of the 
British and French position in this regard essentially reflected their own 
strategic calculations and not firm commitments toward Romania. In this 
context, the Western response in December 1939 to the approaches mentioned 
above represented, in fact, a diplomatic refusal, confirming the lack of real 
willingness to intervene in Romania's defense against the Soviet Union. 
Moreover, geopolitical constraints and dependence on factors such as Turkey's 
agreement or Italy's position made effective support practically impossible. 
The reactions of the Romanian authorities demonstrate awareness of these 
limits, but also the inability to overcome them: late attempts at armament with 
Western support remained without significant results, and Romanian projects 
to consolidate ties with regional actors were blocked by the opposition of the 
totalitarian powers. Thus, the conclusion was imposed that Romania's situation 
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at the end of 1939 was one of strategic isolation. The powers subordinated 
their decisions exclusively to their own interests, while Bucharest's options 
were drastically limited. 
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Chapter IV. Romania's Tendency to Maintain Cooperation with the 
Western Allies (January–May 1940)  

 
We have shown in our studies that, faced with the Allies’ refusal to 

honor their security guarantees in relation to the Soviet threat, Romanian 
diplomacy, starting from the end of December 1939, carried out a series of 
approaches to Rome and Ankara in an attempt to satisfy the conditions set out 
by the Allies for the materialization of the guarantees of 13 April, in the event 
of a Soviet aggression. As regards Italy, we have emphasized that these efforts 
were supported by London and Paris, which continued to seek to detach Rome 
from the orbit of Berlin and to this end speculated on the perception that 
Germany was adopting a line too close to the Soviet one in the Balkans, 
contrary to Italian interests - an argument with additional weight after the 
experience of the Soviet-Finnish war [71, p. 131]. French diplomacy insisted, 
in particular, that Italy make explicit commitments to Romania on the issue of 
Bessarabia, going so far as to promise Ciano Paris' support for such a formula 
on 9 January 1940 [69, p. 136], although the degree of sincerity of these 
promises remains difficult to assess. According to the sources consulted, Ciano 
seemed more receptive than Mussolini to the Anglo-French opening and to 
Romanian appeals; however, in March 1940, in the context of the end of the 
Soviet-Finnish conflict, the Italian dictator firmly opted for deepening 
relations with Germany, which quickly brokered a reconciliation between 
Rome and Moscow. Although, at that time, London and Paris were already 
convinced that the fascist regime did not intend to offer Romania any concrete 
help against the USSR, they nevertheless noted that Rome continued, until 
April, the practice of illusory assurances addressed to Bucharest [71, p. 134]. 

In the case of Turkey, we found a similar situation: in the first months 
of 1940, Ankara sent Bucharest declarations that fueled the hope of military 
support against the USSR, but in confidential discussions with the Allies it 
implied that it would have no objections to a possible Soviet annexation of 
Bessarabia [65, p. 118]. At the same time, the authorities in Ankara constantly 
refused, despite Romanian proposals, to negotiate or sign a military convention 
that would clearly provide for the mechanisms of a Turkish intervention in 
support of an Allied action, in the event of a Soviet attack on Romania [75, pp. 
442-443]. However, as we have seen, by the beginning of May 1940, the 
prevailing belief in Bucharest, or at least the desire to believe that the efforts 
to obtain Turkish and Italian support had yielded results, was an impression 
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supported by some internal diplomatic documents and by Gafencu's personal 
notes, although Gafencu himself showed a much more lucid appreciation of 
reality [76, p. 448]. In the French and British reports, the situation was assessed 
realistically: both Rome and Ankara were considered, in essence, unavailable 
for a real involvement in favor of Romania [57, pp. 58-70]. 

In our research we have noted that, as it became clear that it could not 
count on effective Allied support against the Soviet Union, Romania moved 
closer and closer to Germany, at increasing cost to its relationship with the 
West. In December 1939, this reorientation materialized through a new trade 
agreement that guaranteed the Reich an increased share of Romanian oil 
exports, and the Romanian state began to create the instruments through which 
it would later coerce Western oil companies to sell oil products to Germany - 
export quotas and the National Oil Commissariat [76, p. 503]. On the 
diplomatic front, Bucharest sought Berlin’s mediation, requesting in 
December 1939 the opening of Soviet-Romanian negotiations based on a 
limited territorial cession in Bessarabia [53, pp. 87-88]. In the same month, the 
Romanian authorities proposed, through the Italians, the conclusion of a treaty 
with Hungary, based on a limited Romanian territorial concession in western 
Transylvania; Budapest, however, rejected the proposal as insufficient. Berlin 
ignored the initiative [55, pp. 88-92], and Bucharest did not return to it, 
especially since the initial failures of the Red Army in Finland fueled, for a 
short period, an unexpected courage among the Romanian political and 
military leadership, which was quickly dissipated after the victory of the USSR 
[65, p. 71]. According to British and French sources, at the Balkan Entente 
conference in Belgrade in February 1940, Gafencu seemed willing to consider 
a cession in Dobrogea as well, but the hasty manner in which the Turkish side 
sought to push things in that direction, as well as Sofia's lack of willingness to 
join, in compensation, the Balkan Entente, blocked any development in the 
direction desired by the West [55, pp. 92-99]. 

After studying British sources, we came to the conclusion that 
London's position on the issue of Bessarabia experienced a temporary 
favorable nuance for Romania in March–April 1940 [75, p. 438]. On the one 
hand, the outcome of the Winter War temporarily strengthened the impression 
in London that the Soviet-German association was not just a tactical 
understanding, but tended toward a de facto alliance; on the other hand, 
Romanian steps convinced some British diplomats that Bucharest would have 
been willing to defend itself with arms in hand against Soviet aggression. In 
this context, within part of the British diplomatic corps, there was a brief 



32 
 

tendency to recalibrate London's policy toward the Bessarabian issue, based 
on the idea that it was in Great Britain's interest to contribute, if certain 
conditions were met, to Romania's defense against the USSR [76, pp. 480-
493]. Some prospective steps were also taken in Ankara to convince Turkey 
to study this possibility. The Turks, however, as is evident from the documents 
examined, rejected the initiative, maintaining their refusal to engage in any 
concrete arrangement for the defense of Romania [75, pp. 439-440], and 
France adopted, in turn, a negative position, for reasons that do not emerge 
with the same clarity from the documents examined, especially since in Paris 
it was considered, at that time, that the Soviet-German tandem had evolved 
toward a de facto alliance [76, pp. 485, 495]. The actual level at which the new 
British approach was discussed and accepted remains unclear: there are no 
conclusive indications that it was officially communicated to Romania or that 
it was ratified by the Government in London, which suggests that it remained, 
at most, at the stage of a working initiative within the British diplomatic 
apparatus [76, p. 485]. 

Conclusions to Chapter IV. The analysis carried out in the published 
works shows that Romania's diplomatic approaches during the period under 
study took place in a profoundly unfavorable international context, 
characterized by the lack of coherence and real commitment on the part of the 
Allies, as well as by the duplicitous attitude of regional actors. Both Italy and 
Turkey maintained, through ambiguous declarations and unfulfilled promises, 
the illusion of support that, in reality, did not exist, a fact clearly recognized in 
French, but especially British assessments. At the same time, the continued 
unwillingness of London and Paris to transform the guarantees offered into an 
effective security mechanism contributed to the accentuation of Romania's 
isolation in those months. Against this background, we found Bucharest's 
gradual orientation toward Germany as a direct consequence of the lack of 
viable alternatives, even if this reorientation involved economic concessions 
and the willingness to explore some limited territorial concessions in relation 
to its neighbors. Romanian negotiation initiatives with the USSR, Hungary or 
Bulgaria within the framework of the Balkan Entente did not produce concrete 
results, being either ignored, rejected or blocked by the divergent interests of 
the great powers. As for the position of Great Britain, although we could 
observe a certain temporary tendency to re-evaluate its policy toward the 
Bessarabian problem, this did not go beyond the level of internal reflections 
and did not materialize in official actions or commitments. 
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Chapter V. The decline of Romanian-British relations against the 
backdrop of territorial losses and Romania's external realignment 
(June-September 1940) 

 
Against the backdrop of the intensification of the Soviet threat on 

Romania's eastern and northeastern borders, the collapse of France and the 
open alignment of Italy with German policy, the military successes of the 
Reich in northern and western Europe appeared in Bucharest all the more 
impressive and discouraging for any foreign policy other than a pro-German 
one [76, p. 494]. In those circumstances, toward the end of May 1940, Carol 
II decided to abandon the policy of neutrality and the declared orientation 
toward Germany, in the hope that such a repositioning could bring new 
security guarantees, this time German, intended to replace the British ones, 
which had become inapplicable from the Romanian point of view. We have 
shown that the only one who opposed this option was Gafencu, convinced that 
Germany did not constitute a credible support against the USSR; that is 
precisely why he was replaced on 1 June 1940 with Ion Gigurtu [53, p. 78]. 
We have emphasized, however, that it remains difficult to specify what type 
of guarantees Carol II, Prime Minister Tătărescu, or Foreign Minister Gigurtu 
believed they could obtain from Berlin, since at the time of the decision to 
abandon neutrality it was hard to imagine that they had not understood that 
such guarantees could not concern Romania’s territorial integrity. The sources 
researched clearly show that the Germans had repeatedly indicated, up to 26 
June 1940 - sometimes veiled, but sufficiently transparent - that they saw as 
inevitable Bucharest's resort to territorial concessions in favor of all its 
revisionist neighbors, a scenario that Tătărescu and Gigurtu did not reject, in 
principle, in relation to any of the borders of the Romanian state [76, pp. 518-
520]. 

At the level of real motivations, the stakes of the problem consisted 
for us in determining whether the priority was to ensure Romania's security, 
from the perspective of maintaining territorial integrity, or, rather, to preserve 
at all costs a deeply corrupt regime with strongly eroded internal legitimacy 
[61, p. 30]. The analysis of the available evidence and indications demonstrates 
that the second hypothesis is closer to reality: protecting the personal power of 
Carol II and the small circle around him represented the criterion according to 
which the monarch and his regime imposed the known territorial costs on the 
population. Since, in essence, neither the king nor his camarilla sacrificed their 
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own positions or assets, but transferred the burden entirely onto society - onto 
that "Romanian people" with whom they maintained limited and often purely 
rhetorical ties - the strategy of docile alignment with Berlin's demands seemed, 
in their logic, acceptable. This orientation was presented to public opinion as 
a logical and rational adjustment to a new geopolitical context, and, in order 
to justify the decisions and conceal the real objectives, the myth of saving the 
state through limited territorial sacrifice was constructed [61, p. 31]. 

It is true that, as the sources consulted show, on 17 July 1940, Hitler 
threatened Carol II in very direct terms with the disappearance of the 
Romanian state if Bucharest did not accept concessions in favor of Budapest 
and Sofia, a threat later repeated by Ribbentrop. However, we have shown that 
Carol II had already resorted to the evacuation of Bessarabia before this 
explicit pressure, and Berlin began to invoke the danger of Romania's 
"disappearance" only after 28 June, when it had become clear that the country 
was led by a government incapable of organizing even minimal resistance and 
easy to maneuver and intimidate through simple threats [61, p. 36]. Germany's 
respective attitude was, in this sense, the consequence of the Romanian 
Government's conduct of 28 June 1940, and not its cause. 

As we have shown in our publications, the central motivation for 
accepting the Soviet ultimatum of 28 June 1940 without a fight lay in Carol 
II’s objective of preserving his personal power. To this end, his regime 
promoted the myth - later taken up and amplified by part of Romanian 
historiography [61, pp. 34-64] - according to which, if Romania had chosen to 
militarily defend the territories east of the Prut, it would undoubtedly have 
been attacked simultaneously by Bulgaria and Hungary, and the very existence 
of the state would have been put at stake [61, pp. 33-63]. In reality, as we have 
emphasized, the main fear of the king and his entourage was related to the 
unpredictability of internal developments in the conditions of armed 
resistance: the camarilla was aware of the degradation of state institutions, 
primarily the army [58, pp. 142-144], and feared open conflict from the 
perspective of its interest in remaining in power. That is why a narrative was 
elaborated for which there is no documentary evidence, meant to conceal the 
fact that, out of concern for their own safety and position, Carol II and his 
camarilla imposed the evacuation of Bessarabian territory. For the same 
reason, criticism of this decision was later stigmatized as “unpatriotic” [61, p. 
71], and, as the British sources we studied show, the government of Carol II 
was the first to try to convince the Romanians in Transylvania that the 
Romanian army would not have been able to oppose the Hungarian one and 
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that a new surrender was, therefore, once again "necessary" [76, pp. 616-617]. 
As we have emphasized in our studies, the monarch’s main objective 
remained, until the end, the preservation of his own power and his regime [53, 
pp. 94-95]. The result of the chain of surrenders, however, contradicted the 
initial calculations: the strategy of territorial sacrifices imposed without a fight 
produced the opposite effect to that sought, even if the king ultimately 
managed to flee the country at a much lower cost to himself than the gravity 
of his responsibilities suggests [61, p. 31]. 

I have drawn attention to the fact that, during the crisis generated by 
the Soviet ultimatum, the Romanian Government did not consider it necessary 
to consult with the representative of the British Government in Bucharest, 
Reginald Hoare, and the formal invocation of the guarantees of 13 April was 
not even discussed, especially since a potential invocation of this kind 
presupposed, in advance, the demonstration of the will to resist militarily 
against Soviet aggression, a will that Carol II's conduct between 26 and 28 
June categorically refuted. In contrast, after the evacuation of Bessarabia 
without a fight, the king publicly denounced the guarantees of 13 April 1939, 
considering that such a demonstrative gesture could have contributed to 
winning Hitler's goodwill [53, pp. 89-90]. But that act of repudiation of the 
guarantee contained an element of mystification, assuming an interpretation of 
the guarantees according to which they had been granted to Romania through 
a deceptive maneuver or even against its will, given that the diplomacy in 
Bucharest had made intense efforts to obtain them exactly in the form in which 
they had been, in the end, formulated [68, p. 83]. We have also shown that a 
significant element in the reformulation of the official discourse in this regard 
was the adoption by the Romanian leadership of the German propaganda 
narrative that attributed to Great Britain a decisive role in the “intrigue” that 
would have led to the Soviet occupation of Bessarabia. In the official and semi-
official Romanian sources after 26–28 June, the suggestion frequently appears, 
in an insinuating rather than explicit manner, that the responsibility for the 
difficult position Romania had found itself in should have been attributed to 
London. This thesis, taken and adapted from the German discourse, claimed 
that Bucharest had adhered to the political line of Great Britain, only to be 
"betrayed" and abandoned in the face of its enemies, primarily the USSR [66, 
p. 64]. In our publications, we have shown that in reality, the policy of Carol 
II, through Gafencu, had systematically sought to avoid integration into a 
collective security architecture built to contain Germany. The Allies were 
repeatedly informed that Bucharest did not intend to assume concrete military 
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obligations, neither within multilateral formats nor through firm bilateral 
agreements with London or Paris. The critical situation in which Romania 
found itself in 1940 was, as we have concluded, the result of decisions taken 
by its political leadership, which it subsequently refused to recognize [59, pp. 
104-110]. 

We have mentioned, therefore, that immediately after the annexation 
of Bessarabia, Carol II deliberately and ostentatiously adopted a policy of 
subordination to Germany, hoping that he would thus obtain Hitler’s support 
to retain his throne [53, pp. 98-99]. The same register also included measures 
directed directly against British interests in Romania: the confiscation of 
transport ships under British, French and other Allied flags on the Danube, 
which were then made available to Germany, or the expulsion of British 
engineers accused of sabotage intentions [53, pp. 86-87]. Domestically, the 
monarch tried to give Berlin the image of an ideological alignment, 
announcing the formation of a party designated by himself as “totalitarian” and 
resorting to the partial co-optation of the Legionary Movement into 
government [68, p. 84]. 

We have noted in our studies that decision-makers in London 
perceived these gestures as deeply offensive and concluded that there was no 
longer any valid reason to accommodate Romanian interests [68, pp. 83-84]. 
Consequently, London tried, in its own interest, to capitalize on the trend of 
radicalization and materialization of Hungarian and Bulgarian territorial 
claims. After the public denunciation of the guarantees, the British 
encouraged, in a more or less direct form, revisionist claims against Romania: 
in the case of Hungary, already considered firmly integrated into the Axis 
sphere, London adopted the strategy of refraining from any advice of restraint 
or warning against "dangerous adventures", while toward Bulgaria the position 
was more explicit, London recognizing, through diplomatic channels, the 
legitimacy of Bulgarian claims in Dobrogea and making it clear that it would 
have no objections even in the event of resort to force [54, p. 57]. 

I have shown that, in parallel, the British launched, through their own 
press and propaganda channels, and in Romania, through the available 
networks of influence, a campaign aimed at stimulating Romanian resistance 
to Hungarian claims in Transylvania [54, p. 47]. The motivations for that 
strategy were found in several anticipated and pursued scenarios: if, 
unexpectedly, Carol II had discovered some capacity that would have allowed 
him to reject Hitler's ultimatum, it was expected that Hungary would attack 
Romania, and the conflict, through the logic of interests, could have drawn 
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Germany and the USSR into different camps - the central objective of British 
projects in the Balkans (along with that of preventing a Turkish-Soviet 
conflict) [64, p. 12] after the failure of the previous attempt to create a pole of 
apparent regional neutrality. It was also considered that, in the event of a 
conflict, Romania would resort to destroying the oil industry or, at least, to 
seriously disrupting the communication networks and trade flows through 
which Germany economically exploited the Balkans, which would have 
directly affected the Reich's war capacity and forced Hitler to intervene 
militarily, with potentially destabilizing effects on German-Soviet relations. 
Another hypothesis was that stimulating the spirit of resistance in public 
opinion, given that Carol II persisted in his line of concessions, could have led 
to the fall of the regime and the installation of a government favorable to a 
return to a policy of neutrality [54, p. 46]. 

As we have highlighted in our published research, despite these 
calculations, none of the scenarios projected by the British analysts was 
realized in the imagined form. The main cause of that failure resided in the 
overwhelming influence exercised by Germany in Budapest, Sofia and 
Bucharest, sufficient to prevent the situation from getting out of control in the 
direction desired by London. However, the failure was a partial one, since 
some of the consequences anticipated in almost all of these plans manifested 
themselves as an effect of the Vienna Dictate of 30 August: under the pressure 
of the internal public reaction, Carol II did indeed leave the throne, but the 
government led by Antonescu did not return to the policy of neutrality, in the 
conditions of a persistent Soviet threat and continuous pressure on the eastern 
border [54, pp. 47-48], which made it difficult to adopt such an external 
position. Furthermore, the arrangement imposed in Vienna did not satisfy 
either Romania or Hungary, and the Soviet leadership, in turn, declared itself 
dissatisfied with the way Berlin handled the crisis, including the security 
guarantees granted to Romania, which were clearly aimed at the Soviet threat. 
Moscow's attitude, as we have mentioned, was defined by the refusal to 
recognize the exclusivity of German interests in Hungary and Romania, which 
in turn fueled tensions within German-Soviet relations [54, p. 48]. 

We have shown in our studies that London welcomed the Craiova 
agreement as a model for the peaceful settlement of territorial disputes, 
insisting that Great Britain was not absolutely opposed to border changes as 
long as they were the result of agreements between the states directly 
interested, in the absence of external pressure and without resorting to the 
threat or use of force. On the other hand, proceeding from the same declared 
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logic, the British Government announced that it did not recognize the Vienna 
Dictate, considering it the product of coercion from the Axis [54, pp. 56-57]. 
However, beyond this declarative framework, it can be observed that, although 
London publicly condemned revisionism that resorted to military pressure, it 
had not hesitated, however, to encourage Bulgaria behind the scenes to try to 
satisfy its territorial claims against Romania, including by force. Also, the 
British did not react publicly against the Soviet annexation of Bessarabia, 
imposed under the threat of force and carried out with German cooperation, 
with the same firmness demonstrated in their Parliament in London against the 
Vienna Dictate [53, p. 93], which shows that the principles officially invoked 
had, in reality, a completely different foundation than the one declared. 

Regarding the analysis of the internal factors that made possible the 
territorial disintegration of Romania without organized resistance, we have 
shown in our publications that British observers identified as the fundamental 
internal cause the state of disunity in society, generated by the inefficiency and 
corruption of the administrative apparatus, as well as by the deepening of 
social inequalities that had undermined the cohesion and mobilization capacity 
of the state [66, p. 62]. 

Conclusions to Chapter V. The research results that we have published 
show that the abandonment of neutrality and the orientation toward Germany 
represented the expression of the bankruptcy of the previous strategy, but also 
of the inability to formulate a more adequate external course. The expectations 
regarding obtaining real guarantees from Berlin proved illusory, given that 
Germany had indicated the inevitability of territorial concessions, and the 
Romanian leaders were, in essence, aware of this fact. From the evaluation of 
the motivations of this decision, it follows that the central objective of the 
regime of Carol II was not the defense of territorial integrity, but the 
preservation of power and, implicitly, the protection of the structure on which 
it was based, that is, the existing political regime. The major decisions 
regarding the acceptance of the Soviet ultimatum and the policy of successive 
concessions were determined by this logic, being subsequently justified by 
propaganda constructions intended to legitimize the adopted options and to 
transfer responsibility to external factors or to constraints presented as 
inevitable. Precisely for this reason, subordination to Germany was doubled 
by a reconfiguration of the official discourse and concrete measures directed 
against ties with Great Britain, without these bringing real benefits in terms of 
security. London's reaction, characterized by a combination of hostility, 
pragmatism and strategic calculation, contributed to the worsening of 
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Romania's situation, including by indirectly encouraging the territorial claims 
of its neighbors and by pursuing its own scenarios that did not take Romanian 
interests into account. The general conclusion regarding the events and 
processes examined in this chapter is that the territorial disintegration of 
Romania in 1940 was the combined result of external pressures and internal 
decisions, in which the structural weaknesses of the state and the political 
choices of its leadership played the determining role. The lack of internal 
cohesion, corruption and institutional incapacity drastically limited the 
capacity to react, facilitating the imposition of external solutions and 
amplifying their effects on the Romanian state. 
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Chapter VI. The rupture of Romanian-British relations under the 
Antonescu regime: causes and consequences 

 
Regarding the end of Romanian-British relations in the context of the 

deepening world conflict, our research focused on two levels: first, we 
analyzed the way in which Antonescu configured his foreign policy between 
Germany, the USSR and Great Britain, and, second, the way in which London 
gradually reconsidered its attitude toward Romania, toward the Soviet 
annexations, and toward the post-war architecture of Eastern Europe. We 
showed that the combination of these two developments ultimately led both to 
the rupture of Romanian-British relations and to British recognition - more or 
less formal or tacit - of Soviet domination in the region [76, pp. 651-654]. 

We have observed how, at the beginning of this stage, after the collapse 
of the Carlist regime, London hoped that Antonescu would allow a return to 
“normality” in Romanian-British relations. The favorable British attitude toward 
Romania in the context of the Vienna Dictate, as well as the hostility toward the 
policy of Carol II, created the premises for a new regime in Bucharest to be able 
to reopen the door to cooperation. Antonescu himself tried, in the first months, 
to correct Carol’s mistakes: he admitted that the seizure of the British fleet on 
the Danube was an error with direct economic costs for Romania and ordered 
the return of those ships, requesting, in return, the release of the Romanian ships 
detained by the British. London, as we have noted, however, rejected any 
“conditional” negotiation, demanding the unconditional release of its ships as 
the starting point of any dialogue [68, p. 87]. 

In the published works we have emphasized that, behind these gestures 
of limited goodwill, the fundamental course of Antonescu's policy was 
incompatible with any prospect of improving Romanian-British relations. He 
started from the premise that Romania had no alternative to total alignment 
with Germany, invoking two arguments: 1) the constant threat of the USSR at 
the new temporary eastern border and 2) the desperate need to equip the 
Romanian army, especially after the losses of equipment suffered by the 
withdrawal of the army from Bessarabia. From these considerations flowed 
the decision to preserve the German guarantees obtained in Vienna and, 
moreover, to request (like the former regime) and accept the entry of German 
troops into Romania. In his relations with the British, Antonescu, however, 
concealed reality, presenting the German presence to the British Legation in 
Bucharest as a simple "technical mission" of training [68, pp. 85-86], a line 
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that was, in essence, incompatible with maintaining a relationship of trust with 
London. 

His legionary governing partners also contributed decisively to the 
rapid deterioration of Romanian-British relations. The kidnapping and torture 
of British engineers from the oil industry, accused of sabotage, provided 
London with an additional argument for considering Romania an "enemy-
occupied" area. Although he did not deny the accusation of sabotage, 
Antonescu disavowed the Iron Guard's methods and ordered the engineers' 
release. For the British, as we have seen, this gesture was not enough: on 11 
February 1941, they declared Romania an enemy-occupied territory and broke 
off diplomatic relations. In fact, Antonescu did not consistently pursue 
maintaining relations with London either. As early as December 1940, he was 
considering entering the war against Great Britain, and the presence of German 
troops on Romanian territory was seen not only as a "shield" against the USSR, 
but also as a starting point for the future German campaign in the Balkans [76, 
p. 680]. The "Marița" plan - the German intervention in Greece after 
Mussolini's risky adventure - seemed convenient to Antonescu precisely 
because it aimed to block British penetration into southeastern Europe and 
prevent the establishment of a British air base from which the oil fields in 
Romania could be bombed. In our studies, we highlighted that on 18 February 
1941, only a few days after the severance of diplomatic relations, he openly 
explained to the American minister in Bucharest, Mott Gunther, that the 
purpose of German troops in Romania was to prevent a British intervention in 
the Balkans and to prevent London from strengthening its positions in the 
region [49, pp. 300-301]. 

At the same time, Antonescu took over and perpetuated a false 
discourse regarding Great Britain's responsibility for Romania's disaster in 
1940. Thus, for example, before the Americans, he attributed the collapse of 
the borders not only to the "cowardice" of the Carlist government, which did 
not oppose the Soviet occupation of Bessarabia and Bukovina, but also to the 
"British guarantee" that would have "led to the loss of the borders" [49, p. 301]. 
This was, in essence, a narrative that could also be found in the official 
Romanian discourse at the end of the regime of Carol II: Romania had 
somehow been tricked by London into accepting a guarantee meant, in reality, 
to draw it into a policy of "encirclement" of Germany. This interpretation was 
at odds with reality: we have shown in our publications and in the previous 
chapters of this synthesis that the British guarantee had been insistently, almost 
obsessively, requested by the leadership in Bucharest and had been received 
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by the Romanians on the terms they themselves had requested, not as a result 
of a British conspiracy. 

The external perspective of the Antonescu regime remained, in 
essence, that of the previous regime: the USSR was perceived as the main 
danger, and Germany as the only power capable of offering, at that moment, 
security guarantees. The difference, from our point of view, was that, unlike 
Carol II, Antonescu applied this logic without hesitation and to the end. In 
January–March 1941, in discussions with the Germans, he formulated this 
position very clearly: Britain was not considered an enemy as long as it did not 
openly align itself with the USSR or directly strike German interests in 
Romania; but, since only Germany could guarantee the security of the 
Romanian state, any weakening of the Reich through British actions was 
interpreted in Bucharest as an indirect attack on Romanian interests [76, p. 
745]. At his meeting with the President of the Reichstag and the head of the 
Luftwaffe, Hermann Göring, on 8 March 1941, Antonescu declared that he 
feared less a British air attack on the oil installations than a Soviet attack, 
invoking information about massive concentrations of Soviet troops and 
aircraft at the temporary border on the Prut. Even though Berlin did practically 
nothing to prevent the repeated Soviet aggressions in northern Moldavia and 
the Danube Delta, Antonescu continued to insist that his policy had no 
alternative: Romania could not align itself with the policy of London, on 
whose support it could not count, and such a step would have led, in his 
opinion, to the "collapse of the country" [76, p. 708]. 

In our works we have shown that, against the background of this 
categorical option for Berlin, a part of the Romanian diplomacy was 
nevertheless trying to maintain discreet bridges with London. In Moscow, 
Grigore Gafencu, who had meanwhile become Minister Plenipotentiary, 
maintained cordial personal relations with the British ambassador, Cripps, 
contrary to the instructions received from Bucharest. From the British 
documents that we have analyzed, it emerges that Gafencu conceived his own 
"mission" in that capital: as long as London trusted him, his task was to try to 
be "useful" to it by influencing public opinion in Romania, stimulating anti-
German sentiments and facilitating a rapprochement with the USSR [76, p. 
708]. This attitude of Gafencu was encouraged, as results from the examined 
sources, by some Soviet advances, undertaken, for example, by the deputy 
Soviet commissar for foreign affairs responsible for Eastern European issues, 
A. Vyshinsky, who was probing Bucharest, promising to renounce any other 
territorial claims and suggesting a "quick and friendly understanding" on all 
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border issues [76, p. 708], even though the Soviets categorically refused to 
return Herța and the territories in the Delta arbitrarily occupied after the 
ultimatum of 26 June 1940. London encouraged, in principle, this attitude of 
Gafencu, but the Foreign Office was skeptical of its potential results, 
considering that a Romanian-Soviet rapprochement, even if it would have 
reduced dependence on Germany, risked reinforcing among the Romanian 
elites the idea that the only alternative to German domination was Soviet 
domination. The British also tried to “seduce” Gafencu immediately after the 
break in relations with Romania, offering him a large annual salary to leave 
the Legation in Moscow and become one of the leaders of a movement of “free 
Romanians”, financed by London. Gafencu initially refused, and when Cripps 
revived the idea in 1941, the Foreign Office and SOE concluded that, having 
no real political base in the country, the former foreign minister could only 
possibly serve as a simple advisor on Balkan issues. From those assessments, 
it transpires London's inability to identify a Romanian figure with sufficient 
domestic authority to become the pole of a credible opposition to Antonescu 
[76, pp. 710-711]. 

Conclusions to Chapter VI. Research on this stage of Romanian-
British relations confirms that their rupture was not the result of a single 
diplomatic step or gesture, but of the convergence between the Antonescu 
regime's strategic option for Germany and London's gradual reassessment of 
its position toward Romania and the political order that was emerging in 
Eastern Europe. Although at the beginning of this stage there were attempts on 
both sides to re-establish a "normality" of relations, they quickly proved 
incompatible with the realities of the war and with the logic of Romanian 
foreign policy at the time. Antonescu viewed Germany as the only power 
capable of providing security guarantees, and Great Britain came, under these 
conditions, to be perceived either as a power without practical relevance for 
Romania's defense or even as a risk factor for Romanian interests. At the same 
time, our analysis shows that the diplomatic rupture of February 1941 was 
prepared by several elements that fed off each other: the presence of German 
troops in Romania, the Soviet danger, legionary actions against British 
interests and the persistence of an official discourse that transferred 
responsibility for the 1940 disaster to London. From this perspective, we have 
come to the conclusion that Romanian-British relations did not collapse only 
because of specific incidents, but because Antonescu's regime consistently 
opted for a foreign policy line incompatible with any real rapprochement with 
Great Britain. 
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Chapter VII. The problem of Romania's territorial integrity in 
Anglo-Soviet relations until the end of the war 

 
Based on documents from British archives, we also researched Great 

Britain's attitude toward the issue of the Romanian territories occupied in 
1940, within the framework of Anglo-Soviet relations. Although the research, 
significantly reduced in volume, of these sources brought us up to 23 August 
1944, that is, outside the chronological framework of the postdoctoral thesis, 
we nevertheless considered this approach necessary in order to complete 
knowledge and understanding of Great Britain's attitude towards Romania 
until the end of an important historical stage. The research undertaken shows 
how, during the same period, the process by which the British Government 
was building, step by step, an East European policy increasingly closer to the 
interests of the USSR was beginning to gain more and more traction. Stafford 
Cripps, appointed ambassador to Moscow precisely because of his 
"internationalist" convictions, perhaps best exemplifies the British tendency to 
"appease" the USSR at all costs, in order to ensure its participation or, at least, 
its benevolent neutrality in the war with Germany. By 22 June 1941, Cripps 
justified the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact as a Soviet defensive measure, 
described the annexation of Eastern Poland and Romanian territories as a 
prevention of German advance, relativized the occupation of the Baltic States 
and blamed the war with Finland on Finnish "stubbornness" in rejecting the 
Kremlin's ultimatum. Deportations, mass executions and the policy of ethnic 
cleansing in the territories annexed by the Soviets from the Baltic to the Black 
Sea were minimized under the formula of removing "hostile elements" from 
the border regions. From this point of view, our investigations show that, 
against the backdrop of the British's increasingly insistent attempts to bring the 
Soviets closer, part of British diplomacy was becoming a vehicle for Soviet 
propaganda discourse [72, pp. 66-67]. 

In our publications we have shown that the main problem in the way 
of a Soviet-British political-diplomatic rapprochement was, between October 
1940 and the summer of 1941, London's refusal to recognize de jure the 
annexation of the Baltic countries by the USSR. Even though, as early as the 
summer of 1940, London was tempted to "sacrifice the principles" later 
enunciated in the Atlantic Charter in order to achieve closer military 
cooperation with Moscow [64, p. 10], it could not simply recognize as 
legitimate those conquests made in collusion with Hitler, without the Soviets 
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offering, in return, a substantial modification of their foreign policy in relation 
to Germany. Despite Cripps’ insistence that the British Government take that 
step, Prime Minister Churchill and the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
Anthony Eden, decided, as we have shown, to display an attitude of "firm 
sobriety" toward Soviet claims, considering that giving in in this regard would 
have been interpreted in Moscow as weakness [74, p. 371]. 

In our works, we also addressed the issue of the contemporary debate 
about the "offensive intentions" of the USSR, supported by authors such as 
Suvorov or Meltiukhov, which we confronted with the British documentary 
material. The services and ministries in London had a remarkable capacity 
to anticipate events using an enormous volume of fragmentary information: 
the British had intuited the content of the secret protocol of the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact without seeing it, had foreseen the German invasion of the 
USSR, had understood the failure of the Molotov-Hitler negotiations of 
November 1940, organized to explore the possibility of the USSR entering 
the war against Great Britain, had detected in advance the entry of German 
troops into Romania, etc. In this light, the absence of any serious indications 
in British documents regarding an imminent Soviet plan of attack against 
Germany or Romania weighs heavily: London noted massive military 
preparations, a concentration of troops in the Kiev and Odessa regions, a 
"quiet" mobilization, but the dominant conclusion was that the USSR was 
seeking to postpone the confrontation with the Reich as long as possible and 
was willing to make major concessions to avoid it. It was admitted that, in a 
hypothetical scenario in which a large part of the German forces were, for 
example, caught up in hostilities with British troops in the Middle East, the 
Soviets could have taken advantage to occupy Western Moldavia, but 
nothing suggested the imminence of the implementation of a concrete 
offensive plan in 1941. In contrast, information about Germany's aggressive 
preparations was abundant, precise and convergent to the point where 
Churchill considered himself obliged to send Stalin direct warnings in April 
1941 [72, pp. 73-80]. 

Our analysis shows that, after 22 June 1941, with the outbreak of the 
German-Soviet war and Romania's involvement in that conflict with the aim 
of liberating Bessarabia, Bukovina and the Herța region, occupied by the 
Soviets in 1940, Anglo-Soviet relations entered a new phase, which had a 
specific impact on Great Britain's attitude toward Romania. As early as the 
summer of 1941, the British military mission in Moscow provided the Soviets 
with detailed information about Romanian oil installations, in order to bomb 
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them. In the autumn of the same year, Stalin insisted that Britain declare war 
on Romania, Hungary and Finland, treating this issue as a test of the 
"authenticity" of the alliance. London hesitated: the dominions, especially 
Canada, were reluctant; Western public opinion deeply sympathized with 
Finland; the United States was still suspicious of any step that would legitimize 
Soviet territorial annexations and was reluctant to consider a British 
declaration of war on Romania, reasoning that such a step would irrevocably 
push the Romanians to Hitler's side [50, pp. 293-295, 305]. However, 
Churchill and Eden believed that the political advantage of strengthening 
Stalin's confidence outweighed the costs [74, pp. 374-375]. Hence the British 
ultimatum addressed to Bucharest on 30 November 1941, demanding the 
cessation of military operations on the territory of the USSR by 5 December, 
under threat of a declaration of war, followed by the declaration of war made 
to Romania on 7 December 1941 [49, p. 325]. 

The official Romanian response to that declaration, as we have seen, 
showed that Romania had joined Germany in order to defend itself from Soviet 
aggression and to liberate Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and the Herța 
region, territories from which, in a single year of occupation, the USSR had 
exterminated and deported a large number of Romanian citizens and on which 
it had concentrated thirty infantry divisions, eight cavalry divisions and 
fourteen motorized brigades with a view to a new aggression against the 
Romanian state. The advance of the Romanian army beyond the Dniester was 
justified by the establishment of an extended “security zone” to block Soviet 
bombings of Romania. Antonescu publicly deplored London’s gesture as an 
expression of “misunderstanding” of Romania’s situation, but stated that he 
was ready to accept the challenge and declared himself convinced that, by 
fighting against communism, he was defending the same civilization for which 
the British claimed to be fighting [76, pp. 723-724]. 

I then examined the circumstances and results of Eden’s visit to 
Moscow in December 1941, undertaken in an attempt to fix, by treaty, the new 
Anglo-Soviet relationship created by the outbreak of German-Soviet 
hostilities. We showed that Stalin, however, put the issue in very clear terms: 
without Britain’s recognition of the Soviet borders resulting from the pact with 
Hitler - in Finland, the Baltic States and Romania - there would be no 
agreement [74, pp. 378-379]. Furthermore, he demanded that London 
recognize the USSR’s right to impose binding alliance treaties and military 
bases on Romania and Finland, in exchange for a “guarantee” of their 
territorial integrity. For Romania, this Soviet request translated into British 
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recognition of the annexation of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and the Herța 
region by the USSR and, at the same time, British support for the return of 
Northern Transylvania to the Romanian state. Eden refused to sign such a 
document, invoking the Atlantic Charter and the obligation to consult with 
Washington and the dominions, but he acknowledged in internal reports that, 
in the absence of an agreement on the USSR borders, Moscow's suspicions 
would persist and that, in any case, if the Soviets were to arrive with armies in 
Central Europe, they would de facto impose their own arrangements, 
regardless of the British position on those matters [73, pp. 45-47]. 

We have shown in our research that part of the British Cabinet and 
diplomats believed that since, in the event of the defeat of the coalition led by 
Germany, the USSR would anyway occupy the territories “recovered” in 
1939–1940, it would have been better for Britain to accept this fact earlier and 
to obtain, in return, Soviet collaboration on other issues that directly interested 
London. Another part insisted that recognizing the annexation of the Baltic 
States was a flagrant violation of the Atlantic Charter and would have 
undermined the moral credibility of the West. Above all, the importance of the 
American position was pressing: President FD Roosevelt was opposed to 
concluding secret agreements during the war, although he did not oppose the 
Soviet demands in principle. The position formulated by the American 
Government was that territorial decisions should be postponed until the post-
war peace conference [74, pp. 380-381]. 

In those circumstances, as we mentioned in our studies, a compromise 
solution gradually crystallized at the level of the British leadership. Thus, on 
26 May 1942, Britain concluded a 20-year alliance treaty with the USSR, 
without explicit territorial clauses, although it tacitly agreed not to contest the 
Soviet borders of 22 June 1941, with the exception of those with Poland, 
which, as an exception, had to be regulated separately. Soviet attempts to 
introduce a secret protocol by which London would recognize the USSR's 
"prerogative" to dictate the foreign policy of Romania and Finland were 
rejected by Eden, but that rejection was more due to formal scruples [73, pp. 
48-50]. In October 1943, the same Eden noted that, although there could be no 
"written agreement" like the one requested by the Soviets, the British Cabinet 
did not intend to raise objections to the USSR's return to the 1941 border and 
to its claims on Finland, the Baltic States and Romania, declaring itself willing 
to examine after the war the idea of binding alliance treaties through which 
Moscow intended to control the foreign policy of the authorities in Bucharest 
and Helsinki [74, p. 386]. 
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In the research we have shown that, from this point, the road to the 
Moscow percentage agreement of October 1944 was a short one. As early as 
the spring of that year, Eden suggested to the Soviet ambassador in London, 
Gusev, that if the Soviets wanted to “take over the reins in Romania”, the 
USSR should agree that the British would be the ones to “play the games” in 
Greece. The Soviets approved the move, and on 13 June 1944 Churchill noted 
with satisfaction that Roosevelt agreed to this “division of responsibilities” 
[76, pp. 733-734]. In fact, however, Great Britain no longer had any real 
leverage over developments in Romania, a fact explicitly acknowledged in the 
British diplomatic correspondence to which we had access; the only area 
where London tried to exert pressure was the text of the armistice convention, 
managing to insert into the text signed on 12 September 1944 a mention of 
Romania's formal sovereignty, contrary to the Soviet preference to eliminate 
such references. Regarding Transylvania, the British internal position was 
even less favorable to Romania than the Soviet one: in London the idea of 
leaving some territories with a Hungarian majority to Hungary was seriously 
discussed, while Stalin seemed more willing to support the return of the entire 
Northern Transylvania to Romania [74, p. 387]. 

Research into Romania’s relations with the Allied Powers ultimately 
brought us back to the issue of Antonescu’s attitude toward Germany and 
Great Britain. We have shown how the narrative of “Britain’s guilt” for the 
losses of 1940, initially a German construction meant to justify the treatment 
given to Romania, was internalized by the elites in Bucharest, first under the 
regime of Carol II and then under Antonescu’s. By accepting the idea that 
London had offered “deceptive” guarantees, Romanians could perceive 
themselves as duped victims, not as actors who had demanded and obtained 
exactly the kind of guarantee they wanted. In contrast, Germany - the 
accomplice and even architect of the territorial dismemberment of 1940 - 
became, in Antonescu’s discourse, the “honorable” ally to whom Romania had 
a “moral duty”. Hence, inappropriate gestures such as the unprovoked 
declaration of war made to the Americans, justified by the general through the 
“laws of honor of war” and through the obligation of gratitude toward the only 
power that helped Romania regain its territories lost to the USSR [50, pp. 307-
308]. Although it cannot be disputed that the German army fought together 
with the Romanian army to regain the Romanian territories occupied by the 
Soviets, the general’s “logic” does not stand up to the reality recorded in the 
documents that we have researched: in June 1941, Hitler explained to 
Antonescu, without any detours, that through the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, 
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accompanied by the secret protocol, he had decided that Bessarabia, Finland 
and the Baltic States were part of Moscow’s “sphere of influence”. Hitler, 
however, placed the responsibility for this on Poland and Romania because 
they had joined the “anti-German front”, which would have pushed him toward 
an understanding with Stalin. We have shown in our studies that there is no 
doubt that, following those discussions, Antonescu must have fully understood 
Germany’s role in the loss of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and the Herța 
region. And yet, he continued to invoke “honor” and “moral duty” toward 
Berlin to justify not only participating in the war to liberate the territories 
occupied by the Soviets in 1940, but also crossing the Dniester and getting 
involved in a war beyond that border. These reasons and concepts no longer 
had any real correspondence: they were, in essence, rhetorical tools and 
mechanisms of justification, just as, elsewhere, Churchill’s appeals to the 
“cause of freedom” coexisted with the practical acceptance of the territorial 
claims of a totalitarian regime with which he had temporarily allied himself 
against Germany. In this way, our research confronts two similar distortions 
of reality: the Romanian one, which shifted internal blame onto British 
guarantees and transformed Germany into Romania's moral creditor, and the 
British one, which, in the name of geopolitical "realism" and the need to win 
the war, ended up de facto legitimizing the Soviet Union's policy of 
annexations and aggression in Eastern Europe, even though this was 
incompatible with the principles that London declared it was defending. 

Conclusions to Chapter VII. Our publications in this section of the 
synthesis show that, in its relations with Romania, Great Britain acted based 
on the logic of giving absolute priority to the alliance with the USSR, even at 
the cost of abandoning the principles it claimed to defend. The initial British 
refusal to recognize the Soviet annexations of 1940, followed by their tacit 
acceptance and then by the de facto acceptance of the Soviet sphere of 
influence in Eastern Europe, confirms that British diplomacy preferred 
compromise solutions designed to formally preserve the appearance of 
adherence to the declared principles of British foreign policy, but, in fact, to 
ensure Moscow's cooperation. In this framework, Romania was a secondary 
piece in a diplomatic game dominated by the great powers, and its territorial 
rights were treated as negotiable variables. At the same time, we have 
highlighted the way in which political and diplomatic discourses distorted 
reality to make it compatible with the options determined by the conjuncture 
of the moment. London minimized the Soviet aggressions and annexations 
carried out in complicity with Hitler in order to maintain open cooperation 
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with Stalin, while Bucharest transformed the ineffectiveness of British 
guarantees into a foreign policy argument and elevated Germany to the rank 
of an "honorable" ally, although its responsibility for the dismemberment of 
Romania was obvious to Ion Antonescu. It follows that Romanian-British 
relations and their place in Anglo-Soviet relations cannot be understood only 
as a succession of diplomatic decisions, but as part of a process of systematic 
reinterpretation of circumstances and interpretation of the truth, depending on 
the interests dictated by the evolution of the war. 
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General conclusions and recommendations 
 

Our research dedicated to Romania's relations with the Allied Powers 
(Britain and France) in the period 1938–1941 attests, first of all, the illusory 
nature of many of the expectations and hopes of the political elite in 
Bucharest. Starting from the formulated working hypothesis, we 
demonstrated that the projection of a "special" role for Romania in the 
European security architecture, as well as the belief in a firm and rapid 
intervention by Great Britain and France in the defense of the territorial 
status quo in Central and Eastern Europe, were, to a large extent, the result 
of a distorted perception - both of the real capabilities of the Western Allies, 
as well as of their strategic priorities, but also of their capacities to capitalize 
on their own resources. 

The analysis based on unpublished British and French sources has 
facilitated a much clearer reconstruction than before of the degree of 
improvisation, hesitation and ambiguity that characterized the policy of 
London and Paris towards Central and South-Eastern Europe after the 
Anschluss and the breakup of Czechoslovakia. The guarantees of April 13, 
1939, perceived in Bucharest as a solid basis for security, appear, through the 
prism of British documents, as the result of a combination of Romanian desires 
and requests, on the one hand, and internal pressures, propaganda 
considerations and limited strategic calculations, on the other hand, of the 
Allies, without a firm political will to support them militarily in case of crisis. 
Consequently, we have come to the conclusion that the discrepancy between 
the Romanian perception and the real policy of London and Paris became a 
central factor in the degeneration of the situation in 1940. 

Our research demonstrates that the evolution of Romanian-Anglo-
French relations cannot be understood without placing them in the broader 
context of relations between the Allies, Germany and the Soviet Union. The 
failure of the Anglo-Franco-Soviet tripartite negotiations, the signing of the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and London's priority to consolidate the southern 
flank, relying on Turkey, drastically reduced the strategic value and 
importance of Romania for the Allies and, implicitly, its room for maneuver. 
The files consulted show that Romania was viewed, both in Paris, but 
especially in London, as a secondary element in the equation of relations with 
the USSR and Germany, rather than as an ally whose security constituted an 
autonomous priority of Anglo-French policy. 
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The results of our investigations reveal the responsibility for the 
situation in 1940 of the Romanian leadership. The authoritarian political 
regime of Carol II, corrupt and incapable of valorizing the human potential and 
resources of the Romanian state, the lack of strategic vision, the incoherence 
and inconsistency of foreign policy, and the dependence on backstage games 
and internal power calculations limited Romania's capacity to make the most 
of its relationship with the Allied Powers. The "balance policy", often invoked 
as a skillful solution, appears, in the light of the researched sources, more like 
a succession of reactive tactical adjustments than a clearly articulated strategic 
project. We concluded that the ambiguity of the Romanian message addressed 
to London and Paris, doubled by contradictory signals transmitted to Berlin, 
contributed to diminishing Romania's credibility in the eyes of the Allies, 
without succeeding, on the other hand, in gaining the trust of the Germans or 
identifying means of influencing the Soviet attitude. 

Another conclusion of the research refers to the role of economic 
factors in Romanian-Franco-British relations, in the context in which the issue 
of Germany's access to Romanian oil and other strategic resources was not just 
a secondary element of Bucharest's interaction with London or Paris, but one 
of the central pillars of the Allied interest in Romania. The analyzed 
documents clearly show the tension between two objectives of the Allies' 
policy in relation to Romania that could not be fully reconciled: on the one 
hand, that of limiting German access to those resources; on the other hand, that 
of avoiding a commitment to supporting Romania, perceived as too isolated 
and impossible to support effectively by military means. From this point of 
view, many of the decisions of the Western Allies, otherwise difficult to 
explain at a discursive level, become coherent. 

Our conclusions confirm the “breaking point” character of the summer 
of 1940. The defeat of France and the dismissal of Gafencu, the successive 
territorial cessions, the denunciation of Western guarantees, the accelerated 
orientation toward the Berlin–Rome Axis, followed by the establishment of 
the Antonescu regime, transformed the framework of Romanian-British 
relations as quickly as they were fundamental. The detailed reconstruction of 
the process of degradation and then the breaking of diplomatic relations 
highlights that, although the rupture was formalized only in 1941, the real 
political distancing had begun much earlier, against the backdrop of radical 
divergences of perception and interest. At the same time, the set of unpublished 
documents analyzed allowed us to distinguish new nuances regarding the 
British position toward the Antonescu regime and toward the Romanian 
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army’s campaign in the East. We concluded that London’s attitude toward 
Antonescu was, at the beginning of his regime, a complex one; it oscillated 
between condemnation of military collaboration with Germany and pragmatic 
interest in possible changes of orientation in Bucharest, which, however, 
would never come. 

The coherent integration of French and British military and diplomatic 
sources in a comparative study with Romanian sources and existing 
historiography has served to dismantle shaky narratives and to reconstruct a 
more complex, less comfortable image of our own history. From this 
perspective, our research represents not only a documentary complement to 
the subject of reference, but also a critical intervention in the historiographical 
debate regarding the internal and external processes and responsibilities for the 
territorial and political disaster suffered by Romania in 1940–1941. 

Following the research conducted, we formulated a set of 
recommendations, namely: 
- expanding the investigations into Soviet and German archives. The research 
relied mainly on British and Romanian holdings, on some unpublished French 
documents and on several published French, British and, to a lesser extent, 
German and Soviet sources. A natural next step is a systematic investigation 
into German diplomatic and military archives, and also Soviet archives (at 
some currently unpredictable point in the future). Such an approach would 
allow the perspective "from London and Paris" to be balanced with that "from 
Berlin" and "from Moscow"; 
- developing a comparative study of the Allies' policies toward the small states 
of Central and South-Eastern Europe. The results obtained suggest the 
usefulness of a broader comparative framework, which would approach 
Romania together with Poland, Yugoslavia, Greece or Turkey. A comparative 
analysis of the political-diplomatic treatment applied to these states by Britain 
and France would allow the delimitation of the specific elements (related to 
the geographical position and the Romanian political regime) from the general 
ones (related to the overall strategies of the Allies); 
- integrating the societal and cultural dimension of reporting to the Allies. The 
present research has mainly addressed the political-diplomatic and strategic 
level, integrating important economic and military landmarks. Starting from 
what has been achieved, a future direction could target the perceptions of 
Romanian society toward Britain and France: the press, propaganda (present 
to a limited extent in the research targeted in this synthesis), intellectual circles, 
the church, political parties, the peasant masses and the urban environment. 
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The analysis of the cultural and symbolic representations of the Allies among 
the Romanian people would complete the "top-down" image with a "bottom-
up" perspective, necessary for understanding the mechanisms of internal 
legitimization of foreign policy options; 
- deepening the study of economic-commercial and energy factors in Anglo-
French-Romanian relations. Although our works have emphasized the 
importance of economic factors (in particular, Romanian oil) in Romanian-
Anglo-French relations, a research program dedicated strictly to the economic 
dimension - contracts (including military procurement), trade negotiations, 
infrastructure, companies, lobby networks - could provide an even more 
precise reconstruction of how these interests influenced political decision-
making. In such an endeavor, the investigation of French, British and 
Romanian commercial archives, as well as the archives of oil companies, 
would be essential; 
- using the results of our research in the development and writing of textbooks 
and special courses in history, foreign policy, diplomacy and international 
relations; 
- deepening our research on the period 1941–1944, with an emphasis on British 
policy toward Romania in the context of Anglo-Soviet relations after 22 June 
1941, which would allow us to follow to the end the consequences of the 
decisions analyzed in the current project. 

Based on the results of our research, we formulate the following 
recommendations, applicable in fields beyond the scientific and teaching 
spheres: 
- focusing national policy on the binomial of internal preparation and active 
external alliances, within which internal preparation should remain at the 
forefront of national attention and effort, avoiding the trap of paper security 
and reactive approaches, which proved fatal in 1940. In the current context, 
Romania and the states in the region must not rely exclusively on external 
guarantees (NATO/EU), but should invest primarily in strengthening their 
own military, scientific-technical and economic capacities. The study’s 
findings warn that, in a systemic conflict, political guarantees become obsolete 
if they are not underpinned by a solid internal base and a demonstrated will to 
resist; 
- learning the historical lessons of the 1938–1941 period, which show that the 
strategic interests of the great powers (Britain and France) have always 
prevailed over “moral” or politico-diplomatic obligations toward small states. 
Current decision-makers must use these lessons to maintain rigorous 
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pragmatism in alliance relations. Continuous monitoring of breaking points in 
allied unity is necessary, as is anticipating scenarios in which great powers 
might prioritize de-escalation over the integrity of states in the geopolitical 
confrontation zone, such as Ukraine or the Republic of Moldova; 
- adopting, within European forums, a firm position by Romania and the 
Republic of Moldova against any modern form of “appeasement” toward 
Russian aggression. It must not be forgotten that neutrality or the so-called 
“politics of equilibrium” of the time isolated Romania in 1940, with disastrous 
consequences; hence the need for a decisive and timely commitment to the 
side of the order based on international law; 
- including the model for analyzing the behavior of small states under 
conditions of extreme crisis in the training programs of diplomats and security 
analysts. Our publications and synthesis provide a case study of how internal 
vulnerabilities can be exploited by aggressive external actors, offering 
benchmarks for avoiding the repetition of strategic assessment errors from the 
eve of the Second World War; 
- disseminating the research results in order to explain to the general public 
that national security is not an external given, but above all a product of 
internal capacities. In the context of the current hybrid war, understanding the 
internal causes of the 1940 disaster can strengthen society’s resilience against 
propaganda that undermines trust in state institutions and in the European 
Union. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



56 
 

Bibliography 
 
Unpublished documentary sources 
Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Romania: 
 Special Files Collection, volumes: 345, 346, 347, 359, 350, 351, 352, 353, 
355/1, 355/2, 355/3, 355/4, 397, 399, 400. 
 E.9 Fund World War II, volumes: 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 28, 29, 50, 51, 52, 
63, 64, 65, 92, 98, 100, 104, 105, 119, 120, 123, 129, 200, 203, 204, 205, 206, 
215, 307, 314. 
 Fund 71/England, volumes: 8, 9, 9bis, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 
20, 21, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41. 
 Fund 71/Germany, volumes: 70, 76, 76bis, 77, 78, 79, 81, 82, 138. 
 Collection 71/Romania 1920-1944, volumes: 7, 8, 9, 10, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 
53, 54, 55, 56, 58, 59, 82, 83, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446. 
 Fund 71/USA relations with Romania, (1940-1941), volumes: 39, 41. 
 Washington Fund: vol. 66, 95. 
 Collection 71/USSR, volumes: 8, 9. 
 
National Central Historical Archives: 
 Royal House Collection – Miscellaneous: inv. 2579, files: 4/1939, 6/1939, 
2/1940, 4/1940, 35/1940. 
 Royal House Collection – Officials: inv. 727, files: 153/1938, 74/1939, 
57/1940; inv. 728, files: 19/1941. 
 Council of Ministers Fund, inv. 3039, files: 1/1939, 2/1939v1, 2/1939v2, 
49/1940, 61/1941, 80/1940 
 Grigore Gafencu Collection, inv: 1698, files: 290/1941-1944, 296/1940; 
inv. 2106, files: 13, 14, 15, 37, 40, 49, 61, 62, 64, 73/1940, 75, 79, 95, 96. 
 England Microfilm Fund, rolls: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 202, 233, 235, 236, 281, 
282, 283, 284, 286, 287, 289, 290, 291, 292, 303, 304, 309, 393, 394, 448, 451, 
465. 
 French Microfilm Collection, rolls: 207, 295, 296. 
 USA Microfilm Fund, rolls: 6, 627, 628, 632, 658, 660, 692. 
 PCM collection – Ion Antonescu, inv. 764, files: 26/1940, 33/1940, 
51/1940, 485/1941, 486/1941. 
 PCM Fund – Mihai Antonescu, inv. 2241, files: 276. 
 Vasile Stoica Fund, files: I/70, I/72, I/72v1, I73, I/91, I/92, I/93, I/95, I/132. 
 
 



57 
 

The National Archives (TNA, London) 
 File FO 181, files: 962/8. 
 FO 371, files: 2975, 22452, 22461, 22462, 23840, 23841, 23842, 23843, 
23844, 23846, 23847, 23851, 23852, 23853, 23855, 24968, 24982, 24983, 
24984, 24985, 24988, 24991, 24993, 24994, 24995, 24996, 29539, 29989, 
29990, 29991, 29991, 29992, 29993, 29993, 29994, 29995, 29995, 29996, 
29996, 29997, 30002, 30003, 30007, 30008, 30010, 30013, 30014, 30016, 
30020, 30027, 33255, 33256, 33257, 33258, 33267, 33270, 33278, 37374, 
37375, 37377, 39510, 39511, 39512, 39513, 39514, 39515, 39516, 39517, 
39518, 39519, 39520, 39521, 39522, 39523, 39524, 39525, 39526, 39527, 
39528, 39529, 39530, 43981, 43982, 43983, 43984, 43984, 47910, 47911, 
47912, 47913, 47914, 47915, 47916, 47917, 47918, 47919, 47920, 47921, 
47922, 47923, 47924, 47925, 47926, 47927, 47928, 47929, 47930, 52481, 
52482, 52483, 52484, 52485 
File FO 418, files: 177. 
File FO 770, files: 70, 71. 
Fund FO 800, files: 988. 
File FO 1103, files: 1649, 1704, 1712, 1717. 
File WO 202, files: 4561. 
File WO 208, files - 67, 68, 69, 70, 71A, 73, 74, 1456, 1741, 1742, 1743, 
1744, 1745, 1746, 1748, 1750, 1751, 1752, 1755, 1756, 1757, 1758, 1760, 
1761, 4389, 4562, 4571, 5358. 
 
Published documents 
 Documents diplomatiques français (1932-1939), 2ème série (1936-3 
sept. 1939) Tome VIII (17 janvier-20 mars 1938), Tome IX (21 mars-9 juin 
1938), Tome X (10 juin-2 septembre 1938), Tome XI (3 septembre-2 octobre 
1938), Tome XII (3 octobre-30 novembre 1938), Tome XIII (1er décembre 
1938-31 janvier 1939), Tome XIV (1er février-15 mars 1939), Tome XV (16 
mars-30 avril 1939), Tome XVI (1er mai-24 juin 1939), Tome XVII (25 juin-
12 août 1939), Tome XVIII (13 août-25 août 1939) Tome XIX (26 août-3 
septembre 1939), Paris, 1974-1986; nouvelles séries (1939-1944): vol. 1 (3 
septembre-31 décembre 1939), vol. 2 (tome I. 1er janvier-10 juillet 1940), vol. 
4 (tome II. 11 juillet-30 décembre 1940), 2002-2009. 
 Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939, Third Series, 
(coord.) Woodward, Butler, v. 1, Londra, 1949; v. 2, Londra, 1949; v. 3, 
Londra, 1950; v. 4, Londra, 1951; v. 5, Londra, 1952; v. 6, Londra, 1953; v. 7, 
Londra, 1954; v. 8, Londra, 1955; v. 9, Londra 1955; v. 10, Londra, 1961. 



58 
 

Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, Series D (1937-1945), v. 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, Washington-Londra, 1949-1954. 
 Foreign Relations of the United States: 1940, vol. 1 (General) 
Washington, 1959. 1941, vol. I, Washington, 1959; v 3 The British 
Commonwealth, The Soviet Union, The Near East and Africa, Volume III, 
Washington, 1958.  
 The National Archives, Cabinet Papers CAB 65 Second World War 
Conclusions, volume: CAB 65/1; CAB 65/2; CAB 65/3; CAB 65/4; CAB 
65/5; CAB 65/6; CAB 65/7; CAB 65/8; CAB 65/9; CAB 65/10; CAB 65/11; 
CAB 65/12; CAB 65/13; CAB 65/14; CAB 65/15; CAB 65/16; CAB 65/17; 
CAB 65/18; CAB 65/19; CAB 65/20; CAB 65/21; CAB 65/22; CAB 65/23; 
CAB 65/24; CAB 65/25; CAB 65/26; CAB 65/27; CAB 65/28; CAB 65/29; 
CAB 65/30; CAB 65/31; CAB 65/32; CAB 65/33; CAB 65/34; CAB 65/35; 
CAB 65/36; CAB 65/37; CAB 65/38; CAB 65/39; CAB 65/40; CAB 65/41; 
CAB 65/42; CAB 65/43; CAB 65/44; CAB 65/45; CAB 65/46; CAB 65/47; 
CAB 65/48; CAB 65/49; CAB 65/50; CAB 65/51; CAB 65/52; CAB 65/56 
 The National Archives, Cabinet Papers: CAB 66 Second World War 
Memoranda, volume: CAB 66/1; CAB 66/2; CAB 66/3; CAB 66/4; CAB 66/5; 
CAB 66/6; CAB 66/7; CAB 66/8; CAB 66/9; CAB 66/10; CAB 66/11; CAB 
66/12; CAB 66/13; CAB 66/14; CAB 66/15; CAB 66/16; CAB; 66/17; CAB 
66/18; CAB 66/19; CAB 66/20; CAB 66/21; CAB 66/22; CAB 66/23; CAB 
66/24; CAB 66/25; CAB 66/26; CAB 66/27; CAB 66/28; CAB 66/29; CAB 
66/30; CAB 66/31; CAB 66/32; CAB 66/33; CAB 66/34; CAB 66/35; CAB 
66/36; CAB 66/37; CAB 66/38; CAB 66/39; CAB 66/40; CAB 66/41; CAB 
66/42; CAB 66/43; CAB 66/44; CAB 66/45; CAB 66/46; CAB 66/47; CAB 
66/48; CAB 66/49; CAB 66/50; CAB 66/51; CAB 66/52; CAB 66/53; CAB 
66/54; CAB 66/55; CAB 66/56; CAB 66/57; CAB 66/58; CAB 66/59; CAB 
66/60; CAB 66/61; CAB 66/62; CAB 66/63; CAB 66/64; CAB 66/65. 
 The National Archives, Cabinet Papers CAB 67 Second World War 
Memoranda, volume: CAB 67/1; CAB 67/2; CAB 67/3; CAB 67/4; CAB 67/5; 
CAB 67/6; CAB 67/7; CAB 67/8; CAB 67/9; CAB 67/4. 
 The National Archives, Cabinet Papers CAB 68 Second World War 
Memoranda, volume: CAB 68/1; CAB 68/2; CAB 68/3; CAB 68/4; CAB 68/5; 
CAB 68/6; CAB 68/7; CAB 68/8; CAB 68/9. 
 Год кризиса. 1938-1939: Док. и материалы в 2 т. Т. 1. 29 сентября 
1938 г.-31 мая 1939 г. / М-во иностр. дел СССР. — М.: Политиздат, 1990. 
 Документы внешней политики СССР, том 22, Москва, 1992; Том 
23. Кн. 1. 1 января — 31 октября 1940 г., 1995. 



59 
 

Monographs, articles, studies, theses/self-referencing of doctoral and 
habilitated theses 
1. ARHIRE, Sorin. Marea Britanie și România. Relații politice, economice 

și culturale. Cluj: Mega, 2015. 395 p. ISBN 978-606-543-656-5. 
2. ATHERTHON, Louise. Lord Lloyd at the British Council and the Balkan 

Front, 1937-1940. În: The International History Review. 1994, Vol. 16, Nr. 
1, p. 25-48. 

3. BARKER, Elisabeth. British Policy in South-East Europe in the Second 
World War. Londra: Palgrave Macmillan, 1976. 320 p. ISBN 1349021962. 

4. BECKER, Andras. The problem of the Hungarian borders and minorities 
in British foreign political thought, 1938-41. PhD thesis, University of 
Southampton, 2013. 320 p. 

5. BRĂTIANU, Maria. Roumanie 1938–1940. Vue de France. Recherches 
dans les archives françaises. Paris: LACDQE, 1996. 262 p. 

6. BUZATU, Gheorghe (coord.). Trecutul la judecata istoriei. București: 
Mica Valahie, 2006. 618 p. ISBN 973-7858-28-X. 

7. BUZATU, Gheorghe. Romania sub imperiul haosului, București: RAO, 
2007. 698 p. ISBN 9789731033853.  

8. ČESLOVAS, Laurinavičius. The background to the Anglo-Soviet treaty 
of 1942: the problem of compromise solutions for Lithuania (the Baltic 
States). În: Lithuanian Historical Studies”.2022, nr. 26, p. 75–87. ISSN 
1392-2343. 

9. CÎRSTEA, Marusia, Din istoria relațiilor româno-engleze (1936-1939), 
București: Mica Valahie, 2011. 388 p. ISBN 9737857-86-3.  

10. DELETANT, Dennis. Hitler’s forgotten ally. Ion Antonescu and his 
regime, Romania 1940-1944. Londra: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006. 379 p. 
ISBN 9780230502093.  

11. DOBRINESCU, Valeriu Florin, PĂTROIU, Ioan. Anglia și România între 
anii 1939-1947. București: Editura Didactică și Pedagogică, 1992. 310 p. 

12. DOBRINESCU, Valeriu Florin. Bătălia diplomatică pentru Basarabia 
(1918–1940). Iași: Junimea, 1991. 288 p. ISBN 973-370-125-4. 

13. DOOLEY, Jacqueline Helen. The Northern Department of the British 
Foreign Office and the Soviet Union, 1939-1942, PhD Thesis. University 
of Leeds, 2014. 330 p. 

14. FABIAN, Denis. Relațiile româno-engleze (1918-1940), teză de doctorat, 
Chișinău, 2008. 216 p. 

15. FUNDERBURK, David Britton. Politica Marii Britanii față de România 
(1938–1940). Studiu asupra strategiei economice și politice. București: 



60 
 

Editura Științifică și Enciclopedică, 1983. 222 p. 
16. HAYNES, Rebecca. Politica României față de Germania între 1936 și 1940. 

Iași: Polirom, 2003. ISBN 973-681-324-X. 216 p. 
17. HAYNES, Rebecca. Grigore Gafencu and Romanian Policy towards 

Germany (December 1938 – June 1940). În: Occasional papers în 
Romanian studies. 1999, No.2. School of Slavonic and Eastern European 
Studies: London University, 1999. p. 39-59. ISBN 0-903425-629.  

18. HILLGRUBER, Andreas. Hitler, regele Carol și mareșalul Antonescu 
(relațiile germano-române, 1938–1944). București: Humanitas, 1994. 432 
p. ISBN 973-28-0442-4.  

19. HUCKER, Daniel. Public opinion and the end of appeasement in Britain 
and France. Farnham: Ashgate, 2011. p. 304. ISBN 9781032922850.  

20. HUCKER, Daniel. Public Opinion, the Press, and the Failed Anglo-
Franco-Soviet Negotiations of 1939. Nottingham: Nottingham University 
Press, 2017. ISSN 0707-5332, 38 p. 

21. ISCI, Onur. Russophobic neutrality: Turkish diplomacy, 1936–1945. 
Washington: Georgetown University, 2014 (teză de doctorat). 291 p. 

22. MANNE, Robert. The British Decision for Alliance with Russia, May 
1939. În: Journal of Contemporary History, 1974, Vol. 9, Nr. 3, p. 725-
755.  

23. MEE, Richard Charles. The foreign policy of the Chamberlain wartime 
administration, September 1939–May 1940. Birmingham: University of 
Birmingham, PhD Thesis. 1998. 309 p. 

24. MILOIU, Silviu. Building the Eastern Front? The British policy towards 
Romania, Finland, and Estonia (March 1939–March 1940). În: 
Hegemoniile trecutului. Evoluții românești și europene. București: Curtea 
Veche, 2006. ISBN 973-669-297-3. 424 p. 

25. MOISUC, Viorica. Tratatul economic româno-german din 23 martie 1939. 
În: Analele Institutului de Studii Istorice și Social-Politice de pe lângă CC 
al PCR, nr. 4, București, 1967. p. 62-73. 

26. MURAD-MIRONOV, Alexandru. Relațiile româno-sovietice, 1930–
1940. București: Institutul Național pentru Studiul Totalitarismului, 2013. 
476 p. ISBN 978-973-7861-75-7. 

27. NEILSON, Keith. Britain, Soviet Russia, and the Collapse of the 
Versailles Order. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. 392 p. 
ISBN 978-0521109789.  



61 
 

28. PRAZMOWSKA, Anna J. Britain, Poland and the Eastern Front. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987. 240 p. ISBN 
9780521331487.  

29. PEARTON, Maurice. British Policy towards Romania, 1939–1941. În: 
Occasional Papers in Romanian Studies. 1999, No. 2, School of Slavonic 
and Eastern European Studies, University of London. p. 59-93. ISBN 0-
903425-629.  

30. QUINLAN, Paul D. Ciocnire deasupra României. Politica anglo-
americană față de România (1938–1947). Iași: Centrul de Studii 
Româneşti, 1995. 191 p. ISBN 9739155723 

31. SCHIPOR, Bogdan. Politica Marii Britanii la frontiera de vest a Uniunii 
Sovietice, 1938–1941. Iași: Junimea, 2007. ISBN 978-973-37-1246-6. 347 
p. 

32. SCHIPOR, Bogdan. România în politica sud-est europeană a Marii 
Britanii. În: Anuarul Institutului de Istorie „A. D. Xenopol”. 2006–2007, 
XLIII–XLIV, p. 421–434. ISSN 1221-3705.  

33. SCURTU, Ioan, HLIHOR, Constantin. Complot împotriva României. 
București: Ed. Academiei de Înalte Studii Militare, 1994. 224 p. ISBN 
973-96162-4-0.  

34. SCURTU, Georgiana Margareta. Relațiile internaționale în contextul celui 
de-al doilea Război mondial. Studiu de caz: Relațiile României cu Franța 
(oct. 38 – iun. 40). București: Institutul Cultural Român, 2006. 370 p. 
ISBN 973-577-490-9. 

35. SHAW, Louise Grace. The British political elite and the Soviet Union 
(1937–1939). London: Frank Cass, 2003. 210 p. ISBN 9780714653983.  

36. STEFANIDIS, Ioannis. Substitute for power. Wartime British Propaganda 
to the Balkans, 1939–1944. Farnham: Ashgate, 2012. 336 p. ISBN 
9781138108325.  

37. SWORD, Keith. British Reaction to the Soviet Occupation of Eastern 
Poland in September 1939. În: The Slavonic and East European Review. 
1991, Vol. 69, Nr. 1, p. 81-101. ISSN 00376795.  

38. ȘIȘCANU, Ion. Basarabia în contextul relațiilor sovieto-române. 1940. 
Chișinău: Civitas, 2007. 336 p. ISBN 9789975785334.  

39. ȘIȘCANU, Ion. Raptul Basarabiei. 1940. Chișinău: AcoDacia, 1993. 175 
p. 

40. TAYLOR, A. J. P. Originile celui de-al doilea război mondial. Iași: 
Polirom, 1999. ISBN 973-683-189-2. 246 p. 



62 
 

41. TRAȘCĂ, Ottmar. Relațiile politice și militare româno-germane, 1940–
1944. Cluj: Argonaut, 2013. 917 p. ISBN 978-973-109-397-0.  

42. ȚÎCU, Octavian. Problema Basarabiei și relațiile sovieto-române în 
perioada interbelică (1919–1939). Chișinău: Prut International, 2004. 269 
p. ISBN 9975-69-569-8.  

43. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Atitudinea SUA față de problema Basarabiei la 
ultima etapă a primului război mondial și în timpul conferinței de pace de 
la Paris (1917-1920) Partea I. În: Revista de Istorie a Moldovei. 2018, nr. 
1(113), p. 97-109. ISSN 1857-2022.  

44. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Atitudinea SUA față de problema Basarabiei la 
ultima etapă a primului război mondial și în timpul Conferinței de Pace 
de la Paris (1917-1920) (partea II)). În: Revista de Istorie a Moldovei. 
2018, nr. 4(116), p. 87-105. ISSN 1857-2022.  

45. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Problema Basarabiei în documente diplomatice 
americane (1920-1925). În: Anuarul Institutului de Istorie. 2018, nr. 7, p. 
240-268. ISSN 2345-1939. 

46. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Diplomația românească și problema recunoașterii 
unirii Basarabiei de către Statele Unite (1930-1933). În: Archiva 
Moldaviae. 2018, vol. X, p. 267-300. ISSN: 2067 – 3930.  

47. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Atitudinea SUA față de problema Basarabiei la 
ultima etapă a Primului Război Mondial și in timpul Conferinței de pace 
de la Paris (1917-1920) partea III. În: Revista de Istorie a Moldovei. 2019, 
nr. 3-4(119-120), p. 75-85. ISSN 1857-2022.  

48. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Impactul mișcării subversive sovietice din spațiul 
pruto-nistrean asupra atitudinii SUA în problema basarabeană. În: 
Anuarul Institutului de Istorie. 2019, nr. 8, p. 198-205. ISSN 2345-1939. 

49. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Statele Unite și Problema Basarabiei (1917-1941). 
București-Brăila: Editura Academiei Române, 2019. 377 p. ISBN 978-
973-27-3131-4.  

50. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Relațiile româno-americane în perioada iunie-
decembrie 1941. În: Basarabia în istoria românilor. Volum al 
Congresului Național al Istoricilor Români, Iași, 29 august – 1 
septembrie 2018, coord.: Gheorghe Cojocaru, Gheorghe Iacob, Ionuț 



63 
 

Nistor. Iași: Editura Universității “Al. I. Cuza”, 2020, p. 287-308. ISBN 
978-606-714-614-1.  

51. ȚURCANU, Mihai. De la Marea Baltică la Marea Neagră, 1939-1940 
(studiu și documente privind negocierea, încheierea și aplicarea Pactului 
Molotov-Ribbentrop). Autori: Ion Șișcanu și Daniela Șișcanu. În: Revista 
de Istorie a Moldovei. 2021, nr. 3-4(127-128), p. 186-189. ISSN 1857-
2022.  

52. ȚURCANU, Mihai. The Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and the British 
Security Guarantees for Romania. În: Revista de Istorie a Moldovei. 
2022, nr. 3-4, p. 85-100. ISSN 1857-2022.  

53. ȚURCANU, Mihai. The British-Romanian relations and the Soviet 
occupation of Eastern Moldova (1940). În: Revista de Istorie a Moldovei. 
2023, nr. 1-2, p. 76-99. ISSN 1857-2022.  

54. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Great Britain and the Romanian territorial 
concessions in Dobrogea and Transylvania (1940): În: Revista de Istorie 
a Moldovei. 2023, nr. 3-4, p. 43-57. ISSN 1857-2022.  

55. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Grigore Gafencu and Romania’s Quest to Reach 
Compromise Deals with its Revisionist Neighbours. În: East European 
Journal of Diplomatic History. 2023 nr. 10, p. 85-101. ISSN: 2393-0764. 

56. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Relațiile româno-britanice și problema reînarmării 
României în 1939 și 1940. Noi surse. (Partea I). În: Revista de Istorie a 
Moldovei. 2024, nr. 1-2(137-138), p. 46-58. ISSN 1857-2022.  

57. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Romanian-British relations in the context of the 
Soviet threat (December 1939 - January 1940): new sources. În: Revista 
de Istorie a Moldovei, 2024, nr. 1-2 (141-142), p. 58-71. ISSN 1857-
2022.  

58. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Relațiile româno-britanice și problema reînarmării 
României în 1939 și 1940. Noi surse. (Partea II). În: Revista de Istorie a 
Moldovei. 2024, nr. 3-4(139-140), p. 135-144. ISSN 1857-2022.  

59. ȚURCANU, Mihai. De ce şi cum a respins guvernul român iniţiativele 
Aliaţilor occidentali de identificare a opţiunilor bilaterale de 
implementare a garanţiilor din 13 aprilie 1939. În: Acta Marisiensis. Seria 
Historia. 2024, nr. 6, p. 97-111. ISSN 2668-9545.  



64 
 

60. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Poland’s perspective on Anglo-French security 
arrangements for Romania (April-August 1939). În: Studia Universitatis 
Moldaviae (Seria Ştiinţe Umanistice). 2024, nr. 10(200), 2024, p. 59-70. 
ISSN 1811-2668.  

61. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Cinci „mituri” ale istoriografiei românești despre 
26 iunie 1940. 2024, Chișinău: PublishDrive. 72 p. ISBN: 978-969-559-
271-7  

62. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Garanțiile din 13 aprilie 1939 și valabilitatea lor 
contra amenințării sovietice la adresa României la începutul celui de-al 
Doilea Război Mondial: noi surse (partea I). În: Revista de Ştiinţă, 
Inovare, Cultură şi Artă „Akademos”. 2025, Nr. 1(76), p. 119-124. ISSN 
1857-0461.  

63. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Romanian diplomacy, Britain and the Sudeten crisis 
(1938) (Part I). În: Dialogica, revista de studii culturale si literatură. 
2025, nr. 1, p. 103-109. ISSN 2587-3695.  

64. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Tentative britanice de apropiere de URSS în vara 
anului 1940. În: Buletinul ştiinţific al Universităţii de Stat „Bogdan 
Petriceicu Hașdeu” din Cahul, Seria „Stiinte Sociale”. 2025, Nr. 1(19), 
p. 7-17. ISSN 2345-1858.  

65. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Garanțiile din 13 aprilie 1939 și valabilitatea lor 
contra amenințării sovietice la adresa României la începutul celui de-al 
Doilea Război Mondial: noi surse (partea II). În: Revista de Ştiinţă, 
Inovare, Cultură şi Artă „Akademos”. 2025, Nr. 2(77), p. 115-123. ISSN 
1857-0461. 

66. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Reacția imediată a britanicilor față de anexarea 
sovietică a Basarabiei: noi surse și perspective asupra problemei 
Basarabiei ca subiect al dreptului internațional în perioada interbelică. În: 
Vector European. 2025, nr. 2, p. 61-65. ISSN 2345-1906.  

67. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Romanian diplomacy, Britain and the Sudeten crisis 
(1938) (Part II). În: Dialogica, revista de studii culturale si literatură. 
2025, nr. 2, p. 80-85. ISSN 2587-3695.  



65 
 

68. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Relații româno-britanice după 26 iunie 1940: noi 
surse. În: Dialogica, revista de studii culturale si literatură. 2025, nr. 3, 
p. 82-94.  

69. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Rolul și locul Italiei în politica balcanică a Aliaților 
occidentali și în raport cu problema Basarabiei (decembrie 1939 – martie 
1940) (Partea I). În: Revista de Ştiinţă, Inovare, Cultură şi Artă 
„Akademos”. 2025, nr. 3(78), p.131-137. ISSN 1857-0461.  

70. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Relațiile politico-diplomatice româno-britanice de 
la conferința de la München și până la izbucnirea celui de-al doilea război 
Mondial. În: Studia Universitatis Moldaviae (Seria Ştiinţe Umanistice). 
2025, Nr. 4(194), p. 61-70. ISSN 1811-2668.  

71. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Rolul și locul Italiei în politica balcanică a Aliaților 
occidentali și în raport cu problema Moldovei de Est (decembrie 1939 – 
martie 1940) (Partea II). În: Revista de Ştiinţă, Inovare, Cultură şi Artă 
„Akademos”. 2025, nr. 4(79), p. 128-134. ISSN 1857-0461.  

72. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Tentativa britanică de apropiere de URSS în toamna 
lui 1940 și observații, pe baza surselor britanice, despre teoriile privitoare 
la proiectele sovietice de ofensivă în vest. În: Acta Marisiensis. Seria 
Historia, 2025, nr. 7, p. 65-80. ISSN 2668-9545..  

73. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Reflecții asupra impactului avut de Dictatul de la 
Viena și pactul Molotov-Ribbentrop asupra relațiilor anglo-sovietice 
(1941-1944). În: Studia Universitatis Moldaviae (Seria Ştiinţe 
Umanistice), 2025, nr. 10(220), p. 40-54. ISSN 1811-2668.  

74. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Aspects of the problem of the consequences of the 
Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and the Vienna Diktat in Anglo-Soviet 
relations (1941-1944). În: AIIX. 2025, LXII, p. 371-389. ISSN: 1221-
3705: 1221-3705. 

75. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Perspectiva Turciei asupra problemei Basarabiei 
1939 și 1940. În: România după Marele Război. Reconstrucții politice, 
instituționale și culturale. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega. 2025, p. 431-444. 
ISBN 978-630-372-013-5 



66 
 

76. ȚURCANU, Mihai. România și Puterile Aliate la începutul celui de al 
doilea Război Mondial (1938-1941). Ediția a doua. Chișinău: Bons 
Offices, 2025. 744 p. ISBN 978-5-36241-547-1.  

77. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Considerentele geopolitice care au determinat 
perspectivele diferențiate ale Angliei asupra cedărilor din Dobrogea, 
Moldova și Ardeal (1940) (Partea I). În: Revista de Ştiinţă, Inovare, 
Cultură şi Artă „Akademos”, 2026, nr. 1(80), p. 129-134. ISSN 1857-
0461.  

78. ȚURCANU, Mihai. General reflections on the British and French 
attitude towards Romania prior to and during the early stages of the 
Second World War (1938-1941) (În curs de apariție la East European 
Journal of Diplomatic History a Institutului AD Xenopol din Iași). 

79. ȚURCANU, Mihai. Politica britanică în raport cu România și Rusia 
sovietică circumstanțele cedării Basarabiei și Bucovinei: noi surse (în 
curs de apariție la Universitatea din Tg Mureș). 

80. WATSON, Derek. Molotov’s Apprenticeship in Foreign Policy: the Triple 
Alliance’s Negotiations in 1939. În: Europe-Asia Studies. 200. Vol. 52, 
Nr. 4, 2000. p. 695-722. ISSN 0966-8136.  

81. WINKLER, Heinrich August. Germany: The long road West, vol. 2, 1933–
1990. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007. 1494 p. ISBN 
9780199265985.  

82. WOODWARD, Llewellyn. British foreign policy in the Second World 
War, vol. 1. London: HMSO, 1970. 640 p. ISBN 11 630052 3.  

83. ZIDARU, Marian. Relații politice și economice româno-britanice. 1939–
1947. București: Univers Științific, 2005. 388 p. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



67 
 

Annotation 
Identification data: Mihai Țurcanu. Romania and the Allied Powers (Britain and France) on the 

eve of and in the early years of the Second World War (1938-1941); a synthesis dissertation of publications 
in view of obtaining the title of habilitated doctor in the specialization History of the Romanians (611.02), 
Chișinău, 2026. 

Structure of the synthesis: The synthesis dissertation was prepared in accordance with the 
standards established by ANACEC ("Guide to drafting the doctoral/doctor habilitation thesis", approved by 
ANACEC Decision no. 5 of 18.XII.2018; "Recommendations regarding the elaboration and defense of the 
habilitated doctor thesis / synthesis dissertation", approved by ANACEC Order no. 10-A of 25 February 
2021). The dissertation was structured as follows: Introduction and conceptual framework, content of the 
publications – consisting of seven chapters, general conclusions and recommendations, bibliography, 
abstract. 

Keywords: Romania, Bessarabia, Britain, France, the Second World War, diplomacy, 
international relations. 

Scope and objectives of the research: Purpose: Reconstitution and reinterpretation of Romania's 
relations with Great Britain and France (1938-1941), on the basis of primary sources, in order to explain: 
the dynamics of these relations; their link with the collapse of Greater Romania (1940) and with the 
subsequent political/diplomatic rupture; the historiographical interpretations of Romania's relationship with 
the Western Allies in the context of security guarantees. Objectives: 1) reconstruction of the evolution of 
Romanian-British and Romanian-French relations during the crises of 1938-1939 and of the way they were 
perceived in London and Paris, in relation to Germany and the USSR; 2) analysis of the security guarantees 
of 13 April 1939: context, actual content, and the difference between their purpose for the great powers and 
Bucharest's interpretation; 3) identification of Romania's place in collective security projects in South-
Eastern Europe; 4) explanation of Great Britain's reaction to the collapse of Greater Romania in 1940; 5) 
interpretation of the irreversible decline of Romanian-British relations after the regime change, the 
stationing of German troops, the diplomatic rupture and the preparation for war against the USSR, including 
the examination of Great Britain's attitude toward Romania in the context of Anglo-Soviet relations in the 
period that followed until the signing of the Armistice Convention with Romania. 

Scientific novelty and originality. The novelty and originality of the research lie in the 
comparative approach to Romanian, British, French, German and Soviet sources, which made it possible to 
reconstruct more rigorously the international crisis between 1938 and 1941. The research went beyond the 
bilateral framework of Romania's relations with Great Britain and France, placing them in the broader 
context of Western relations with Germany, the USSR and other regional actors. In comparison with earlier 
Romanian historiography, the research synthesized in this work offers a broader perspective, better 
contextualized and more faithful to the real complexity of Romanian foreign policy. 

Results obtained. The central conclusion is that the disaster of 1940 and the irreversible decline 
of Romania's relations with the West were determined first and foremost by the structural weakness of the 
state and by the inability of the elites to turn external resources and opportunities into internal power and 
resilience. The scientific results of the published research will lead to the creation of a new research direction 
in which future efforts will have to focus especially on understanding and explaining the internal, Romanian 
causes of the processes and developments that led to the events through which Romanian society passed in 
1940, while external causes will be examined as secondary circumstances. 

Theoretical significance. The study proposes a paradigm shift: the collapse of Greater Romania 
is explained through the relationship between the state's internal capacity and the constraints of the 
international system, offering a model for analyzing the policy of a small state toward the great powers. 

Applicative value. The results of our investigations can be used in drafting courses and textbooks 
on Romania's international relations and as a case study for the current analysis of foreign and security 
policy, illustrating the limits of "security through guarantees" in the absence of a solid internal base. 

Implementation of scientific results. The results are implemented through the monograph and 
published articles, made available to the academic community as research and teaching tools, in university 
courses, seminars and historiographical debates concerning the years 1938-1941 and the 1940 crisis. 
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