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Foreword to the New Edition

In his recently published one-volume The First World War, which the prolific British scholar Martin Gilbert subtitled “The Complete History,” nowhere in his index is Romania cited! Is this the dust bin into which Rumania’s pivotal role in that fateful conflict is to be consigned?

Forty years ago I undertook research into Romania’s role in that war and its aftermath at the peace negotiations, intending to dramatize the critical part played by Ionel Brătianu (1864-1927), the National Liberal Party leader and dominating force in Romanian politics for the first quarter of this century. His family’s influence on Romania began with his father Ion, who was instrumental in the anti-Turk 1848 revolution, unification of the two Danubian Principalities, establishment of the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen monarchy after overthrowing the Alexandru Ioan Cuza regime, and the new nation’s emergence as a small power in Eastern Europe. The eldest of his three sons, all destined to perpetuate the founding father’s predominance in politics, doubled the size and population of the Romania the father originally created. In fact, the younger Ionel dominated Romania until the year of his death and my birth. Perhaps no non-dynastic family in Europe has ever exerted such influence over a nation’s destiny as the Brătianu family did until Constantin (Dinu) was tried and condemned by the communist regime in 1947 – one century after his father ignited Romanian nationalism and after his brother had campaigned against the advance of Bolshevism into Central Europe in 1918-1919.

My 1962 study of Romania’s moves during the First World War and at the subsequent Paris Peace Conference resulted from several years of research while I was a graduate student at Columbia University in the City of New York under the guidance of a fellow-tiller in the Romanian vineyard, Henry L. Roberts (1916-72), whose classic study Rumania: Politics of an Agrarian State (1951) inspired in me an urge to seek him out as a Ph.D. sponsor. My research efforts in the 1950s were frustrated by the silence experienced to the inquiries made to the community of historians and specialists in Bucharest. Not until my book was published in 1962 did I experience reactions from Romania. Those reactions were not laudatory because my appraisal of Brătianu did not coincide with the then official line. I hope the atmosphere has sufficiently changed so today’s historians in Romania can accord to Brătianu the recognition I continue to maintain he earned. Trained as an engineer in École Polytechique in Paris, Brătianu engineered the creation of Greater Romania; without his policies and tactics such would not have materialized. I furthermore hope his contemporary colleagues in the other nations of the former socialist bloc who have been denied proper recognition by communist historians, e.g., Beneš in Czechoslovakia, Dmowski and Paderewski in Poland, Pašić and Trumbić in Yugoslavia, etc., will be accorded the honor and recognition they likewise earned during and after the First World War.

This book is about to appear in a Romanian translation and thus should be available to those in Romania denied access to it for more than thirty years. My profound thanks for the translation go to Professor Constantin Sorin Pârvu of the University in Iaşi, and to my dear friend for thirty years, Professor Ioan Aurel Preda of the University in Bucharest. I also thank Dr. Kurt W. Treptow of the University of Illinois and the Center for Romanian Studies of the Romanian Cultural Foundation in Iaşi for facilitating the publication of this English-language edition. Nothing in my 1962 book has been changed. Readers can thus acquire an awareness of what a young American concluded from his researches and analyses far from the time and place about which he was investigating. Whether his conclusions would have been different then or would be different now, if he were to conduct new researches and consequently reach new conclusions, is a daunting task an emeritus educator could not undertake. I ask readers to judge this 1962 book on its merit as the product of a non-Marxist bourgeois American graduate student fulfilling Ph.D. requirements at Columbia University in the City of New York, USA.

Sherman David Spector

Orange, Connecticut USA

March 1995




Preface

Twenty-eight years ago Harold Nicolson wrote that a history of the Paris Peace Conference “has yet to be written.” He predicted it would be many years before complete materials could be made available or digested, and that “this documentary evidence (let us say in the year 1953) will be abundant and authentic.”1 Nicolson’s optimism was not shared by Henry Wickham Steed who prophesied that “a full history of the Paris Peace Conference can never be written,” and even when all documents and diaries have been published, and all contemporary records collated, “there will remain gaps that nobody can fill.”2

I have found Steed, not Nicolson, correct in his prognostication. In this study concerned with negotiations between Romania and the Allied Powers, a paucity of documents and other materials from the Romanian side, scarcity of French and Italian sources, and a limited amount of American and British materials have restricted the scope and details of an analysis. The reader will become aware that in limiting the range of this study I have omitted certain important items. It has not been my purpose to provide an exhaustive analysis of the creation of “Greater Romania,” but rather, after offering a survey of World War I developments, to select those events which either affected or were affected by Romania’s policy.

I have tried to present the record for its own sake in an impartial manner without attempting to offer a particular thesis or point up a moral. Although the title of this study concerns events in 1919, it is important to go back to the origins of Romania’s actions prior to her entry into the war in 1916. This procedure was adopted to provide a lucid account of Romania’s wartime diplomacy; it is limited to those questions that became issues at the Peace Conference.

In preparing the materials for this study I have received assistance from many individuals and institutions. I wish to acknowledge the courtesy extended by the staff of The New York Public Library and the assistance given by that institution’s Public Relations Office, which, by employing my wife, relieved me of the duties of breadwinner for two years so that I could devote full time to research. I thank the Institut Universitaire Roumain Charles Ier in Paris, whose directors assisted through correspondence in compensating for the disinclination of the Romanian government to answer my queries. The staff of the Edward M. House collection at Yale University was very cooperative. The Research Foundation of the State University of New York permitted me through its grant-in-aid to obtain materials from abroad.

I am indebted to many private persons who cheerfully answered queries. Among them are Mr. Vintilă Brătianu, Jr., Dr. Philip Marshall Brown, the late Charles Upson Clark, Dr. Alexander Creţianu, the late Leon Feraru, the Honorable Joseph C. Grew, Dr. John N. Hazard, Dr. David Mitrany, the Honorable Nicholas Roosevelt, Dr. Charles Seymour, Mr. Viorel V. Tilea, and Mr. Constantin Vişoianu.

To Frances and Robert Whitman for their advice and aid, to Dr. Jacob Hoptner for suggesting the topic, to Earl Aronson for editorial suggestions, and to Dr. Henry L. Roberts, Director of the Russian Institute of Columbia University, who, as my doctoral sponsor, shared the vicissitudes of this study’s progress, I am especially grateful. Dr. Alexander Dallin read the entire manuscript and offered many helpful criticisms. A special word of appreciation is extended to Dr. Lewis A. Froman, President of Russell Sage College, whose financial assistance makes possible the publication of this study.

A pleasure a preface provides is the opportunity to acknowledge, however inadequately, my affectionate gratitude to Beryl, my wife, to whom this work is dedicated, for enduring the agonies of research and writing, for making many wise suggestions, and for her patient prodding without which this study would never have been completed.

Sherman David Spector

Troy, New York

March, 1962




Note on Proper Names and Spelling

It is difficult to use a consistent method in spelling Romanian proper names without distortions. As a general rule, Romanian names are written in the Romanian spelling except where a word is more familiar in an English form. Although the true spelling of the country’s name is “România,” that rendition does not convey the precise English pronunciation; I therefore use “Romania,” a widely accepted spelling approximating the precise sound. I have employed the English forms of the regional names, Moldavia (Moldova), Transylvania (Transilvania), Dobrodgea (Dobrogea), etc. Bucharest is the only city I have anglicized because the Romanian spelling of “Bucureşti” is unfamiliar to Americans and “Bucharest,” the more familiar form, is rapidly being supplanted.

I have spelled Romanian words with their diacritical marks, following the system of Henry L. Roberts in his Rumania: Political Problems of an Agrarian State (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1951), p. xi. The English equivalents of accents and cedillas used in Romanian orthography are as follows:

â = has no exact equivalent in English. It is pronounced somewhat like the French u.

ă = like e in “father.”

ş = like sh in “shall.”

ţ = like ts in “tsar.”

c = before a, o, and u as in English; before e and i as ch in “church.” When ci or ce comes before a, o, or u, the e or i is not pronounced but the c has the sound of ch in “church.” When ch comes before e or i the h is not pronounced but the c is as in English “can.”

g = when followed bye or i it is pronounced dj as in “general”; otherwise as in “great.”

u = is pronounced oo as in “too.”

With regard to personal names, I have employed the original Romanian spellings instead of transliterating them into phonetic English.
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Chapter I The Intervention of Romania and After


“The Romanians aspire to create an independent state which is to include Bucovina, the Romanian portion of Transylvania and the Banat, with the Balkans as frontiers.”

– Baron Prokesch-Osten at the Congress of Paris, 18561



The Ties Which Bind

The step taken by the Kingdom of Romania in joining the Allied Powers in World War I resulted from a tediously negotiated agreement – the controversial Treaty of Alliance of Bucharest signed on August 17, 1916.2 This pact remained the written declaration of Romania’s aspirations, in spite of subsequent equivocations and wranglings. The secret political and military conventions comprising the Alliance were born in the Allies’ desperate need for Romania’s military assistance during decisive battles being waged on both fronts in the summer of 1916. Italy’s decision to break her alliance with the Central Powers and join the Allies in 1915 prompted Romania to offer her intervention to the Allies at a cost they subsequently would regret.

The Alliance of 1916 was not born wholly out of Allied military disappointments; it was, rather, the product of two years of continuous discussions between Russian Foreign Minister Serge Sazonov, on behalf of the Allies, and Ioan I.C. Brătianu, President of the Romanian Council of Ministers. An almost complete account of these negotiations was published by the Soviet Government. The Romanian version remains secret. Recently published documents of the Italian Foreign Ministry fill in some gaps. An examination of the diplomatic correspondence of the Austro-Hungarian Foreign Ministry provides an account of the concurrent pourparlers with the Central Powers undertaken by Brătianu and Ottokar Czernin, Austro-Hungarian minister to Romania from 1913 to 1916. An abundance of memoirs and secondary accounts sheds further light on the archival materials.3

In 1914 Romania, like Italy, was a member of the Triple Alliance system. The relations of these so-called “Latin cousins” to their German partners (Germany and Austria-Hungary) were quite similar. Italy joined the alignment in 1882, Romania in 1883. The former had been attracted because of her envy and suspicion of French colonial gains in North Africa, and in the hope an alliance with Austria-Hungary would assuage or defer the burning question of “Italia Irredenta.” Romania joined for similar motives. Hoping to secure protection from the menace of Russia and desiring to improve relations with Austria-Hungary, Romania believed an alignment with the German powers would alleviate the oppressive treatment of those Romanians living under Magyar rule and give her assurance against Russian encroachments.

Few in the Kingdom of Romania could ignore the fact that almost half of their co-nationals lived beyond the frontiers, under alien rule: approximately one million in Bessarabia under Russian rule; two hundred fifty thousand in Bucovina under Austria; about two million, five hundred thousand in Transylvania, Crişana, the Banat of Timişoara, and Maramureş under Hungary; and more than a half million scattered in Bulgaria, Macedonia, Serbia, and the Ukraine. Most lived near Romania’s frontiers. Romania was too weak to liberate them by force. There was little possibility in Transylvania for irredentism to flare into open rebellion against Hungary. In the face of this situation, Romania pursued until 1914 her only possible course – to wait for a favorable opportunity to incorporate her co-nationals into the Kingdom.

A critical difference between Italy and Romania in the Triple Alliance system was that while the former was an open ally, the latter remained a secret partner. Only a handful of ministers in Bucharest knew of the 1883 alliance, which was considered a dynastic treaty between King Carol, the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen monarch, and the rulers of the German states. Long before 1914, however, Italy had begun to swerve from the alignment, but Romania remained ostensibly faithful until the beginning of the war.

The assassination of Archduke Francis Ferdinand, in June 1914, produced the problem of fulfilling the terms of the Triple Alliance. When Austria-Hungary decided that Serbia must be punished, Romania, like Italy, became alarmed and both reappraised the terms of the alliance. What was Romania’s precise position in this treaty signed October 30, 1883, and renewed in 1888, 1892, 1896, 1902, and 1913? The treaty, never submitted to the Romanian Parliament for ratification as required by law, was essentially conservative and defensive. Romania had agreed not to enter into any engagements directed against any signatory power. If Romania, without provocation on her part, were attacked, Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy were to come to her assistance. If the latter powers were attacked under the same circumstances, Austria-Hungary reserving for herself the qualification “in a portion of her states bordering on Romania,” the casus foederis would have arisen for Romania. Thus Romania was guaranteed against aggression by Russia, Bulgaria, Turkey, and Serbia. Austria-Hungary was assured of Romania’s assistance if Russia attacked her eastern frontiers or if Serbia violated her southern borders. Romania was promised an equal voice in peace negotiations. The treaty did not accord Romania a special privilege that Italy had extracted from her allies. Germany and Austria-Hungary were required to take common counsel with Italy, not with Romania, immediately upon a casus foederis. Italy thus had a way out that Romania lacked.4 Since Austria-Hungary and Germany were not attacked in 1914, the casus foederis did not arise. Austria-Hungary could only claim that her security was threatened by Serbian intrigues. Italy took advantage of this and “consultation in ample time” was begun. Romania did not receive such cordial treatment, but her subsequent refusal to intervene on the side of her allies was not the result of chagrin over being slighted. The decision to maintain a watchful neutrality was the result of the policy pursued by Ioan I.C. Brătianu.

Ioan I.C. Brătianu

Any study of Romania’s policy during and after the World. War hinges upon the personality and character of her premier, Brătianu. Most accounts of this policy are couched in such generalities as Romania’s interest or lack of interest in her co-nationals beyond the Kingdom whom the mother-country did or did not wish to liberate, or in desire for economic gains by the unscrupulous National Liberal Party, or even in such flowery phrases as “irredenta, nationalism, sacred egoism, and national instinct.” Brătianu did not indulge in such histrionics to achieve the union of all Romanians in East Central Europe.

Intractable, rigid, and ruthlessly calculating – such are words used to describe this leader. Foreign diplomats called him “The Sphinx”; others labelled him “La belle odalisque.”5 To one observer he had the round and charming face of a grand seigneur of Renaissance France with, as a fascinated woman put it, “eyes of a gazelle and the jaw of a tiger.”6 His magnificent brown eyes blazed and his leonine head, with classic forehead and curly, silvery hair, suggested indomitable energy. Others thought his physiognomy could not shield an oriental indolence and they likened him to a Tibetan-lama. Still others thought his olive complexion and long pointed beard hinted of a Byzantine Christ in morning coat and spats.7 Yet one observer described him as a brilliant raconteur, supple, and full of gestures. His pensive and sometimes nonchalant appearance inspired respect.”8

Queen Marie of Romania considered the Premier pleasantly ironical, watchful to the point of slyness, and never particular about his clothes. She enjoyed his company and found him witty. The Queen was not deceived, though. She realized this was only the façade of an unyielding personality. Yet she was constant in her public admiration for the Premier. She recalled that although her husband, the King, liked him, his admiration was mixed with a slight sense of apprehension as though Ferdinand were always suspicious of his first minister’s actions. The wily Brătianu enchanted women in a somewhat oriental manner, but he was careful never to be the dupe. In her memoirs, Marie remembered a moonlit evening the two spent at a convent, at which time he told her he was always sentimental on such nights, even in a convent.9

Brătianu was born at Florica, his ancestral estate, in 1864, at a crucial moment in the life of his equally illustrious father. The anti-Cuza conspiracy was being plotted and the elder Brătianu was on the verge of a great triumph. Ioan C. Brătianu (1821-1891), founder of the family’s prestige, is considered the architect of modern Romania. He was prominent in the movement that forced the abdication of Prince Bibescu in 1848, and promoted the election of Alexander Cuza as prince of the United Danubian Principalities in 1859. He was founder of the National Liberal Party. A radical in his early manhood, the elder Brătianu turned his extremism toward nationalist demands, playing a vital role in the dethronement of Cuza, the installation of the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen dynasty in 1866, and the successful campaign for independence from Turkey in 1877. Brătianu worked for centralization of government power to develop Romania’s primitive economy. Opposed to the entry of foreign capital, he developed the nucleus of a native middle class.

The elder’s first-born son was called Ionel, diminutive of Ioan, the “el” corresponding to “junior.” One of eight children, Ionel was the only son to inherit his father’s physical and mental characteristics. The spade beard, the black brows, and the impressive stature were the same in both. The two other male progeny who became prominent, Vintilă and Constantin, were not of the same substances.10 Ionel, who served as Premier five times from 1909 to 1927, pursued his father’s policies less imaginatively, but with more power.

The younger Brătianu attended the preparatory school of the Colegiu Sfântul Sava in Bucharest before studying at the École Polytechnique in Paris for two years. He next enrolled in the École des Ponts et Chaussées for three years and received a degree in civil engineering. Returning home, he entered state service as an engineer and assisted in constructing the Cernavodă railway bridge over the Danube. This was a brief career for he soon entered politics and was elected to the Chamber of Deputies in 1895. Dimitrie Sturdza, who succeeded the elder Brătianu as chief of the National Liberals, appointed Ionel Minister of Public Works in 1896, a post he held until Sturdza resigned as premier, three years later. Brătianu’s more active political life began in 1901 when Sturdza, upon recall to office, named him Foreign Minister, a post he held from January 1902 to December 1904.11

Brătianu married twice. His first wife, Marie Moruzi, bore his only son, Gheorghe, who was prominent in politics in the 1930s and earned considerable reputation as a historian. Ionel’s second wife, Elise Ştirbei, had been married to his political rival, Alexandru Marghiloman, a leader of the Conservative Party. Her noble ancestry enhanced her second husband’s prestige even though she was the grandniece of Prince Bibescu, whom Ionel’s father had ousted. This marriage to a descendant of a boyar family would not have pleased the elder Brătianu whose policy had been to smash the strength of the great landowners. Ionel, nevertheless, became a great landed proprietor, the husband of a princess, and the brother-in-law of a noted prince, Barbu Ştirbei.12

Ionel returned to office in 1907 when Sturdza named him Minister of the Interior. His role in suppressing the famous peasant revolt that year remains controversial. His admirers credit him with appeasing the peasants and taking intelligent measures to produce a beneficial effect. Noted historian Robert W. Seton-Watson portrayed Brătianu’s role as one of oppressive cruelty toward the peasants.13 Whatever the nature of his role, it did not prevent Brătianu from succeeding the aged Sturdza as premier in 1909. He not only became leader of his father’s political machine, but in January of that year assumed the combined offices of Premier and Foreign Minister which he retained until the end of 1912.

Brătianu thus began his independent political career. He was not given to any idealistic formulas for the fulfillment of his father’s legacy. When one method proved unproductive, he turned conveniently to another. He switched alone; there was no reliance upon subordinates, all of whom he considered weak and inferior. Combining the characteristics of a fast-thinking businessman with the intuitive shrewdness of a peasant, Brătianu contrived to increase the immense wealth he had inherited from his father by controlling Romania’s mineral resources and hence the entire economy. When one speaks of Romanian politics, the Brătianu family invariably appears as the real ruler of the country. The Liberal Party was synonymous with the family. The rabid chauvinism, the policy of exaggerated centralization, financial depreciation, and the bribery and corruption which pervaded the entire body politic – all stemmed from the hands of Ionel Brătianu who tolerated this situation.

Although rarely influenced by the opinions of others, Brătianu was at all times anxious to justify his decisions to those about him or to the world. Whereas the elder Brătianu leaned heavily upon King Carol and other close associates, Ionel’s actions were his alone. Thus he alone must bear censure for failures and praise for triumphs.14

The Decision to Abstain

Bismarck once remarked that Romania’s allegiance to the Triple Alliance would not outlive the span of King Carol’s life.15 This monarch, born in 1839 and ruling since 1866, tried to prevent this prophecy from materializing during the last months of his life, which was to end on October 10, 1914. Carol and those who still supported a German orientation for Romania were being swept up in a new diplomatic and political revolution. The Entente Powers were exerting strong influence over Romania in the spring and summer of 1914.16 The 1883 treaty had been weakened by Austria’s support of Bulgaria during the recent Balkan Wars. Russian diplomacy during those wars, and especially Russia’s consent to the Romanian intervention, had reoriented thinking in Bucharest.

The Russian government, in an attempt to make the Romanians forget past abuses, sponsored a visit by Tsar Nicholas and his family to Constanţa in June 1914. At that time Russian Foreign Minister Sazonov held talks with Brătianu who had again assumed office on January 16, 1914, after an absence from politics during the Balkan Wars. This meeting marked the beginning of an unprecedented Russo-Romanian rapprochement.17

Germany and Austria-Hungary soon learned that Romania could not be relied upon in case of war. Carol advised the German envoy that he could no longer influence public opinion against the Entente in the face of successes achieved by Allied propaganda. He referred to Brătianu and the Liberals as Ententophiles who were making Romania’s position in the Triple Alliance very precarious.18

When Czernin informed Carol, on July 24, that an ultimatum had been presented to Serbia, the King replied that Romania would maintain strict neutrality in case of war. Brătianu, after examining the famous ultimatum, warned Czernin that it proved Austria’s desire for war. Romania, he declared, would never tolerate a dislocation of the Balkan balance of power which she had done so much to establish. He insisted Romania remain the leading power in the Balkans. Czernin concluded that Romania would not participate in any war against Serbia, but would remain neutral while awaiting the results of the struggles.19 It should be noted that after the Balkan Wars Romania coveted the land of no other Balkan state and there was as yet no serious irredentist movement in Romania aimed at detaching the Romanian-inhabited regions of Austria-Hungary.

King Carol pleaded with Brătianu to remain friendly toward Vienna and Berlin, and the Premier promised to comply if the Magyars improved their treatment of Romanians residing in Hungary. Approaching the Central Powers with a request that they demonstrate their need for Romania’s services by offering Bessarabia (to be detached, presumably, from a defeated Russia), and by forcing Hungary to accord her Romanian subjects certain political and cultural rights, Brătianu began two years of bazaar trading to acquire for Romania the highest rewards at the least possible sacrifice.20

When Vienna and Berlin could not coerce the inflexible Magyars into deferring to his wishes, Brătianu turned to Sazonov with whom he had struck up a friendship during their memorable automobile trip through Transylvania in June 1914.21 Sazonov was convinced that Brătianu alone directed Romanian foreign policy. The Premier led Sazonov to believe he would go to war on the side that promised the most gains. Sazonov accepted the bait, and during the crisis over Vienna’s ultimatum to Serbia, he worked to prevent Romania from joining the Central Powers. On July 29 Sazonov advised Brătianu that Romania would not be denied rewards if she joined the Allies. The next day he offered Transylvania without first consulting Britain or France. Without awaiting a reply from Brătianu, the impatient Sazonov, on July 31, instructed his envoy in Bucharest to sound out the Premier about non-intervention on either side. This was an irrevocable blunder which created a precedent for subsequent negotiations.22 When Stanislas Poklevskii-Kozell, the Russian envoy, told Brătianu his position would be strengthened by Russia in exchange for a friendly attitude, the Premier asked if Russia would safeguard Romania’s neutrality as an indication of friendship. Poklevskii interpreted Sazonov’s instructions of July 31 to signify accession and he answered affirmatively. Poklevskii thus abandoned the chief bargaining point without receiving anything in exchange.23

The Romanian Premier had achieved a brilliant diplomatic victory by which he could maintain neutrality and, at the same time, be assured of territorial aggrandizement without the customary sacrifices. Germany had offered Bessarabia,24 Austria-Hungary was noncommittal, but Russia was magnanimous. He could look to Transylvania promised to him without the prerequisite of intervention. France announced on August 1 support of Sazonov’s territorial promise.25 This led the elated Brătianu to advise Sazonov that Romania’s position in the war would be determined by a joint discussion of the question by the leading statesmen of Romania.

The First Crown Council

Brătianu’s decision to adopt a neutralist policy was reached before a crown council was convened on August 3 to discuss future action. Russia’s offer of Transylvania in exchange for friendly neutrality could not be rejected in view of the paltry German offer of Bessarabia and the failure of Austria-Hungary to promise improved treatment of the Romanians in Hungary. When Fasciotti, Italian envoy to Romania, notified Brătianu of Rome’s decision to abstain, this action strengthened the Premier’s proposals to the Crown Council.26

Brătianu directed the session at Sinaia with Metternichian skill. He announced Italy’s decision to remain neutral and his own determination to follow suit. The only opposition came from King Carol who muttered phrases about honor, and from aged Petre P. Carp, a former Conservative Premier, who insisted upon respect for the 1883 treaty.27 The Premier described Romania’s role as one of armed preparation without commitments. The question of Transylvania had caused him to reconsider the commitments of the Triple Alliance and, after showing its text to the Crown Council, he said it did not oblige Romania to intervene. He intimated that the situation might have been different had Germany and Austria-Hungary consulted with their Romanian ally before deciding upon war:

The Romanian State entered the alliance as a sovereign state, on a footing of equality. It cannot be treated in this manner [not being consulted before the ultimatum was handed to Serbia]. Those who thirty years ago tied our fate to the Triplice did not think of the future. Romania cannot take up arms in a war which has for its purpose the weakening of a small nation. The question of the Romanians of Transylvania dominates the entire situation. The entire government is involved in the ineluctable necessity of accounting for the rights of the irredentists and of the realization of our national ideal…. Right now one can make war if the national conscience approves of it. But it reproves it. Remain neutral then. Italy has taken the same attitude. The war will be long; wait for the march of events. We will have the chance to say our word.28

Brătianu concluded that Romania, surrounded by powerful neighbors, was not yet endowed with the ability to indulge in adventures. He refused to debate his decision, and the opposition leaders did not object.

The decision to abandon the Triple Alliance was a personal defeat for King Carol, inflicted by the son of the man who had made him ruler almost a half-century before. Carol expressed his embitterment in the following valedictory:

Gentlemen, you cannot imagine how bitter it is to find oneself isolated in a country of which one is not a native.29

This abject confession produced no sympathy. Instead, pro-Entente Take Ionescu, leader of the Conservative Democrats, rebuked the King:

In peacetime it was possible for Your Majesty to follow a policy which was contrary to the sentiment of the country; but to make war in defiance of that sentiment is impossible.30

Perhaps Ionescu was exaggerating the Ententophilism prevalent in Romania. It was this attitude, however, which undoubtedly hastened the death of the King. In failing to fulfill what the monarch firmly believed was an alliance based on honor, Romania’s statesmen, with the sole exception of Petre P. Carp, had repudiated their King. Carol died two months later, content he would not live to see intervention on the Allied side.31

The Accord with Italy

Having followed Italy’s lead, Romania was now prepared to work in concert with Rome. An agreement was negotiated during August and September by which both states agreed to remain neutral, furnish prior notice if this condition changed, maintain contact in examining the situation and taking measures, and establish a common front when the time arrived to present demands for intervention. An unwritten understanding obliged both to thwart any Allied plan to create free Slav states such as Bohemia or Croatia, out of the anticipated ruins of the Habsburg Monarchy. Armed with a friendship treaty made on equal terms with a great power, Brătianu was now ready to extract from Russia a precise agreement to implement promises made by Sazonov.32

The Neutrality Treaty with Russia

Russian capture of Cernăuţi, capital of Austrian Bucovina, on September 15 stirred excitement in Bucharest toward joining the Russian march on Transylvania. Resisting interventionist clamorings, Brătianu asked Sazonov on September 21 for a written promise of Transylvania, Bucovina up to the Prut River, and Cernăuţi in exchange for Romanian neutrality.33 Sazonov rejected these demands because of Russian victories over Austria-Hungary. Brătianu retreated by withdrawing his claim to most of Bucovina and by proposing a neutrality agreement lest Sazonov repudiate his earlier promise of Transylvania now that Russia was on the offensive. Sazonov agreed and, on October 1, he and Constantin Diamandy, the Romanian minister to Russia, signed a treaty in Petrograd.

This treaty, representing the first diplomatic recognition of Romania’s claims by an Allied Power, provided that Russia would, in exchange for Romania’s benevolent neutrality, recognize her right to annex Transylvania and sections of Bucovina inhabited by Romanian majorities. Sazonov yielded to Brătianu’s claim to the ethnically Romanian part of Bucovina in order to assure continued Romanian friendship. Romania’s neutrality was actually a misnomer because Brătianu agreed, in payment for the offer of Bucovinian territory, to permit passage of war materiel across Romania to Serbia and to prohibit shipment of arms from the Central Powers across Romania to Turkey.34

On October 8, Brătianu revealed to an applauding cabinet the texts of his agreements with Italy and Russia. He promised to march into Transylvania and to cooperate with the Russo-Romanian commission to delimit an ethnic frontier between the two states in Bucovina. This was to be undertaken at the most opportune time. He then showed the texts to Ionescu and Nicu Filipescu, leaders of the Conservative Democrat Party, who were impressed.35 Brătianu was given carte blanche by Ferdinand, who had succeeded Carol on October 10, and the opposition leaders to pursue his announced policy. There was no longer the question of which side to join; the problem was when to intervene to reap still bigger harvests. In the meantime, Brătianu would let others do his fighting.

A Year of Wavering

Intervention depended upon the highest price the Allies were prepared to pay. Romania would step into the war only after two basic requirements were met: written guarantees by the Allies to (1) fight for Romania’s maximum territorial demands, and to (2) provide for Romania’s war matériel. Brătianu could plead with reason that his country was unprepared for war. Weapons, planes, and railway equipment were inadequate. Unless the Turkish Straits were forced open or contact with Britain and France were secured through still neutral Bulgaria, Romania would have to rely on Russia for supplies. Dependence upon Russia was a frightening prospect.

In order to obtain the greatest dividends at the least premium, Brătianu entertained the wooings of both sides during 1915. He haggled when the Allies pressed him for a definite promise, hinted at favoring promises of the Central Powers at another time, revived bogies about Bulgarian threats to his southern flank, and repeatedly cited the need to prepare public opinion at home before taking the irrevocable step into war.36 The Premier bided his time, alternately eyeing Bulgaria and interventionist agitation in his own country which increased with every Allied victory, however inconsequential. Brătianu’s decision would be determined exclusively by the balance of territorial advantages offered by each side. He could not afford to repeat the error made in 1877-78 when, in return for intervention against Turkey, Romania lost southern Bessarabia to Russia.37 It was now essential for him to secure advantageous terms clearly specified and adequately guaranteed. Unless such terms outweighed those which he could obtain from the other side in return for mere inaction, Brătianu felt it was his duty to reject them.

Failure of the Anglo-French expedition to open the Turkish Straits in the spring of 1915 was ineffectively compensated for by the dispatch of Allied missions to Bucharest, to encourage intervention. The appearance of British and French generals, propagandists, and renowned Romanophiles left Brătianu unmoved.38 Britain offered a loan as a lure and France promised forty aircraft. When this prodding became uncomfortable, the resourceful Premier increased his demands.

When the Allies began to woo Bulgaria and asked Brătianu to assist them by retroceding southern Dobrodgea, seized from Bulgaria by the Treaty of Bucharest of 1913, the Premier jacked up his demands. He raised the issue of the Straits, insisting that seaway be open to all ships, Constantinople placed under international protection, and Romania given representation on a commission to regulate free navigation through the Straits.39 When Sazonov responded by promising to guarantee Romania’s right to free passage in exchange for intervention, Brătianu raised his price again. This time he laid claim to the entire Banat of Timişoara, to which Serbia also aspired.

The Allies were constrained by conflicting Serbian and Romanian claims to the Banat. Brătianu aggravated the issue by claiming not only the Banat and the regions promised in his neutrality treaty with Russia, but also Bucovina as far north as the Prut River, including the capital of Cernăuţi, and the comitats (counties) of eastern Hungary comprising the region known as Crişana which were inhabited by Romanian majorities. Sazonov denounced these new demands and informed Britain and France of his refusal to wage war against Austria-Hungary for the exclusive purpose of Romania’s aggrandizement.40

The haggling continued. Whenever Sazonov hesitated or when Russia’s armies encountered reversals, Brătianu reminded him of his offer to intervene. Sazonov insisted that Brătianu consult with Serbia regarding a partition of the Banat. Brătianu countered with a demand for a military convention promising Romania a large quantity of Allied troops and munitions. Discouraged by the enemy recapture of Galicia and Bucovina in June 1915, Sazonov yielded to the pleas of the Russian General Staff and offered Bucovina as far north as the Prut, including Cernăuţi, Maramureş south of the upper Tisa River, and troops and supplies if Romania would retrocede southern Dobrodgea and intervene immediately. Sazonov had yielded even after learning Brătianu had refused to discuss the Banat with Serbia.41

Brătianu’s audacity had been encouraged by Italy’s success in April 1915 when the Allies negotiated the Treaty of London in return for Italian intervention.42 Italy’s ability to obtain promises of large territorial awards led Brătianu to increase his price for entry. Taking advantage of Russia’s appeal for immediate intervention, Brătianu again asked for the entire Banat, this time with an Allied guarantee. Sazonov still held out for the Serbs, but Britain and France forced him to accept Brătianu’s pledge that if the entire province were yielded, Romania would never fortify the river bank opposite Belgrade. Sazonov thereby consented to every territorial demand, but there still remained the question of military aid to Romania.43

Brătianu summoned a Crown Council session on August 9, 1915. A year had elapsed since the last meeting. He reported plans to intervene if the Allies withdrew a request for him to yield southern Dobrodgea. The Conservatives opposed war, but they were in support of the Premier’s cautious neutralism. After the Council reviewed recent military developments – the Germans had captured Warsaw on August 7, Austro-Hungarian troops had recovered Galicia and Bucovina, and Anglo-French forces on Gallipoli could not advance – it was decided to postpone intervention indefinitely. Brătianu rejected the Conservative opinion that outright pacifism would suffice to permit Romania to obtain her territorial objectives. He was convinced that inaction would fail to seal the bargain he had made with Russia in October 1914, or guarantee acquisition of additional territories he had claimed in his subsequent negotiations with Sazonov. Realization of his maximum claims was predicated upon active intervention, not upon neutrality.44

The Romanian leader had truly earned the sobriquet “Sonnino of Eastern Europe,” and he may have deserved Paul Cambon’s description of him as “performing like a peddler in an oriental bazaar,”45 or that of a British officer – “a master of un marchandage balkanique.”46 Despite his realization that the Allies were becoming irritated with his tactics, Brătianu would not be rushed into action.47 He anticipated that the Allies, exhausted either by negotiations or military defeats, eventually would accede to all his demands, and perhaps a few more.

The Second Year of Caution

In September 1915 Bulgaria joined the Central Powers to secure territory in Macedonia from Serbia and southern Dobrodgea from Romania if the latter state intervened on the Allied side.48 When the Bulgarians combined forces with the Central Powers to invade Serbia in October, Sazonov turned to Brătianu once more and appealed for intervention to save Serbia. The Premier, noting the embarrassing inability of the Allies to assist Serbia, increased his price again. This time he demanded, in addition to territories already promised, an adequate supply of munitions, resumption of the Anglo-French campaign at the Straits, and invasion of Bulgaria by British and French forces which had landed at Salonika on October 3. He also insisted the Russians resume their offensive on the entire Eastern Front, but he refused to permit them to cross Romania to reach the retreating Serbs. When the Allies were ready to yield, Brătianu, who had no intention of intervening while German and Austro-Hungarian troops were advancing through Serbia, increased the original number of troops which he demanded the Russians send to Bessarabia to protect his northern flank.49

The Premier knew the Russians could not satisfy his demands because they were powerless to rescue Serbia and unable to mount an offensive to distract German forces which, by the middle of December, had occupied Serbia. When he was accused at home of abandoning the Serbs, Brătianu replied that Romania’s unpreparedness prevented him from intervening at a time when the fate experienced by Serbia would have been dealt to Romania.50 The interventionists charged him with abandoning Romania’s traditional role of preserving the status quo in the Balkans by failure to aid Serbia, to whom Romania was tied by the 1913 Treaty of Bucharest. Ionescu and Filipescu renounced their support of neutralism in a series of debates in the Chamber of Deputies. They accused Brătianu of “trafficking with one side and with the other, deceiving both, lying in wait watching for the best opportunity.” Ionescu denounced him as a thief lacking in moral guidance, knowing nothing about duty or the demands of honor, and only waiting “the more conveniently to rifle pockets.” The Conservative Democrats urged immediate entry as the only way to achieve Romania’s national aspirations.51

Brătianu withstood these invectives, and continued his policy of cautious neutralism. This perhaps indicates most effectively the secondary role played by the interventionists in bringing Romania into the war. Brătianu defied their charges by negotiating trade treaties with Germany and Austria-Hungary early in 1916, making possible the sale of more than two million tons of grain to feed the Central Powers. So as not to anger the Allies, the Premier agreed to sell wheat and corn to Britain.52

The desperate Allied military situation early in 1916 encouraged a resumption of active negotiations. Serbia had been occupied, Bulgaria had entered the war, and Greece was still undecided. Russia needed supplies which could be shipped through the Straits, still held by Turkey. The Anglo-French army on Gallipoli was preparing to withdraw. If the Russian General Staff, planning a massive counterattack against Austria-Hungary, expected to tip the scales of war, it would be necessary to secure Romania’s entry or at least her assurance that she would not submit to strong German pressure to join the Central Powers. Although Alekseev, appointed Russian Chief of Staff in August 1915, was dubious about the value of Romania’s intervention, he was prodded by the Allies to reopen talks regarding a military convention.53 He sent a military mission to Bucharest, and Brătianu dispatched Nicu Filipescu to Petrograd as his representative.

Conservative Democrat Filipescu was received by the Tsar and Sazonov. He stressed the need for a Russian army to protect Romanian’s southern flank by occupying Dobrodgea. This move would permit the Russians to engage the Bulgarians whose traditional friendship for Russia had always worried the Romanians. Sazonov and French ambassador Paleologue assured Filipescu that Russia no longer considered the Bulgarians as friends. Both urged him to press Brătianu into negotiating a military convention, but Filipescu reminded them that Brătianu “had not yet found the market good enough.” Filipescu was told to warn the Premier that if he waited much longer the Germans would make Romania a vassal state since they were well acquainted with his negotiations with the Allies.54

Brătianu discussed military arrangements with Alekseev’s representative in Bucharest. During these pourparlers, the Premier added more and more requirements to his already exorbitant claims to territory. He insisted Russia first occupy Dobrodgea, then reconquer Bucovina before Romania invaded Transylvania, and finally make contact in Dobrodgea with the Anglo-French forces, which were expected to march through Bulgaria. This strategy was designed to render Bulgaria incapable of menacing Romania, whose exclusive assignment would be the conquest of Transylvania.55

Alekseev rejected these conditions, and he warned Sazonov that Romania must acquire only those territories merited by her military efforts. Sazonov concurred despite French insistence that he yield.56 He rebuffed Brătianu’s demands and French intercession because he believed the Brusilov offensive, begun June 4, would entice Brătianu into intervening.

By June 18 the Russians had recaptured Cernăuţi. Their victory intensified interventionist clamorings. Ionescu appealed to the King for immediate entry, so that Romania could realize her “sacred union” with Transylvania, and he called for the formation of a coalition government to prosecute the war.57

Brătianu remained firm. If he yielded, he risked losing many of the promises made by the Allies, because Russia had never been generous while waging an offensive. Brusilov’s armies, advancing toward Transylvania, trespassed on Romanian soil on June 11. This action was construed as a Russian attempt to force Romania to intervene, but Brătianu rejected the temptation and protested a violation of his territory. Sazonov replied peremptorily that Russia was entirely indifferent toward the possibility of Romania’s assistance.58 The Premier was momentarily shaken by this rejoinder for he feared Russia might grab Transylvania before Romania could. He told the French envoy:

Russia does not neglect any occasion to aggravate our mistrust, the principal cause of hesitation for which I am reproached. You know that I can obtain guarantees which I judge indispensable and which the other Allies, with France at the head, should accord me. How do you wish me to enter the war – to aid Russia to get Constantinople, that is to say, to encircle us? We are treated like an enemy, or at least suspected of being one.59

The French government shared this attitude and appealed to Sazonov again to submit and thereby bring Romania into the war to cover the southeastern flank of Brusilov’s army. This plea came during the siege of Verdun and the anguished cry influenced Sazonov to act. On June 27 he formally invited Brătianu to intervene. His note pictured a wide-open road to Budapest and Timişoara for the Romanians. Brătianu now refused to move until the four Allied Powers agreed on military strategy. He was asking for what the Allies themselves had been unable to do since the beginning of the war.60

Fear of an imminent Russian invasion of Hungary led Vienna to offer Bucovina to Romania in return for intervention against Russia. Although Count Stephen Tisa, the powerful Magyar leader, opposed this offer, he was overruled by the Austro-Hungarian Foreign Ministry and General Staff. Brătianu, however, rejected the offer.61

Aristide Briand, the French premier, and General Joffre interceded directly with Brătianu to secure his entry. They promised an offensive from Salonika to check Bulgaria. This encouraged Brătianu to take a decisive step. On July 4, he informed Sazonov of his readiness to enter as soon as a formal political convention was signed, guaranteeing all territorial promises already made, and as soon as a long list of military conditions was satisfied. He demanded: (1) the arrival of the first munitions train at the Romanian frontier; (2) a promise to send a maximum of 300 tons of provisions daily, for the remainder of 1916; (3) stabilization of Russian positions in Galicia and Bucovina; (4) resumption of the offensive against Bulgaria; and (5) positive guarantees against an attack upon Romania by Bulgaria.62

Sazonov yielded on condition that Britain and France join him in an ultimatum to Brătianu, insisting he intervene immediately or risk losing all promises made since 1914.63 When Brătianu learned of Sazonov’s conditions, which also required him to retrocede southern Dobrodgea to assure Bulgaria’s neutrality vis-à-vis Romania, he accused the Allies of reversing their responsibilities and charging him with their own sins.64 He proposed to intervene in October or November, not in July or August, as Sazonov demanded.

Despite his most recent tergiversation, Brătianu was resolved to act while the Brusilov offensive was successful. On July 19 Russian troops crossed the Carpathians and were in view of the plains of Transylvania. But five days later (July 23) Sazonov was replaced by Boris Stürmer, whose attitude toward Romania was unknown to Brătianu.

Uncertain of the outcome of the ministerial change in Petrograd, Brătianu concluded a military agreement with the British and French general staffs at Chantilly promising that 150,000 Anglo-French troops would move against Bulgaria as soon as Romania intervened. Brătianu was determined to secure an irrevocable guarantee his troops would not be required to wage a two-front campaign.65

When entry appeared imminent, Brătianu threw another stumbling block into the path. He insisted Romania must not fight Bulgaria.66 This caused Alekseev to hesitate again, but he was forced by Stürmer to comply after the Allied ambassadors advised that Germany would force Bulgaria to attack Romania anyhow. On August 5 Russia agreed that Romania’s military efforts should be directed exclusively toward Transylvania. This was done to end Brătianu’s hesitations and to fix the date of intervention for August 14.67

Brătianu still stalled, as hope for a quick Russian victory faded, and as the Germans were transferring fifteen divisions from the West to relieve Austria-Hungary. As the Brusilov offensive weakened, Brătianu began talks with Bulgaria regarding a neutrality treaty. When his approaches became known in Petrograd, the Allied ambassadors pleaded with Stürmer to yield even if it entailed postponing intervention.68 Stürmer complied, on August 8, by communicating the draft of a political convention to the Allies and Romania. It provided for an entry date of August 21, at which time Romania must go to war or forfeit every territorial promise. The Allies accepted Stürmer’s conditions, and on August 9 the four Allied envoys in Bucharest presented the convention to Brătianu. This was the first time that the four Allied Powers had acted in concert; heretofore Russia had negotiated on behalf of her allies.69

Brătianu agreed to all except Article 5 which provided that if any territory promised had not been conquered by the Allies or Romania then the regions were promised “only to the extent that this seems possible in connection with the general situation after the war.” The enraged Premier saw in this article an opportunity for Hungary to save herself by signing a separate peace with the Allies who, in turn, would accord Romania mere bits of territory from that state. He categorically refused to sign.70

Stürmer rebuffed Brătianu’s objections and asked the Allies to join him in presenting a stern demarche to Brătianu opposing any change in the terms.71 Briand saved the day by proposing the conclusion of a secret Franco-Russian accord whereby “the annexations promised to Romania will be effective only as the general situation permits. The Great Powers reserve for themselves the big questions. The Banat question will be examined.”72 Briand predicted that the Allies would be so strong after the war that they could review their wartime promises, or they would be so weak that they could not enforce them. Stürmer was enchanted by this scheme and gave way by deleting Article 5 and even agreeing to extend the date of Romania’s entry to August 27.73

The political convention was now in the form desired by Brătianu. The Allied envoys and military attaches met on August 17 with the Premier in a private house to avoid arousing the suspicion of German agents. After signing, Brătianu expressed hope that a new era of friendship and confidence between Russia and Romania had begun.74

The political convention provided that Romania would enter the war by August 28, or within eight days after the offensive from Salonika, scheduled to begin August 20, had opened against Bulgaria. Romania was obliged to fulfill the following conditions: (Art. 2) declare war on and attack Austria-Hungary according to terms of an accompanying military convention, and cease all diplomatic, economic, and commercial relations with Germany, Bulgaria, and Turkey; (Art. 4) leave a zone in the Banat opposite Belgrade free of fortifications and indemnify Serbs of the Banat who wished to emigrate to Serbia after the war; (Art. 5) refrain from concluding a separate or general peace with the enemy; and (Art. 7) preserve the secrecy of the convention until achievement of general peace.

The four Allied Powers guaranteed to: (Art. 1) safeguard the territorial integrity of the Kingdom of Romania “in all the extent of her present frontiers” (thus assuring Brătianu against any subsequent demand for retrocession of southern Dobrodgea to Bulgaria); (Art. 3) recognize Romania’s right to annex territories of Austria-Hungary within the borders indicated in the convention (the regions assigned to Romania corresponded to Brătianu’s maximum demands, including Bucovina as far north as the Prut River and Cernăuţi); (Art. 5) refrain from concluding a separate or general peace unless jointly and simultaneously with Romania, and to see to it that at the treaty of peace the territories of Austria-Hungary promised to Romania “will be annexed to the Crown” of that state (this clause was inserted at Briand’s suggestion); (Art. 6) promise Romania the same rights enjoyed by the four Allied Powers at the preliminaries and negotiations of the peace, as well as at discussions and questions to be submitted to the decision of the peace conference; and (Art. 7) maintain the secrecy of the convention until the achievement of general peace.75

The accompanying military convention assured Romania that Britain and France would begin their offensive against Bulgaria and Turkey no later than August 20. Russia undertook to advance toward Hungary from the northeast and protect the port of Constanţa with her Black Sea fleet. Russia also promised to send troops to Dobrodgea to engage the Bulgarians. The Allies agreed to provide a minimum of 300 tons of supplies daily to be transported through Russia. Romania was obliged to act jointly with Russia against Bulgaria, but no condition was included requiring Romania to declare war on Bulgaria. The march on Budapest was reserved exclusively for the Romanians. Coordination between the Russian and Romanian general staffs was to be kept at a minimum, and a precise line of demarcation between the two armies barred Russian forces from operating as fighting units on Romanian soil. This agreement was obviously the sort concluded by two allies who did not trust each other. Article 16 proved ultimately to be of vital consequence for it provided that questions of armistices would be decided by general agreement between the Russian and Romanian general staffs.76

Brătianu’s assumption that Article 6 conferred “great power” status on Romania was not absurd. Historical precedents show that Romania had cogent reasons to think herself no longer in the small power category. Adherence to the Triple Alliance in 1883 granted Romania the status of a co-equal with Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy, specifically in regard to their common undertaking that none would conclude a separate peace and all would participate equally in negotiating settlements arising out of a general war. No changes were made in the alliance whenever renewals were signed. Romania’s obligations were no less than those of the other signatory powers, except that she was not privy to consultations whenever a casus foederis arose.77

Brătianu was unaware of the Franco-Russian understanding regarding postwar interpretation of the 1916 Alliance.78 Article 6 guaranteed Romania equal rights with the four Allied Powers in the preliminary and final peace negotiations. This privilege actually contradicted the Briand-Stürmer formula, for it gave Brătianu a basis upon which to mount his claim to equality at the Paris Peace Conference. Article 5 prohibited Romania, as well as the Allied Powers, from concluding separate or general peace. These provisions ultimately caused serious trouble when the time arrived for the Allies to fulfill their promises to Romania.

Brătianu’s decision to intervene did not cancel last-minute talks with the Austro-Hungarian and German envoys. Czernin, a more discerning judge of Brătianu’s tactics than any of the Allied envoys, was instructed to prevent him from intervening. He repeatedly advised Vienna it was too late to change Brătianu’s mind. Meeting with the Premier for the last time on August 26, Czernin learned that he wished to remain neutral, but future policy would be determined by a Crown Council the next day. This statement did not convince Czernin who described Brătianu as an incorrigible liar who had hypnotized Ferdinand into joining the Allies. German minister Bussche warned Brătianu that Germany would declare war if Romania attacked Austria-

Hungary. The Premier acknowledged this consequence, but he nevertheless appealed for a guarantee that German planes would not bomb Romanian cities.79

The Crown Council of 1916

Two years of temporizing had come to an end. Brătianu now wanted approval of the opposition leaders, but if this were not forthcoming he would still, in all probability, have intervened. The Conservatives and Conservative Democrats had not participated in the secret negotiations; the Premier had merely kept them politely informed. He was now ready to present to them written guarantees promising extensive territorial aggrandizement and elevation of Romania to the status of an equal Allied Power.

A Crown Council convened on August 27 at the Cotroceni Palace on the outskirts of Bucharest. The King and nineteen statesmen, including Brătianu and his cabinet, were joined by a few superannuated Liberals who had long since retired from politics. Rosetti, Carp, and Maiorescu, former Conservative premiers, represented the old guard of their party, while Marghiloman and Olănescu were there for the younger Conservatives. Ionescu, Filipescu, and Cantacuzino-Paşcanu represented the Conservative Democrats.

The King announced his intention to support Brătianu’s decision and he asked the statesmen to cooperate in the war effort. He ruled out any debate. Brătianu explained his decision: he recalled how the Balkan crisis of 1912-13 had only prefaced an inevitable struggle with Austria-Hungary because Romania’s interests had come into acute conflict with those of Vienna and Budapest; he cited Italy’s decision to intervene as an example for Romania to follow, especially since the “Latin nations” were ranged against the Germans; he predicted defeat of the Central Powers with whom a continuation of the 1883 alliance was senseless; and he was convinced that his neutrality treaty with Russia must be implemented by active intervention if Romania were to secure positive guarantees instead of just assurances.

To obtain their support, Brătianu explained that his alliance with the Entente guaranteed Romania “equal rights with those of the other states at the peace congress.” When asked about the territories promised, he promised to take territory “up to the Tisa, the Banat, Crişana, the Slav part of Maramureş, and Bucovina up to the Prut.” His assertion that Romania would obtain the Tisa as her new frontier with Hungary was a distortion of the truth. The Alliance did not provide for it.

To a question about Germany’s attitude, Brătianu replied he would declare war on Austria-Hungary only, not on other Central Powers. At this point, Petre P. Carp uttered his famous jeremiad to the interventionists: “I wish that you be conquered because your victory will be the ruin of the country!”. Brătianu retorted, “Then take your sons and give them to the enemy army!”80

The session was then adjourned. Although failing to win support of the Conservatives, Brătianu wasted no time in fulfilling his obligations.81 That afternoon martial law was proclaimed and in Vienna that evening the Romanian envoy handed a declaration of war to the Austro-Hungarian Foreign Ministry.82 The next morning Brătianu visited his father’s tomb at Florica. Upon returning, he told his wife, “I have just come from my father’s grave – he would have done as I have done.”83

Events which followed were not unexpected. Germany declared war on August 28, and Turkey did the same on August 31. To deter Bulgaria’s declaration, Brătianu told Radoslavov, the Bulgarian premier, of his intention to support Bulgaria’s claim to southern Dobrodgea and to use his good offices with the Allies to arrange a separate peace for the Bulgarians. He even promised to support Bulgaria’s claim against Turkey for the Enos-Midia line. Radoslavov refused to haggle and declared war on September 1.84

Two years of negotiations made clear the deep-seated rift among the Allies with respect to Romania’s destiny. Britain anticipated that an enlarged Romania would challenge Russian encroachments in the Balkans. To France, Romania could be a bulwark against German moves. For the Italians, Romania could be an ally against the Slavs who were destined to become a force after the defeat of Austria-Hungary. The Russians conceived of Romania as removed from the German economic orbit and able to provide easy access to the Slavic Balkans, and become, for the first time, a friendly neighbor.85 Despite these differences the Allies were now obligated to fulfill one common aim – the dismemberment of Hungary for the purpose of enlarging Romania. But these dreams were somewhat dispelled when Romania’s march into Transylvania turned into a rout in the fall of 1916. The reversals inflicted by the Central Powers appeared to some observers to be a just punishment for Brătianu’s folly in intervening with a poorly equipped army.86 To others it was a vindication of his efforts to create a “Greater Romania,” with that added ingredient of martyrdom which no patriotic cause can neglect.

The Military Debacle

Romania’s military operations, agreed to by the Allies, were based on too many contingencies. It was anticipated the Brusilov offensive would attract Austro-Hungarian forces to Bucovina while the Romanians crossed the Carpathians into southeastern Transylvania, the Russians in Dobrodgea and Anglo-French forces from Salonika would prevent Bulgaria from invading Romania, and the Italians would advance on the lsonzo River while the Germans would be fully occupied at Verdun and on the Somme. None of these prospects materialized.

The Allies’ obligation to coordinate their strategy
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