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There is no other State in Europe whose policy has 
been so largely shaped by external events, happy 
circumstances, and with so little bloodshed and sacri

fice as was the case with Rumania. For centuries that 
country was under alien suzerainty; it had no independent 
foreign policy at all; during the whole of the nineteenth 
century its position was determined by the Great Powers, 
and it was their bickerings that enabled the two Rumanian 
principalities to unite; Rumania's territorial adjustments were 
dictated by others, and after the first Great War its final 
territorial development was due to chance happenings of 
a character unparalleled in the history of the world.

In 1914, when the Great War broke out, Rumania was 
a member of the Triple Alliance. But that Alliance was very 
unpopular in Rumania and had become more so during the 
Balkan wars, so that it was never submitted to Parliament 
for ratification or made public in the country. The cause 
of this unpopularity, apart from the Balkan policy of the 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, was Rumanian irredentism, 
which aspired to possession of the areas of the Monarchy 
inhabited by Rumanians, and fostered antagonism, especially 
in respect of Hungary. This, naturally, greatly influenced 
Rumania’s attitude towards the Triple Alliance, and even 
before the outbreak of the Great War, Austria-Hungary 
regarded Rumania as an unreliable partner.

It was not only with the Monarchy that Rumania's rela
tions were of this nature; the same was true of her relations 
with Russia. Rumanian irredentism aimed at acquiring not 
only Hungarian Transylvania and Austrian Bukovina, but 
also Russian Bessarabia; and while the acquisition of the first 
two provinces meant war with Austria- and Hungary, the con
quest of the third implied war with their enemy, Russia.
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That as a result of the war all Rumania’s irredentist claims 
would be satisfied, was something that even the most san
guine optimists in Rumania never ventured to dream. 
Rumania had to make her choice: which of the belligerents 
was she to join, which to attack? What her policy, brilliantly 
represented at the time by Premier Bratianu, must be was 
clearly understood: she must wait until it was sure which 
of the belligerents was to emerge victorious, and by joining 
that side she would be able to despoil the vanquished.

The belligerents were also fully aware that this was Ru
mania's policy. In the autumn of 1914, at the beginning of 
the war, when the Russians were encouraging Rumania to 
occupy Bukovina, Poklevski, Russia's Minister in Bucharest, 
wrote as follows to Sasanov, the Russian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs.: “ Bratianu does not want to make a definite deci
sion, lest he should compromise himself in the eyes of the 
Austrians. In this respect he is consistent, a real Rumanian, 
whose aim is to profit as much as possible from the sacrifices 
of others, but to make the fewest possible himself."

This was true, but in point of fact the Rumanian poli
tical parties and almost all the Rumanian politicians, includ
ing Bratianu himself, were pro-Entente, and were determined 
to draw Rumania into the war on the side of the Western 
Powers. Practically only King Carol, who was a Hohenzol- 
lem, and one or two pro-German politicians, such as Carp 
and Marghiloman, sympathized with the Central Powers.

On 3rd August 1914, a few days after the Ultimatum to 
Serbia, the King summoned a Crown Council, at which by 
an overwhelming majority it was resolved that Rumania 
should remain neutral. Little more than two months later, 
on 10th October, the King died. It cannot be questioned that 
had he been spared events would have taken another course 
than they did under Ferdinand, who was a weak puppet in 
the hands of Bratianu and Queen Mary. Carol would never 
have allowed Rumania to turn against her allies. Rumania's 
remaining neutral meant that the country had begun to haggle 
barefacedly with both belligerent Parties. She sold herself 
to the highest bidder, first for the price of her neutrality, 
later on for the price of her entrance into the war.
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Before the Crown Council meeting mentioned above the 
Entente Powers had offered Rumania Transylvania and Bu- 
kovina; but she shilly-shallied, postponed her decision, and 
promised support, or at least neutrality, to both Parties. The 
Entente Powers urged Rumania to act, especially in 1915, 
when they suffered a number of serious setbacks. Rumania’s 
demands, however, grew increasingly bold. In the May of 
1915 Sasanov said to the French Ambassador: “Bratianu 
wants to dictate to us. He uses a tone so arrogant that we 
cannot tolerate it.”  In 1916 the situation was more favoura
ble for the Entente Powers both on the Western and on the 
Russian front. But, although this made Rumania's co-opera
tion unnecessary for the time being, their diplomats continued 
to negotiate with Rumania, hoping that her intervention 
would shorten the war. Finally, in the summer of that year, 
when the Entente threatened to break off negotiations and 
leave Rumania to her own devices, Bratianu yielded, and on 
17th August 1916 concluded a treaty with the Western 
Powers.

In terms of that Treaty Rumania undertook to declare 
war on Austria-Hungary by 28th August at the very latest, 
for which, besides every kind of military assistance, she was 
to receive the southern part of Bukovina, where the majority 
of the population was Rumanian (Russia had laid claim to 
the northern part inhabited by Ukrainians), Transylvania, 
Hungarian territories almost up to the river Tisza and the 
whole of the Banate. At the ensuing Peace Conference Ru
mania was to be on an equal footing with the Great Powers. 
She on her part undertook not to conclude a separate peace 
with the Central Powers. Ten days later, on 27th August, it 
was resolved at a meeting of the Crown Council that Ru
mania should enter the war. That same day she declared 
war on Austria-Hungary and invaded Transylvania. The 
Rumanian troops did not, however, advance very far into 
that defenceless country; the moment the German and 
Austro-Hungarian forces made their appearance, the advance 
resolved itself into a panic-stricken flight; in a few weeks 
there was not a single Rumanian soldier on Hungarian soil, 
and by December two-thirds of Rumania, with the capital 
Bucharest, was in the hands of the Central Powers. The
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Royal Family and the Government fled to Jassy, and a 
bitter period of occupation and exile set in.

In the spring of 1917 a revolution broke out in Russia, 
the Russian army collapsed, the Russian soldiers abandoned 
the Rumanian front, leaving the Rumanian army in the lurch. 
Towards the end of the year the Rumanian Government 
concluded an armistice, which was followed at the begin
ning of 1918 by a preliminary treaty signed at Bufka and on 
7th May by a final peace treaty concluded at Bucharest, of 
which it would be superfluous to say more here since it was 
never put into force.

Barely six months after the date of the Peace of Bucha
rest, in the autumn of 1918, the Central Powers collapsed. 
They had lost the war. The irredentist Rumanians, first of 
Bessarabia, then of Bukovina and later of Transylvania, 
signified their desire for union with the Rumanian Kingdom. 
In November the Rumanian Government again declared war 
on the Central Powers, Mackensen withdrew his troops, and 
for a second time the Rumanian army invaded the now 
absolutely defenceless Transylvania.

Towards the close of 1918 the Peace Conference met in 
Paris. Rumania received an invitation to attend. But an 
unpleasant surprise awaited Bratianu. The Rumanian Pre
mier thought that as in terms of the Treaty of 1916 Rumania 
was to have enjoyed equal rights with the Great Powers, 
she would have no difficulty in asserting her claims, which 
the Conference would simply accept. The greater his dismay 
when he discovered that the Powers regarded the Treaty of 
1916 as invalid and proceeded to act accordingly. Namely, 
the Treaty had forbidden Rumania to conclude a separate 
peace, and by failing to observe that condition Rumania had 
forfeited her right to the advantages ensured her in the 
Treaty. The Powers gladly seized this opportunity to escape 
from the obligation to treat as an equal a country which — 
as we shall presently see — they did not even regard as an 
independent State; and their relief was all the greater since 
this gave them a free hand in respect of the question of 
the Banate. That question was, namely, one of the most 
awkward problems facing them as a result of the Rumanian 
claims. The Treaty of 1916 had promised the entire area of
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the Banate to Rumania, and this despite the bitter protests 
of the Serb population in its south-western part and of the 
Serb nation, which had shed its blood with such heroic bra
very and had suffered so greatly. The Treaty, however, was 
a fait accompli, and now was the opportunity to repair the 
wrong committed under the stress of circumstances.

Bratianu and his Government of course did their level 
best to save the Treaty. They made King Ferdinand issue a 
statement to the effect that the Peace Treaty of 1918 had 
never been valid, since it had not been ratified either by 
King or Parliament. Argetoianu, who had negotiatetd the 
preliminary Treaty, stated that the whole Peace Treaty was 
a fake, concluded with the mental reservation that it would 
never be observed. But even this proved fruitless, the more 
so as it was apparent that these excuses were a subsequent 
fabrication, for two months earlier Rumania had declared 
war on the Central Powers on the pretext that Germany had 
failed to keep the provisions of the Peace Treaty of 1918. 
In other words, Rumania had regarded that Treaty as valid. 
Not only did the Peace Conference refuse to recognize Ru
mania’s equality; it went further, and Rumania was not al
lowed to send more than two delegates to the Conference, 
while the other minor allies, Belgium, Serbia and Greece, 
each sent three. On 11th January 1919 the Rumanian delega
tion headed by M. Bratianu and N. Misu, set out for Paris. 
Its other members were V. Antonescu, Rumania's Minister 
in Paris, General Coanda and Alex. Vajda-Voivod, former 
member of the Hungarian Parliament, who figured as an 
authority on the Transylvanian question. Bratianu made the 
worst possible impression on the Peace Conference. He was 
a conceited, condescending, garrulous man.

"Bratianu is a bearded woman", says Harold Nicholson, 
a member of the British delegation, "a forceful humbug, a 
Bucharest intellectual, a most unpleasing man. He makes 
elaborate verbal jokes, imagining them to be Parisian. He 
spends most of luncheon inveighing against the Russians and 
Sarrail for not having rescued Rumania in 1916... He is 
evidently convinced that he is a greater statesman than any 
present. A smile of irony and self-consciousness recurs from 
time to time."
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The Peace Conference having repudiated the Treaty of 
1916, the whole complexus of the Rumanian question came 
under discussion afresh. The Rumanian delegation, stubbornly 
and ridiculously invoking that Treaty, was forced in the end 
to defer; it attended the meetings, answered the questions put 
to it, and prepared notes which contained some statements 
that were true, but a greater number that were not, coupled 
with a great deal of propaganda. Little mention was made of 
Bukovina. At the beginning of the war the Russia of the Czars 
had aspired to the northern part inhabited by Ukrainians, but 
that was a thing of the past; the Ukrainian Republic was still 
unorganized, and as nobody laid claim to Bukovina it was 
restored to Rumania —  according to the Rumanian delega
tion, in terms of the Treaty of 1916 — as reparation for a 
past injustice.

For the time being the Peace Conference did not come 
to any decision concerning Bessarabia. The question was 
discussed in committees, but what in connection with Russia 
concerned the Conference was not the particular problem of 
Bessarabia, but the future of the Republic of Soviets and the 
counter-revolutionary struggles. At a committee meeting on 
22nd February Tardieu crossexamined Bratianu about Bessa
rabia; Bratianu replied with a string of falsehoods. Amongst 
other things he said —  what was not true —  that 72% of the 
population was Rumanian. No decision, however, was arrived 
at by the Conference, because the Soviet was not present as 
a negotiating Party. A year later, in the spring of 1920, the 
Supreme Council unilaterally recognized Bessarabia’s union 
with the Kingdom of Rumania.

Neither did the question of Transylvania give the Peace 
Conference any trouble. Bolshevism ruled in Hungary, and 
the Hungarians were not present in Paris. Bratianu could say 
what he pleased without control or contradiction, and he made 
the best of the opportunity.

At the meeting held on 22nd February, for instance, he 
declared that the lower reaches of the Maros were navigable 
by big ships and that smaller ones navigated the river as far 
up as Marosvasarhely, the truth being that rafts are the only 
means of transport to be found on the Maros in Transylvania. 
He declared that the river system of the Danube, Tisza and
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Maros served to connect Poland with the Black Sea, towards 
which Transylvania's traffic was also directed. All this was 
believed by the members of the committees. He also asserted 
that the Szeklers, the most gifted of all Transylvania's peo
ples, were a primitive race, living peacefully with their 
neighbours, and that they had "gladly” welcomed the Ruma
nian soldiers (who had broken in and laid waste their homes). 
All this, however, made little difference: nothing worse could 
happen to Transylvania after Bratianu's assertions than the 
bargain made over it in 1916.

The only awkward territorial question was the problem 
of the Banate, which area —  as I have said — was, after 
many scruples on the part of the Powers, assigned wholly to 
Rumania in the Treaty of 1916 concluded while the war was 
in progress. This was bitterly contested by Serbia, who laid 
claim to the parts inhabited by Serbs. Now that the Powers 
had repudiated the Treaty was the opportunity to divide the 
Banate between Serbia and Rumania; and this the Powers 
were willing to do. Bratianu did everything in his power to 
prevent this and to prove that the whole area of the Banate 
belonged by right to Rumania. He set himself to prove that 
the Banate was a separate geographical unit, (which is not 
true, for on the east it is organically connected with Tran
sylvania), and that it had always been a united political unit 
in the past, which was not true either, seeing that for centuries 
its southern parts had constituted a separate frontier march. 
It was true indeed that the people in the mountainous regions 
would be cut off from intercourse with the lowlands, but the 
same thing had happened in the case of Transylvania, and 
little did Bratianu care that the people of the Transylvanian 
mountains had been cut off from their sources of livelihood 
in the Great Plain of Hungary. Neither did it trouble him 
that the Rumanians were in the minority in the area de
manded: even according to his own unreliable statistics, the 
population consisted of 400.000 Germans (he made no men
tion of the 3oo.ooo Serbs), 250.000 Magyars and 600.000 
Rumanians: 600.000 Rumanians, that is to say, against
950.000 people of other nationalities. In other words, he 
demanded for Rumania an area where not much more than 
one-third of the inhabitants were of Rumanian nationality.
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Very soon a much more difficult problem presented it
self. At the Peace Conference there gradually matured a 
decision to provide for the international protection of 
minorities in the newly created or aggrandized States and 
to incorporate the relevant provisions in the Peace Treaties. 
But the German and Austrian Peace Treaties were ready 
before the details of minority protection had been elaborated. 
As an expedient the Peace Conference added a clause to 
both of those Treaties in terms of which the Succession 
States concerned —  in the case of the Austrian Peace Treaty, 
Czecho-Slovakia, Yugoslavia and Rumania —  bound them
selves to undertake the protection of their own minorities 
in separate treaties, control to be exercised by the Great 
Powers, there being as yet no League of Nations. This led 
to acute and irreconcilable differences between Bratianu and 
the Peace Conference. Immediately, at the very outset, it 
happened that on 30th May at six o'clock in the evening the 
Austrian Peace Treaty was handed to the Rumanian dele
gation with instructions to have their observations ready in 
time for next morning's meeting. This left them only one 
night to study it, but however much time they would have 
had, the result would have been the same, for Bratianu 
refused to consider the organization of international minority 
protection. ‘‘Foreign influence", — the delegation stated in 
the report presented next morning, —  “ no matter what 
liberties it might ensure the minorities over and above those 
which the Rumanian State grants to all its citizens, would 
merely compromise the work of appeasement. On the one 
hand, the minorities would consider themselves absolved of 
any feelings of gratitude towards the State, which feelings 
would be a main factor in furthering the task of appease
ment: on the other hand, two categories of citizens would 
be established in the State: one that had confidence in the 
solicitude of the State for the welfare of its subjects and 
another that would be hostile to the State and seek protec
tion outside its borders."

“ It would be renunciation of the State's sovereignty” — 
said Bratianu — “ to accept an organization of this kind.” 
During the month of June no change took place in the situa
tion: the Peace Conference continued to take but little notice
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of the Rumanian delegates, and Bratianu stubbornly con
tinued to oppose the wishes of the Conference, encouraged 
in this behaviour by the advance of the Rumanian army into 
Hungary. On the 11th of June the Conference of Foreign 
Ministers informed the Rumanian delegation what Rumania's 
final frontiers were to be, and did so without having pre
viously submitted the documents to them for inspection. 
Immediate acceptance was demanded. Bratianu refused this 
demand and was given a few days' grace to study the papers 
and make his report to Bucharest. But Bratianu merely 
waited until the Versailles Treaty was signed on 28th June; 
on 2nd July, without taking leave of the Conference, he 
returned to Bucharest. To the Paris newspapermen he said 
he was leaving because it was impossible for Rumania to 
guarantee the protection of minorities.

Meanwhile Rumania was forced to swallow an incredibly 
humiliating pill. The Minority Treaties had been framed all 
on the same model with only a few unimportant alterations 
as required by the divergent conditions obtaining in the se
veral States, and after some reluctance Poland was the first 
to sign her own Treaty simultaneously with the Treaty of 
Versailles. On 23rd May the Rumanian delegation was 
handed its own Minority Treaty and was thunderstruck to 
see that the text of its preamble ran as follows:

“Whereas under Treaties to which the principal Allied 
and Associated Powers are Parties large accessions of terri
tory are being and will be made to the Kingdom of Ruma
nia, and whereas in the Treaty of Berlin the independence 
of the Kingdom of Rumania was only recognized subject to 
certain conditions, and whereas the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers now desire to recognize unconditionally 
the independence of the Kingdom of Rumania as regards 
both its former and its new territories . . . for this purpose 
etc. etc.” Rumania was required to sign the Treaty for the 
protection of her own minorities.

This meant that the pre-War Kingdom of Rumania had 
not been regarded by the Powers as an independent State, 
but that now they were willing to recognize it as such in 
exchange for an undertaking to protect is minorities. This 
was the humiliating “ preambul rusinos” , which deeply
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•offended the Rumanians. We must confess that it is really 
incomprehensible how such a passage could have found its 
way into an international treaty, unless —  as a Rumanian 
diplomat opined — it was inserted with the intention of 
annoying Bratianu, whose behaviour was unbearably un
pleasant. After Bratianu's departure the Rumanians who 
remained in Paris continued to obstruct the work of the 
Conference by passive resistance, and all that happened was 
that a number of Notes —  twelwe in all —  were despatched 
to Bucharest, to none of which the Rumanian Government 
deigned to reply. All they gained by this passive resistance, 
however, was that the tone of the Paris Notes grew more and 
more threatening, until finally, on 27th September, Bratianu 
resigned. His successor, General Vaitoianu, attempted to 
continue Bratianu's policy, but at the end of November a 
last Note arrived from Paris ordering Rumania point-blank 
to sign the Minority Treaty immediately; failing this the Note 
threatened Rumania with a rupture of diplomatic relations. 
The old game was played out: the Vajda-Voivod Govern
ment was formed, and on 9th December signed the Minority 
Treaty as well as the Austrian and Bulgarian Peace Treaties. 
About a year later, on 28th October, the question of Bes
sarabia was settled in a Treaty concluded between Great 
Britain, France, Italy and Japan on the one hand and Ru
mania on the other. In that Treaty the Powers recognized 
the union of that province with the Kingdom of Rumania. 
The Soviet Government never recognized this agreement 
relating to Russian territory, which was concluded without 
her assent, and in June of the present year Russia took 
steps to enforce the logical conclusion of her consistent 
attitude.
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