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Dossier: From Rapallo via Locarno to Munich (1922-1938)

— The Road to War? German and Romanian Perspectives

BRITISH OFFICERS OBSERVE THE
REICHSWEHR: REPORTS,
OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS, 1919-1938

ALARIC SEARLE *

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22205766
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Abstract

This article examines the attitudes of British officers towards the Reichswehr, identifying
varying degrees of sympathy towards the German armed forces during the 1930s. While the
attempt to assess the German military and strategic threat proved especially difficult, a clear
bias towards German positions can be identified. It was only gradually after the dissolution of
the armed forces known as the Reichswehr in 1935 that a more realistic picture of the military
danger posed by the Wehrmacht began to take hold. But many British officers proved remark-
ably slow in recognising the danger of the German armed forces.

Keywords: Reichswehr, British Army, military attaché, threat assessment, attitudes to Na-

\tlonal Socialism )
The history of the Reichswehr found itself advanced much farther along the road of
for many years sandwiched uneasily between military recovery than had been thought
the German Revolution of 1918/19 and the possible by the men who had drafted those
establishment of the National Socialist dicta- clauses in 1919; and, before the end of the
torship. For the early historians of the armed decade, [the German army] had laid the
forces of the Weimar Republic, their outlook foundations for its later expansion under
was essentially that of the political historian: to Hitler.!
discover how culpable the Reichswehr leader-
ship was in the rise and accession to power of There were similar trends in other works,
Hitler’s NSDAP. Take the assertion by Gordon | which tended to focus on the army, paying
Craig in 1955: less attention to naval policy.? Treatment of
subjects such as the Reichsmarine, or the co-
By an adroit combination of passive re- | operation with the Red Army, largely belonged
sistance to, and skilful evasion of, the re- | to the ‘second wave’ of historiography of the
strictive clauses of the Versailles Treaty, it | Reichswehr?® Research then moved into what

* Lead scientist and head of the Research Division at the Bundeswehr Centre of Military History and
Social Sciences, Potsdam.
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can be described as a third wave,* followed by
a fourth, which was more concerned with the
details of tactics, doctrine and technology.®
One subject which has not been investigated
fully is how other armies viewed the resurgence
of the Reichswehr. This paper is concerned with
the attitudes, analysis and observations of Brit-
ish officers on the German armed forces, pri-
marily the Reichswehr, but concluding with the
moment when British public opinion shifted
decisively as a result of the Munich Agreement.
If we consider British views of the interwar
German armed forces, there were in essence
three groups of officers who considered devel-
opments in Germany: the military attachés in
Berlin; the staff and intelligence officers tasked
with assessing the capabilities of the German
armed forces; and officers who wrote about
military developments in the country. Al-
though it would be possible to add additional
categories, such as the officers of the Inter-
Allied Control Commission, sent to Germany
in the 1920s, or officers who travelled through
the country, these three categories provide the
groups whose analyses offer the most insight
into the history of the Reichswehr and, likewise,
attitudes towards it in the British Army.

I. The Three Phases, 1919-1939

In terms of the development of attitudes
towards the German armed forces, there were
three broad phases — 1919-1929; 1930-1934/35;
1935/36-1938/39. During the first period there
were two key dimensions of the control of de-
feated Germany which at least framed officers’
attitudes. The first was the Inter-Allied Control
Commission, which was employed by Britain,
France and the United States (the US was an
‘Associated Power’) to ensure that some of the
conditions of the Versailles Treaty were ad-
hered to, i.e., the agreement on German dis-
armament and arms limitations. However, the
Military Inter-Allied Commission of Control,
which was based in Berlin, ceased to function
on 28 February 1927, despite the warnings of
some of its members that Germany was cir-
cumventing the provisions of the Treaty of
Versailles.®

While the French Army occupied the Ruhr
territory between 11 January 1923 and 25 August
1925, the British maintained an occupation gar-
rison in the city of Cologne and the surround-
ing region until January 1926. The occupation

of the British zone around Cologne also saw
British tanks on the streets.” The British head-
quarters based in Wiesbaden continued to
operate until the final withdrawal on 30 June
1930, although the 2nd Brigade was withdrawn
in October 1929, meaning essentially that the
occupation was de facto over by the end of that
year.® In many ways, British officers’ thinking
was coloured by the part played by the army
in maintaining control over the former enemy
from the Great War.

A further role played by British troops was
the deployment of around 1,500 men in 1934
to the Saar region, where they were to guar-
antee security for the plebiscite on the future
of the region, at that time under League of
Nations control. They were one element of an
international force consisting of Italian, Swed-
ish and Dutch troops. The presence of the
international force failed, though, to combat
voter intimidation, and over 90% of the votes
cast were in favour of the return of the Saar to
Germany. This should have served as a warn-
ing to British officers of what lay ahead follow-
ing the National Socialist takeover of power
in January 1933. In some ways, the vote in the
Saar plebiscite marked the end of the second
phase.

The final phase was marked by a range of
foreign policy developments which saw ten-
sion increasing between Germany and Britain,
as well as a series of events which saw Germany
move towards open rearmament, for instance,
the Law for the Expansion of the Wehrmacht
of 16 March 1935, which introduced general
military service, and the announcement that
the peacetime army would consist of 36 divi-
sions. This was followed by the Wehrgesetz
of 21 May 1935, which stated that every man
would have to perform military service, while
in wartime, every German man and woman
would be required to serve, and that the Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Wehrmacht was the
Fithrer and Reichskanzler. There followed the
remilitarisation of the Rhineland, which began
on 7 March 1936 and saw Germany start to
gain the upper hand over Britain and France,
with another critical date represented by the
Anschluss between Nazi Germany and Austria
on 12 March 1938.°

These three phases each exerted a distinct
influence on the way in which British officers
regarded Germany as a military power. As
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military analysis is always driven by unfolding
events, it seems most logical to proceed in a
chronological fashion.

I1. The First Phase, 1919-1929

The first phase was clearly conditioned by
the postwar atmosphere in the British Army,
Navy and Air Force: with cuts to their budgets,
much effort was spent on reflecting on the les-
sons of the Great War. A typical example of
this is the book by Lieutenant-Colonel Philip
Neame, German Strategy in the Great War,
based on lectures at the Staff College, Cam-
berley, between 1920 and 1923. It was a sober
analysis of German strategy and mistakes com-
mitted during the war and, as such, strongly
reflected thinking in the army at the time. Al-
though both Helmuth von Moltke and Alfred
Graf von Schlieffen were quoted as military
authorities, it was pointed out that control of
strategy in Germany was divided between the
Supreme Command (military) and the Impe-
rial Chancellor and ministers (civilian). Bri-
tain was seen as possessing superior control of
the war effort through the office of the Prime
Minister.® There were many such studies, but
they offered few judgements on Germany or its
post-Armistice situation.

When it came to military theory, British
military writers were arguably the leaders in
thinking about future war in the 1920s. There
were lively debates on the future of air and tank
warfare, the principles of war, strategy and joint
operations. Many of the articles and books of
two highly influential British military theorists
were translated and published in an internal
Reichswehr journal, Kriegs- und militdrorgani-
satorische Gedanken und Nachrichten aus dem
Auslande, renamed Wehrgedanken des Aus-
landes in 1930. While other authors were also
reprinted in translation, the then Colonel J.E.C.
Fuller’s writings on tank and future war were
considered especially noteworthy. Articles by
the army captain and military journalist Basil
Liddell Hart were also translated, most of these
concentrating on infantry tactics and British
military policy. While it would be going too
far to assert that the articles of British officers
influenced German doctrine, they most cer-
tainly contributed significantly to debates in
the Reichswehr."!

In the 1920s, there appeared to be little in
the way of a change in attitude towards the

German armed forces from the war years. It
is interesting that J.E.C. Fuller, a later enthu-
siast for Germany, showed attitudes typical
of the officer corps of all three services when
he expressed the view in 1926 in his book
Imperial Defence that Kaiser Wilhelm II had
sought world domination, also describing Bis-
marck as ‘that sinister man’; at the same time,
he criticised both Lloyd George and Winston
Churchill for underestimating the German
threat before 1914. As war loomed, Germany
had ‘established a system of peaceful penetra-
tion which directly menaced the tranquillity of
the world; she had engineered the Casablanca
incident in 1909, the Agadir incident in 1911,
and had ‘quite wrongfully gained control of a
considerable proportion of the French Congo’
By 1912, there was no longer any doubt as
to Germany’s intentions.’”? This was in great
measure a reflection of the attitude prevalent
among British officers regarding Germany’s
war guilt.

The opinion of the senior British leadership
towards the German armed forces could be
seen at the close of the decade in a memoran-
dum written by the Chief of the Imperial Gen-
eral Staff, Field Marshal Sir George Milne."* He
ascribed the fundamental military conception
of the Reichswehr to Hans von Seeckt, who de-
sired a small professional army, backed up by
a system of universal military service. He con-
sidered that Germany was working towards a
situation of equality as regards military prepa-
rations. Milne had already argued that Ger-
many was in no position to wage an aggres-
sive war, nor even to defend itself if attacked.
Hence, despite his awareness of the provisions
of the Versailles Treaty, he displayed a certain
sympathy for German officers who had had to
contend with Communist uprisings and gen-
eral internal instability while at the same time
being tasked with defending the country’s bor-
ders. Having studied the training regulations,
Milne thought the army would try to conduct
a delaying action if attacked, for which mecha-
nisation and motorisation would be essential.
He was aware that, despite the prohibition of
tanks by the victorious powers, technical ex-
periments with new weapons were being car-
ried out. Due to limitations in training and
the lack of reserves, Milne saw little reason to
consider the German Army a threat in January
1929; in fact, there was a hint of sympathy for
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the situation in which the military leadership
found itself."*

There were, of course, voices in the 1920s
which warned that Germany had not forgot-
ten her armed traditions, and that she was
unlikely to consider her defeat in the war as fi-
nal. Thus, overall, throughout the 1920s there
was a general acceptance among senior of-
ficers that Germany had been responsible for
the outbreak of war in 1914, that the Versailles
Treaty was just, and that the task of the British
armed forces was to maintain order across the
Empire. One or two officers had begun to warn
that the Germans were evading the condition
of the Versailles Treaty, yet there was no major
shift in opinion in the 1920s. As Britain was the
leader in military thought in Europe, it was the
German military which looked to Britain for
inspiration in the development of new tactics.

II1. The Second Phase, 1930-1934/35

It is difficult to identify exactly what caused
the change in attitude towards Germany, but
it seems likely that German arguments that
the country had been treated badly in 1919
started to be taken seriously in Britain.'"* More-
over, the rise of National Socialism came to be
used as an argument as to why Versailles had
been a mistake; likewise, the Bolshevik threat
was considered a justification for the direction
in which the country was moving. The emer-
gence of paramilitary organisations was seen
as a reflection of the German character since
they enjoyed regimentation and marching, and
it was no business of other nations to tell the
Germans how they should run their country.
These types of views began to be reflected in
the writings of military officers. It should be
remembered, of course, that in early 1933, few
commentators in Britain felt they could predict
what the establishment of a National Socialist
government would bring with it. Questions
were asked as to whether the country would
revert to the prewar imperial system, or es-
tablish a radically different form of state, or
whether the Nazis would fail completely.'®

The ambivalent reactions which the estab-
lishment of the Third Reich generated among
officers were reflected in the editorials of the
journal The Army Quarterly. In January 1933,
the comment was offered that ‘Misguided
though the leadership of the Nazi movement
may be, there is no doubt that it is the expres-

[0 |
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sion of a genuine patriotic revival which has
enlisted the enthusiastic support of many of the
best elements of the German nation!"” In July
of the same year, it was claimed that despite
the suppression of individual rights, Hitler had
‘shown considerable respect for constitutional
forms!’® In October, it was suggested that he
had ‘displayed a far less bellicose attitude than
was expected of him) and, likewise, that if his
object was to wage war on Bolshevism the
world might be grateful to him later if he were
to be successful.’ In April 1935, it was observed
that ‘No one who has visited Germany recently
can fail to have been impressed by the revival
of life and energy among the German people’®

This attitude of benevolence towards Ger-
many could also be seen in the statements of
the British military attaché in the same period,
Colonel A.F.A.N. Thorne, who served in Berlin
from April 1932 to May 1935.* In the first in-
stance, however, he reported developments in
military affairs with a degree of accuracy. On
6 June 1934, he noted that an official docu-
ment known as the ‘Articles of War” had un-
dergone a transformation since 1930, with the
title of Reichswehr now replaced by the term
Wehrmacht. Earlier promises to allow military
attachés to visit manoeuvres had been rescind-
ed and there was clearly a great deal which
was being concealed.”? In July 1934, Thorne
reported in detail on the military expansion
that had been taking place. His report included
evidence that there was a move towards mech-
anisation and that parts suitable for the devel-
opment of German tanks were in production.
He predicted that there would be a speeding-
up of military measures, so that by April 1935
the Reichswehr would most likely consist of
300,000 men.*

Not surprisingly, Thorne reported in detail
on the passive attitude of the Reichswehr to-
wards the Night of the Long Knives on 30 June
1934. This was explained by the lack of their own
system of communications and the dispersion
of isolated garrisons, so that a concentration
of troops would have been difficult to achieve.
He also mentioned that Ernst Rohm had de-
stroyed the fighting capacity of the Stahlhelm,
long considered by the Reichswehr to be an in-
dispensable reinforcement. Nonetheless, Hitler
had gone with the advice of the military lead-
ership against that of the SA. According to
Thorne: ‘To a great extent, the officers of the
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Reichsheer are favourably disposed towards
Hitler, however much they may be national-
ists at heart’ He also thought that the German
people had capitulated before a loud minority
after January 1933. He further thought it ‘most
unlikely that the Reichsheer will attempt to in-
terfere with the Nazi Government as long as
Hitler allows the Reichsheer to continue its
work of reconstruction’*

This sober assessment should, though, be
placed in the context of two observations made
by the Foreign Office on Colonel Thorne’s re-
ports from Berlin. Reacting to a report sent
from Berlin on 16 August 1934, in which
Thorne reported on a conversation with a
member of the Reichswehr-Ministerium about
the development of the German air force, an
official noted he had read the second paragraph
of the report ‘with considerable surprise! The
statement by the German official that the pace
of development was too fast and that the air
force needed fewer bombers and more fighters
was considered to be ‘incriminating’ This was
because the creation of a German air force was
in direct breach of the military clauses of the
Versailles Treaty. By not commenting on this
admission of the construction of an illegal air
force, this might have been considered to be a
tacit acceptance of the flouting of Germany’s
treaty obligations. At the same time, there was
now no prospect of a disarmament conven-
tion, so it was seen as, unfortunately, a prag-
matic position for the military attaché to take:
in essence, the tacit recognition that Germany
was violating the military clauses of the Treaty.
It was accepted that Colonel Thorne was prob-
ably right to adopt an ‘understanding’ attitude
towards the German position, so that he could
gain far more extensive and useful information
on the construction of the new German air
force. According to the official:

There are of course manifest objections to a
tacit acquiescence over an indefinite period
in the flagrant violation of an international
Treaty, but in the present case I frankly see
no alternative. We don’t want Germany at
the present moment formally to denounce
the military clauses, and neither we nor the
French — and none of the other signatories
count — are ready either to arraign Germa-
ny before the League as Treaty breaker or to
legalise the Treaty breaches.”

Even more revealing, however, are some of
the statements made by Thorne in a detailed
report of 31 December 1934, sent to London
from Berlin on 7 January 1935: it was ‘impos-
sible for a foreign observer to withhold a large
measure of admiration’ for the officer corps
of the Reichswehr. This was because, although
only 4,500 strong, it was the only body that had
thwarted the plans and ambitions of the Nazi
Party:

The efficiency and professional qualifica-
tions of the Reichsheer are respected ev-
erywhere and the moralle] is extremely
high, as indeed it has every right to be. The
Third Reich is now within measurable dis-
tance of possessing an army which Herr
Hitler has described in his New Year’s mes-
sage to the defence forces as one which is
to achieve peaceful equality with those of
their neighbours and thus provide honour
and security for Germany.

This statement reflects the attitude of many
British officers at the time, who harboured
quiet — and on some occasions — open admira-
tion for the Third Reich, or at least its armed
forces.”

Of further interest is Thorne’s final report
from Berlin before handing over to his suc-
cessor, Colonel EE. Hotblack,” in which he
reported on a conversation with General von
Reichenau,” who told him, without making a
definite statement, that the best course of ac-
tion for Britain would be to give Germany ‘a free
hand’ in Europe, including Russia; in return,
Germany would agree to non-interference in
British affairs outside Europe. Order could be
kept in Europe if one power dominated — and
that power ought to be Germany.” When pass-
ing on Thorne’s final report of 11 May 1935, the
ambassador Sir E. Phipps noted the ‘unusually
good relations with Germans of every class’
which Thorne had established; he concluded,
moreover, with the remark, ‘I view his depar-
ture with the utmost regret® This provoked
a reaction from the Foreign Office in London
to the effect that these good relations had only
become possible because Thorne clearly sym-
pathised with German positions, such as their
‘encirclement’ by other powers, which he ap-
peared to have accepted as a definite fact. It was
suggested that Thorne had become convinced
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of Germany’s military potential and could see
‘no way out of the dangers which loom ahead
save by making friends with our enemy’ For-
eign Office officials were clearly unhappy that
‘General von Reichenau was able to hold forth
without producing any reaction at all in his two
English listeners?!

The Foreign Office in London were not far
wrong in their assessment. Many British offi-
cers displayed an obvious admiration for both
Germany and Italy until 1935. There were sev-
eral reasons for this position. On the one hand,
the real enemy had been seen in the 1920s as
the Soviet Union (and Bolshevism), which was
a threat to India, Ireland, and Britain itself. By
the early 1930s, a clear evolution of this view
had taken place among many officers who saw
an alliance with Germany as the best way to
combat the threat of the Soviet Union and Bol-
shevism. Added to this was either open or la-
tent anti-Semitism, not to mention admiration
of Germany and Italy as fascist states, partly
because the transformation of these countries’
armed forces was seen as something which
Britain’s armed services were being denied by
successive penny-pinching governments. This
attitude was, at times, stated quite openly, such
as in an article by the respected military com-
mentator Major-General Sir Henry Rowan-
Robinson in August 1934, who wrote, in rela-
tion to his ‘bias towards fascism; that he had
‘distinct leanings towards Fascist economic
theories, regarding them for the most part as
sound, and accepting the fact that they can
only be enforced in a disciplined state’*

This picture of favourable attitudes towards
the Third Reich was not universal, though.
When it came to the officers entrusted with
strategic planning, the picture which emerges
is very different.® In terms of predictions of the
German ability to produce aircraft, there was
an estimation of increasing German capacity
to build aircraft, with a solemn warning de-
livered in March 1934 that ‘the capacity of the
Aircraft Industry will in a short time assume
considerable proportions’ In May 1934, it was
estimated that the Luftwaffe would be able to
expand to a force of 1,640 frontline aircraft by
1945; but only a year later they revised their es-
timate to an air force of 1,500 aircraft by April
1937.3* The War Office was much slower than
the Air Ministry in assessing the expansion of
the German Army. The principal source for as-

sessments was, in fact, the reports by Colonel
Andrew Thorne, the military attaché in Berlin.
Until covert rearmament ended, it would be
difficult to reach definite predictions on the
size of the army, not least of all on account of
the many paramilitary organisations. The first
shock for the intelligence organisations came
when Hitler announced in March 1935 that the
new German Army would number thirty-six
divisions. Adjustments came, however, when it
became clear that many claims made by Hitler
— for instance, that there was parity between
the Luftwaffe and the Royal Air Force — were
exaggerations.®

In short, the favourable views which ap-
peared during the second phase always need to
be contrasted with the estimates of the various
intelligence organisations inside Whitehall.
An indication of the generally realistic assess-
ments was the judgement made by the Princi-
pal Supply Officers Committee in 1932 that the
minimum period necessary for British indus-
trial mobilisation would be five years. Based
on this calculation, they stated that the year
of maximum danger would be 1939. The first
report issued by the Defence Requirements
Committee in March 1934 stated, likewise,
that British preparations for facing Germany
in a war needed to be completed by 1939; Ger-
many was now identified as ‘the ultimate po-
tential enemy’*

IV. The Third Phase, 1935/36-1938/39

When considering the third phase in British
officers’ thinking on military developments in
Germany, it is important to contrast the views
openly expressed with the intelligence assess-
ments. It is notable that in the editorials of the
Army Quarterly, which was funded by the War
Office, it took until April 1937 before a clear
note of criticism was sounded when the editor
wrote that Hitler’s foreign policy was ‘unpleas-
antly reminiscent of that of Germany before
the Great War’* But with the open threat to
peace posed by Hitler’s aggressive behaviour
and military expansion, opinion gradually be-
gan to divide into different factions. More sig-
nificant, however, is how long it took before
a majority of officers accepted that war with
Germany was highly likely.

This was due to the fact that by the end
of 1936 there was still no agreement in intel-
ligence assessments, a consequence in turn of
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the disagreements inside the Reichswehr as to
the doctrine which needed to be developed
for a future war. The successor to Thorne as
British military attaché in Berlin, Colonel E.E.
Hotblack, provided reports which were disput-
ed. The first indication of the likely direction of
the employment of armoured divisions came
in combined forces manoeuvres in Germany
in September 1937, attended by Hotblack. Ten
divisions took part, along with 800 tanks and
20,000 vehicles, but there were still extensive
teething troubles, with only light tanks par-
ticipating and a lack of cooperation between
land and air forces. Although Hotblack suc-
cessfully identified an offensive doctrine based
around armoured divisions, this largely accu-
rate view was contradicted by his successor,
Colonel Noel Mason-Macfarlane,*® who took
over as military attaché in December 1937.
He thought that German doctrine considered
the main force to be the infantry, even if an
offensive would begin with air attacks, fol-
lowed by limited early actions by motorised
formations.*

But while there was disagreement over
German doctrine for land warfare, estimates
of German Army strength suffered from a
different problem — an overestimation of the
actual number of divisions. Thus, the War Of-
fice considered in September 1938 there to be
43 infantry divisions, three panzer divisions,
one mountain division, and 74 divisions in to-
tal, whereas the number of infantry divisions
was 34, while there were four rather than three
panzer divisions. Nonetheless, the overall to-
tal came quite close to the actual number of
German units. However, an overestimation of
actual German combat strength proved dam-
aging in the Munich crisis as the War Office
advised that the German Army would over-
whelm the Czechoslovak Army if an attack
was launched. The Air Staff, on the other hand,
had a much harder task of estimating German
strength in aircraft and continually overesti-
mated their number.*

British intelligence on Germany in the
1930s relied on four main sources of informa-
tion: wireless intercepts, secret intelligence,
political and industrial intelligence, and the
collation of available evidence, such as in press
reports. Where the Germans were especially
successful in hindering British intelligence
work was when it came to strategic surprises:

the march into the Rhineland in 1936, the An-
schluss with Austria in 1938, and the takeover
of the rump of Czechoslovakia in 1939. Hitler
himself kept knowledge of these surprise
moves within a tightly controlled circle. This
was also a function of his opportunism in for-
eign policy. Yet the significant areas of failure
in intelligence confused the debate over the
threat posed by Germany among British of-
ficers, many of whom were still influenced in
this period by admiration for what their future
opponent’s armed forces had achieved.*!
Outside the War Office intelligence com-
mittees, others were making their own assess-
ments. Major-General ]J.FE.C. Fuller, who had
retired from the army in December 1933, pub-
lished a book in 1936, The First of the League
Wars, which considered the implications of the
Italian-Abyssinian War. In a chapter on ‘The
Foundations of Totalitarian Warfare, he de-
fended Germany as being no more amoral than
other nations because of her treatment after
the Great War. He noted that the leading tacti-
cal idea of the totalitarian attack was to strike
at the civil will, most notably from the air. Giv-
en that surprise was key, the cuambersome pro-
cedures of the League of Nations would act as
a brake on action among the democracies. He
predicted that the aeroplane would force the
democratic countries to adopt the practices of
the totalitarian states. He observed not only
that Hitler had turned Clausewitz’s dictum
that war was an extension of politics by other
means on its head, but also that his aim was
the unification of German-speaking peoples
in central Europe. The main message of the
book was, in fact, the proposal of an alliance
between Britain, Germany and Italy against the
Soviet Union.*? But in seeing Hitler’s drive for
expansion as primarily economic, he failed to
grasp the violent, militaristic and expansion-
ist nature of National Socialist ideology. While
there were some critical reviews, one in the
Army Quarterly thought that Fuller’s views
‘should be read and studied seriously; indicat-
ing the continuing sympathies among British
officers towards Germany, even in 1936.*
Another analysis by Fuller of totalitarian
warfare was provided in a lecture in November
1936 for the Royal Artillery. The fact that an
invitation had been extended to a retired of-
ficer who was known to be a member of the
British Union of Fascists tells us that in late
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1936 there was still some degree of tolerance
towards pro-German voices. The lecture itself
expanded on Fuller’s thoughts on totalitarian
warfare. He began by identifying the four most
radical changes required during wartime: first,
the increasing need for authority, second, the
need for national discipline, third, the need
for national self-sufficiency, and fourth, the
increasing power of mass armies. Against this
background, he criticised the Allies for their
postwar policies but praised the Reichswehr for
having prevented Bolshevism from taking over
Germany. Out of this experience of postwar
chaos, Hitler had established a dictatorship,
determined that Germany would become self-
sufficient; at the same time, he had succeeded
in transforming the German theory of war. This
held that a new war would depend upon rapid-
ity of action, so that mobilisation would need
to be reduced to a minimum, while it would be
necessary to place the state on a war footing.
The civil will would become the first target in
time of war, so the entire nation would need to
be highly disciplined. For Fuller, Germany ap-
peared to have applied the lessons of the World
War to her military preparations, whereas the
democracies had not.*

While Fuller remained sympathetic to Ger-
man propaganda claims even beyond the out-
break of war in 1939, what is significant here
is that he was not alone in this attitude. There
were several factors which drew a small but
influential group of officers to pro-German
positions. In addition to anti-Bolshevism, the
military policies of the British Union of Fas-
cists (support for a strong air force and navy,
and mechanisation in the army) after its foun-
dation on 1 October 1932 added to the attrac-
tion. Two further factors played a major role:
the first was the outbreak of the Spanish Civil
War, with the majority of military and foreign
policy elites more sympathetic to Franco; and
the second was a genuine desire to avoid a
war with Germany. The presence of not only
Fuller in the ranks of the British Union of Fas-
cists, but also Admiral Sir Barry Domvile, lent
the party a credibility which lasted until the
Munich crisis.*

In addition to the British Union of Fascists,
the Anglo-German Fellowship was founded on
2 October 1935. By 1 December 1936, mem-
bership stood at 450. The fact that Fuller and
Domvile were both members highlights the

role of military officers in the organisation. The
aim of the Fellowship was, ostensibly, to foster
cultural relations with Germany, phrased as
follows: ‘so much misunderstanding had been
created as a result of the revolution in Germa-
ny, and the countries threatened to drift apart
in consequence’* The Spanish Civil War led
to the creation of a further right-wing group:
in January 1937, the Friends of National Spain
was founded, with the aim of influencing the
government to adopt a more sympathetic at-
titude to the Nationalists under Francisco
Franco. Until the worsening of relations with
Germany in 1938, as a result of the Munich
Agreement of 30 September 1938, this organ-
isation maintained a degree of respectability
due to some of the politicians and high-rank-
ing military officers who were members.*”

Conclusion

Considering the three phases in the de-
velopment of British military attitudes to the
German armed forces, what conclusions can
be drawn? What do the different British reac-
tions to the Reichswehr, then the Wehrmacht,
tell us about the British armed services and
their German counterparts? First, intelligence
assessment is only one part of the story of the
observation of, and reporting on, a potential
opponent. Although until the mid-1930s, the
dynamism of military developments in Ger-
many was such that assessments were a huge
challenge, British officers’ sympathies for the
German armed forces complicated threat as-
sessment, contributing to an initial underes-
timation of German capabilities, which then
turned into an overestimation.

An important question remains, however:
what can explain the shift from the traditional
British military attitude towards Germany in
the 1920s to the adoption of a more positive at-
titude during the 1930s? Not surprisingly, there
are multiple causes of this phenomenon: on the
one hand, there was a societal shift in British
attitudes towards the First World War which
began at the end of the 1920s; this also involved
a sense that the real threat to the British Empire
was Bolshevism, which represented a threat to
India, Ireland, and the British mainland. That
Russia under the Bolsheviks had abandoned its
allies in wartime was not forgotten by officers.
Added to this were the effects of budget cuts on
the armed forces, which caused many officers
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to admire the transformation in Italy and Ger-
many, countries where the armed services ap-
peared to be held in greater esteem. Further-
more, many officers were sceptical about the
League of Nations, regarded Germany as hav-
ing been punished unfairly through the Ver-
sailles Treaty, and still adhered to the idea of
the five Great Nations running world affairs,
a system which essentially existed in paral-
lel with the new world order which was being
administered by the League. Reactions to the
Italian invasion of Abyssinia would seem to
confirm this, with contemporary British mili-
tary publications appearing almost to approve
of the Italian action.*®

Ultimately, there was a form of profes-
sional and ideological identification with the
German armed forces which was only finally
dispelled by the Munich Agreement in the au-
tumn of 1938. Yet, despite this, military atta-
ché reports, lectures and publications by Brit-
ish officers provide an extremely useful and
often overlooked perspective on the history
of the Reichswehr and the prewar Wehrmacht,
thereby adding greater nuance to the history of
the German armed forces in the first half of the
twentieth century.
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Abstract

After the Great War, Romania considered that an alliance with the victorious Western pow-
ers and regional alliance systems could guarantee the integrity of the new borders. However, the
predominantly agrarian nature of the Romanian economy, the revisionist policies of Hungary
and the Soviet Union towards their neighbours, and the manifest inability of the Western pow-
ers to guarantee the security of the countries of Central Europe led Romania to reorient itself
towards restoring relations with Berlin. The assertion of Nazi Germany starting in 1933 led the
government in Bucharest to pursue the establishment of economic relations with Germany, in
the hope that Berlin, interested in Romanian raw materials and Romanian oil, would not sup-
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port either Budapest’s claims over Transylvania or Moscow’s claims over Bessarabia.
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For modern Romania, relations with Prus-
sia, and later with Germany, had a special sig-
nificance. Prussia supported the unification of
the Principalities in 1858—1859; from Prussia
came the foreign ruler that the modernising
Romanian elite wanted, and the achievement
of German unity following the victory over
France was one of the elements that consoli-
dated the reign of the prince, later King Carol
I. In 1883, Romania joined the Triple Alli-
ance with Germany, Austria—Hungary, and
Italy. The Romanian Government joined this

alliance in the hope of receiving German mili-
tary support in the event of Russian incursions
into the Balkans. Loans from Germany con-
tributed significantly to the modernisation of
Romania, and in 1914 Romania’s external debt
of about 1.9 billion gold lei came mostly from
Germany and Austria—Hungary'.

The fact that Romania became Germany’s
enemy during the War of Unification, together
with the Paris Peace Treaties, severed these
ties. The Western powers appropriated Ger-
man investments in Romania, including oil
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assets. France became the centre of Romania’s
alliance system and, economically, its main
creditor and one of its most important inves-
tors, along with Great Britain and the United
States. Germany was now among the revi-
sionist countries, morally supporting Hun-
gary’s demands for the return of Transylvania.
Throughout the 1920s, Romanian—German
relations cooled.

Romania’s foreign policy solution to face
the new geopolitical challenges after the Great
War was to create a regional system of alli-
ances with states that had the same objective.
This is how the Little Entente came into being
in 1920-1921 through bilateral treaties with
Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, together with
the Romanian—Polish alliance of March 1921.

The architects of this system of alliances
were the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister,
Edvard Bene$, and the Romanian Foreign
Minister, Take Ionescu. Regarding the latter’s
policy, the French diplomatic representative in
Bucharest, Emile Daeschner, wrote in Septem-
ber 1920:

“(...) Mr. Take Ionescu sees in the alliance
of the states resulting from the dismember-
ment of Austria—Hungary the formation of a
bloc that will have to serve the Entente and
especially France, as a point of support for
counterbalancing the danger of a remilitarised
Germany, the even more serious danger of
this power’s alliance with Russia and Italy. Mr.
Take Ionescu’s thesis—Daeschner wrote at the
end of his report—does it not deserve to be ap-
propriated and encouraged?”

The Little Entente would constitute a bar-
rier both to a Germany wishing to destroy the
Treaty of Versailles and to a possible alliance
with Soviet Russia; once Germany was strong
enough to violate the treaties, it would annex
Austria, and Budapest would become its out-
post in Central Europe.

Therefore, the Little Entente was not di-
rected against Hungary, but at the origin of the
project was the rebirth of the German danger,
and the immediate causes of the establishment
of the organisation were multiple®.

The Bucharest government was concerned
about the interest that German political and

financial circles had in the existing possibili-
ties in Russia, as well as in the evolution of
the latter’s relations with the countries on its
western border. At the end of 1921, the Ro-
manian minister in Berlin, C. Nano, made
the following observations after a meeting
with President Ebert: “I was also able to note
in this circumstance the great interest that
politicians in Germany have in our relations
with the Soviet Government. I did not fail
to inform Mr. Ebert once again of Romania’s
policy regarding the question of Bessarabia,
which for us is definitively settled” As for
German-—Soviet relations, Nano stated: “Ask-
ing Mr. President Ebert what the views of the
German Government were on the resumption
of relations with Russia, he told me that, from
an economic point of view, the establishment
of relations with Russia was an imperative ne-
cessity, because Europe cannot do without the
raw materials that abound in this country, and
that only by establishing economic ties would
it then be possible to exert influence in the po-
litical field. This rapprochement with Russia,
envisaged in President Ebert’s words, is shared
by almost all political circles in Germany.” The
Romanian minister added: “All German politi-
cians turn their eyes to Russia (...). Russia is
currently considered an immense source of
unexplored wealth, to which German capital
could give its true brilliance and value. The
attention of the Germans is particularly di-
rected to the iron deposits discovered in cen-
tral Russia, for the exploitation of which Hugo
Stinnes, the great German industrialist, is
willing to make available the enormous capital
at his disposal” Referring further to political
aspects, Nano emphasised that “The idea of
revenge, maintained with all due care through
the press and other means of propaganda, is
fuelled by the blind trust that the nationalist
Germans have in the competition they would
find in the Russian masses, which, organised
and led by German officers, would not fail to
have their full effect”. At the end of his interest-
ing report, Nano specified that “this sympathy
of Germany, based almost solely on interests,
towards Russia finds in the latter an equally
lively interest and equally open arms™.
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A special moment in the history of inter-
war Europe was the signing of the Locarno
Agreements in October 1925, by which Ger-
many, represented by Foreign Minister Gustav
Stresemann, recognised its western borders
but not its eastern ones. Europe was thus di-
vided into states with guaranteed borders and
states with unguaranteed borders.

In December 1925, the Romanian Minis-
try of Foreign Affairs subjected the Locarno
Agreements as a whole to a serious analysis,
drawing realistic conclusions about their char-
acter and the prospects for the evolution of
the international situation. Of course, one of
the problems that concerned Romania was the
“fundamental differences” in treatment be-
tween the western and eastern borders of Ger-
many. The Eastern Treaties lacked the basis of
the Pact of Mutual Guarantee. The difference
was further accentuated by the fact that the
pact contained no precise provision regarding
the inviolability of the eastern borders, and the
Eastern Treaties did not stipulate anything re-
garding the maintenance of the territorial sta-
tus quo and its inviolability. And finally: “By
its entry into the League of Nations, the Reich
will have the first role to play in all areas of
peace. The German minorities await with nos-
talgic impatience the day when the Reich, in
Geneva, will act to defend them.”

Romania’s diplomacy was primarily con-
cerned with the pursuit of its financial claims
against Germany, formulated under the Paris
Treaties, including war reparations. Romania’s
accession to the collective security system,
supported by France, is linked to the name
of the Francophile Foreign Minister Nicolae
Titulescu. During his tenures as Foreign Min-
ister, from 1927 to 1928 and again from 1932 to
1936, Titulescu sought to strengthen Romania’s
position within the collective security system.
In 1933, he was one of the promoters of the
Pact of the Organisation of the Little Entente.
This pact stipulated that no member of the
Little Entente would conclude any political or
economic agreement with another state with-
out the consent of all the member states of the
Entente. Titulescu also contributed to the es-
tablishment of the Balkan Entente. During the

1930s, both Germany and the Soviet Union re-
emerged as major players in European affairs.
Titulescu’s diplomacy focused on drawing the
Soviet Union into the collective security sys-
tem in order to counter the growing power of
Germany. Titulescu wanted to prevent what he
called “the return of Bismarck’s policy—that is,
the German—Russian friendly relationship” —,
which he believed would occur at the expense
of the small countries of Eastern Europe.

The agrarian structure of the Romanian
economy made it difficult for Romania to
establish trade relations with its neighbour-
ing states. The Danubian states were mainly
agrarian and therefore did not need Romanian
agricultural products. Even the most industri-
alised country among them, Czechoslovakia,
could not absorb Romania’s surpluses. In
1936, only 29% of Romania’s trade was with
the Danubian countries.®

As early as 1926, Foreign Minister Gustav
Stresemann had recognised the importance of
securing German economic markets for Ro-
mania and Yugoslavia. In this sense, Germany
was creating the possibility of weakening the
French security system in Eastern Europe by
creating disagreements between the member
states of the Little Entente. This idea was re-
vived by the German Foreign Minister, Julius
Curtius, after the economic crash of 1929,
when it was clear that neither France nor
Britain could provide important economic
markets for the countries of Eastern Europe’.

In these conditions, the traditional trade
relations with Germany, which had been the
priority before the First World War, took on
special importance.

Thus, despite the importance that the
Western states had as investors after the First
World War, Germany imported more Roma-
nian products than France and Great Britain
combined. In any case, trade between the two
states was affected by the Depression. In 1930,
the Romanian minister in Berlin, Nicolae
Petrescu-Comnen, tried hard to convince the
Germans to develop trade with the Romanian
state, arguing that economic exchanges would
lead to increased German political influence
in Romania®
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On 18 June 1930, a provisional trade agree-
ment was signed with Romania’, followed on
27 June 1931 by a preferential treaty'®. How-
ever, due to the autarchic policy and German
agricultural protectionism, the Reich Foreign
Minister found it difficult to penetrate the
economic systems of the countries of Eastern
Europe. This was the situation in the first year
after the establishment of the Nazi regime.

An important problem was the relations
between the Reichswehr and the Soviet Red
Army. They were of concern to the Romanian
intelligence services. The note of 25 October
1932 from Bureau 2 states that the relations
between the two armies “have not ceased to
develop with the consent of the responsible
authorities (...) they increasingly tend to as-
sert themselves in the light of day, with the
approval of the high German military authori-
ties (...). Since 1930, exchanges of visits have
multiplied” !

On 11 December 1932, in Geneva, an
agreement was signed by which Germany
obtained “Gleichberechtigung” in matters
of armament, and “agreed” to return to the
Disarmament Conference, which it did on 14
December. The decision adopted by the five
countries—France, England, the USA, Italy,
Germany—over the heads of the members of
the Disarmament Conference and outside it
emptied of content and made useless the en-
tire Geneva debate devoted to disarmament.
Meeting in Belgrade on 18-19 December
1932, the Conference of the Little Entente
subjected to a thorough analysis the serious
situation created by the act of 11 December
for the general security but especially for that
of the small and medium-sized states of cen-
tral and southeastern Europe. In the published
Communiqué, it was stated that the three al-
lies, noting the unfavourable development for
peace and security in Europe, “have decided to
improve the organisation of the Little Entente,
completing its current status” It was about
tightening the ranks of the Little Entente in
the face of growing external dangers'.

The response to the growing aggression of
Germany with the establishment of Nazism
on 30 January 1933, and the response to the

lamentable failure of the Disarmament Confer-
ence of 1932 was the pact to organise the Little
Entente made in February 1933; in the same
sense must be understood the establishment
of the Balkan Entente on 9 February 1934—an
anti-revisionist organisation that brought to-
gether four states in the Balkans, two of which
were also members of the Little Entente’.

From 1933, Alfred Rosenberg, since April
leader of the Foreign Policy Office of the Nazi
Party, sought to convince the Romanian min-
ister in Berlin, Nicolae Petrescu-Comnen, that
support for Hungarian revisionism was no
longer a significant element in German for-
eign policy™. In 1935, Rosenberg proposed to
King Carol II a Romanian—German friendship
treaty, which would provide for German rec-
ognition of Romanian borders, together with a
large-scale commercial treaty. This plan failed
due to Titulescu’s threat to resign if such a
treaty were signed".

Similar assurances regarding Hungarian
revisionism were given to Romanian officials
by Hermann Goring. Although Goéring was
not appointed to deal with foreign policy, his
closeness to Hitler justified his involvement
in many foreign policy issues. He established
important contacts with Austria, Poland, and
the Balkan countries'®. In the autumn of 1934,
Goring was sent by Hitler to Belgrade as the
official representative of the Reich for the fu-
neral of King Alexander I of Yugoslavia. Here,
Goring informed King Carol II that the Reich
was not willing to support Hungarian revision-
ism against Romania. The aim was not only to
destroy the unity of the Little Entente, but also
to strengthen Germany’s economic position
in Romania. His statement coincided with the
opening of economic negotiations with the
Romanians in the autumn of 1934. Goring’s
anti-revisionist statements were denied by
the German Foreign Minister, von Neurath'.
Similar statements by Goring in the following
years were also denied by the Foreign Min-
ister, who remained much more open to the
Hungarian revisionist cause. These conflicting
attitudes led to considerable confusion in the
Romanian camp. Like Goring, the German
Fithrer also showed much greater flexibility
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towards revisionism than the German Foreign
Minister. Hitler was willing to forget, for the
moment, about ideology in exchange for long-
term goals. Throughout the 1930s, he made
a series of statements to Romanian officials
to the effect that, in exchange for Romania’s
goodwill, Germany would not support Hun-
garian revisionism'. In order to strengthen
Germany’s political and economic influ-
ence in Yugoslavia and Romania, to destroy
the unity of the Little Entente and to isolate
Czechoslovakia, Hitler was prepared to cool
relations with Hungary. Both the Yugoslavs
and the Romanians were given assurances by
Hitler and Goring regarding the borders with
Hungary. Starting in 1936, Hitler encouraged
Hungary to exercise its revisionist claims only
over Czechoslovakia, so that the Reich could
maintain its good relations with Yugoslavia
and Romania®.

On 23 March 1935, Romania and Germany
signed a treaty of settlement, commerce, and
navigation®, and on 24 May 1935 both coun-
tries signed a payment agreement and a tour-
ism agreement?.

On 27 July 1935, in the instructions he sent
to the Romanian minister in Berlin, Nicolae
Petrescu-Comnen, Nicolae Titulescu stated:
“If we were to conclude a mutual assurance
pact with the Soviets, we are willing to con-
clude an identical one with Germany, provid-
ed that she in turn guarantees us the territorial
integrity of ourselves and of the countries al-
lied to us”

In March 1936, the whole world saw that
France was unable to defend its own geopo-
litical interests: on 7 March, German troops
entered the demilitarised zone of the Rhine-
land. The governments of Paris and Brus-
sels protested on 8 March against this move,
which violated the treaties established in 1919.
On 10 March, a government meeting was held
in Bucharest, which expressed solidarity with
this protest note”. But no military response
followed.

On 14-19 March, the 91% extraordinary
session of the Council of the League of Na-
tions was held in London, convened at the re-
quest of the French and Belgian governments

on 8 March in connection with the entry of
German troops into the demilitarised zone of
the Rhine. Nicolae Titulescu stated that “the
Treaties of Versailles and Locarno have been
violated” by Germany and spoke in favour of
“a satisfactory solution” to the request of the
two governments, “which would restore jus-
tice in their favour and thereby remove the
danger of precedent” The League of Nations
took no effective measure against Germany,
contenting itself only with noting the contra-
vention committed by the German Govern-
ment (19 March)?.

The inauguration of the Four-Year Plan in
Germany in May 1936 increased Romania’s
economic importance to the Reich. The plan
was designed to prepare Germany for war in
four years. Attention was focused on the pro-
duction of synthetic materials, with the im-
port of food and raw materials being only a
temporary measure.

However, the scale of the Reich’s rearma-
ment campaign and its inability to produce
synthetic materials in sufficient quantities led
to an increase in imports of raw materials and
food. The mineral resources of Southeastern
Europe, especially Romanian oil, were of criti-
cal and growing importance to Germany. In
1940, Germany requested that Romania sup-
ply it with 3 million tonnes of oil, out of a to-
tal of approximately 10-12 million tonnes. As
commissioner of the Four-Year Plan, Goring
was tasked with promoting economic ties be-
tween Romania and Germany. From 1936 on-
wards, he gave numerous verbal assurances of
non-support for Hungarian revisionism in ex-
change for Romanian foreign policy neutrality
and economic collaboration. However, such
statements continued to be denied by the Ger-
man Foreign Minister. This created difficulties
for the Romanian Government in establishing
the nature of German policy towards Roma-
nia®.

On 17 July 1936, Octavian Goga sent a let-
ter to King Carol II demanding Titulescu’s dis-
missal. Although Goga’s strong pro-German
leanings were at odds with those of most Ro-
manian politicians, the reasons for the appeal
were largely shared by them. Goga criticised
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Titulescu for alienating Romania from its tra-
ditional allies, such as Poland, and from Ger-
many and Italy, while trying to bring Romania
into an alliance with “our old enemy, Russia”
With Germany and Italy becoming increas-
ingly powerful in Central Europe, Goga feared
that Romania risked being isolated between
Russia and the German-Italian bloc, which
could support Hungarian revisionism. On the
other hand, Goga indicated that, if Romania
promoted a policy of neutrality towards Ger-
many, the Reich would be willing to guarantee
Romania’s territorial integrity®.

On 4 September 1936, a new additional
protocol to the Romanian-German payment
agreement of 24 May 1935 was signed. Among
other things, it stipulated that Romanian
petroleum products, to the extent that they
did not exceed 25% of Romanian exports to
Germany, were to be settled quarterly, and
if they exceeded 25%, they were to be paid
through special agreements between the two
parties?.

From 29 August 1936, the Romanian Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, under the direct lead-
ership of King Carol II, considered that the
country’s borders would be best defended by
adopting a course of unofficial neutrality and
friendship towards all the Great Powers. As
for the Western powers, this policy implied
the gradual strengthening of relations with
Great Britain, in order to compensate for the
weakening of France. However, of the relations
with the Great Powers after the First World
War, the relationship with Germany had been
the least solid. Thus, the strengthening of re-
lations between Romania and Germany re-
quired special attention, within the framework
of this new policy of neutrality between the
powers. From 1936 onwards, the Romanian
Government showed itself open towards the
Reich, trying thereby not only to obtain eco-
nomic advantages, but also a potential protec-
tion against the Soviet Union or the territorial
claims of Hungary. Thus, Germany returned
to the position it had in its relationship with
Romania before the First World War?.

Immediately after Titulescu’s dismissal,
the new Foreign Minister assured the German

representatives that his government would
no longer promote the previous policy. On
6 September, Victor Antonescu confirmed
to Dr Wilhelm Fabricius that Titulescu’s pro-
Soviet orientation had been one of the main
reasons for his replacement. Victor Antonescu
also stated that “no alliance with Soviet Russia
would have been concluded anyway (...)” and
went on to say that Romania wished to avoid
involvement in European affairs, being aware
of the danger of becoming “the theatre of war
between Germany and Russia”®.

The Romanians were especially disap-
pointed that traditional arms suppliers, such
as France, Britain, and even Czechoslovakia,
did not give them priority. In this way, Ger-
many became an alternative source of arms
supply. By the protocol concluded on 24 Sep-
tember 1936 between Romania and Germany,
all Romanian oil exports exceeding the 25%
limit established by the March 1935 agree-
ment would be paid for by arms deliveries.
Additional requests for arms were silenced by
Prime Minister Gheorghe Tétarescu later that
year®.

While the Romanians assured the Ger-
mans of their change in policy towards the
Soviet Union and their “neutral” attitude to-
wards the Reich, they did not fail to emphasise
that the alliance with France was still the cen-
tre of Romania’s treaty system. The king and
his ministers hoped that relations between
the Western powers and Germany would im-
prove. This would create a stable foundation
for maintaining friendly Romanian-German
relations, without forcing Romania to grant
favours to one power bloc or another. During
the discussion with Fabricius, on 7 October
1936, Carol II informed the German Foreign
Minister that “I am not a sympathiser of Bol-
shevism and my desire is to orient the policy of
my country towards closer and friendlier rela-
tions with Germany. But (...) Romania’s policy
is one of treaties with France, Poland and the
Little Entente (...). If Germany manages to
have better relations with France (...) it will be
possible for me to become more open”.

Shared anti-Bolshevism and the issue
of Hungarian revisionism were important
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elements of Gheorghe Britianu’s discussion
with Hitler on 16 November 1936. The histo-
rian and politician Gheorghe Bratianu was al-
ready known in Berlin as a strong opponent of
the pro-Soviet policy led by Titulescu and as a
Deutschfreundlich®. As early as 1934, Bratianu
expressed his fears about Soviet expansion in
the Balkans and argued that Romania should
improve its relations with Germany by increas-
ing economic exchanges. Although Britianu,
leader of the dissident Young Liberals Party,
had no official position on foreign policy, he
was in constant contact with King Carol. Fol-
lowing his trip to Berlin in November, he pre-
sented his views to Carol. The King often used
him as an unofficial “ambassador” to Berlin.
Bratianu’s foreign policy ideas profoundly in-
fluenced Carol’s policy throughout the 1930s.
Bratianu himself was particularly influenced
by the foreign policy pursued by Poland, Yu-
goslavia, and especially Belgium??.

During his talks with Hitler on 16 Novem-
ber 1936, Britianu confirmed that Romania
no longer sought an alliance with the Soviet
Union and that his country was not included
in the Franco-Soviet Pact of 19 May 1935. In-
deed, Britianu explained, Romania considered
itself a bulwark against the spread of commu-
nism. He indicated that Romania, together
with Yugoslavia and Poland, intended to es-
tablish a “form of neutrality” similar to that
declared by Belgium on 14 October. Bréitianu
added that the Romanian Government wished
to build strong and optimal economic rela-
tions, the country “being thus eager to ob-
tain political ties with Germany”. However, in
conclusion, he expressed concern that Axis
support for Hungarian revisionism directed
against Romania would prevent the Romanian
Government from moving closer to the Reich.
Hitler tried to allay Bratianu’s concerns by rec-
ommending that he read Alfred Rosenberg’s
article, “Underdrilckte Volker und Revizio-
nismus’, in the Volkisher Beobachter newspa-
per, published on 15 November 1936. In this
article, Rosenberg stressed Germany’s lack of
interest in Hungarian revisionism. Hitler con-
firmed this position during his discussion with
Britianu and pointed out that Germany was

“concerned with the creation of a strong and
independent Romania and Yugoslavia, con-
sidered barriers against Bolshevism” He con-
cluded that if “Romania becomes an outpost
of the European order, no nation will be more
interested in maintaining its position than
Germany”*,

In a discussion with the German minister
in Bucharest, Dr Wilhelm Fabricius, on 7 De-
cember 1936, Victor Antonescu specified that
King Carol II wished “to get closer to Ger-
many by any means, taking into account the
existing treaties at the same time” He added
that a systematic rapprochement of ties with
Germany would begin with the progressive
development of economic relations®.

Like the moderate Gheorghe Bratianu,
Goga believed that Romania’s foreign policy
should not be dictated by its allies. He sub-
scribed to the formula already proposed at
the Bratislava Conference of the Little En-
tente in September, whereby each member
country should have the freedom to act in its
relations with other countries®®. Meanwhile,
in the foreign policy debates of 14 December
1936, A.C. Cuza, Goga’s radical political ally,
recommended full cooperation with Germany
against Bolshevism and Romania’s immedi-
ate accession to the Anti-Comintern Pact®.
As a result of these foreign policy debates,
the German minister in Bucharest, Fabri-
cius, conveyed to Berlin that “in the last few
months, great changes have taken place in
Romanian foreign policy, aiming at stronger
ties with Germany”. While King Carol II, who
had the final say in Romania’s foreign policy,
had decided that its alliances would remain
intact, many politicians wanted a certain in-
dependence for Romania in its relations with
its allies. Such a change left the way open for
strengthening relations with Germany. Of
great importance in this regard, as Fabricius
correctly noted, was the attitude of the pro-
French leader of the National Peasant Party,
Ion Mihalache, now interested in good rela-
tions with the Reich?®.

Of crucial importance in this regard was
the conversation between the Romanian
minister in Berlin, Comnen, and Goring, on
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4 December 1936. Goring brought up again
the statement made by Hitler to Gheorghe
Bratianu on 16 November, in which the Fiih-
rer had distanced Germany from the cause of
Hungarian revisionism. Goring generously of-
fered the German guarantee of Romania’s ter-
ritorial integrity and aid in the development of
the Romanian economy and army. In return,
the Romanian Government was neither to
enter into any “combination” directed against
Germany nor to extend its Little Entente ob-
ligations beyond mutual assistance against
Hungarian aggression. Goring also demanded
that the Romanian Government forbid Soviet
passage on Romanian territory. If Romania
adopted such a policy, Goring promised that
Germany would take care that Hungarian and
Bulgarian revisionist tendencies were not un-
leashed against it. He added that Germany had
in no way encouraged Hungary in its desire to
achieve its revisionist demands. However, if
Romania refused this “olive branch’, Germany
would establish closer relations with Hungary
and Bulgaria®.

On 20 March 1937, Comnen gave his gov-
ernment’s official response to Goring’s state-
ment of 4 December 1936. Comnen confirmed
that the Romanian Government would not re-
nounce any alliance or obligations under the
League of Nations. If Germany clearly guaran-
teed Romania’s territorial integrity, Romania
would assure the Germans that it would not
conclude any alliance or agreement related to
the transit of Soviet troops through its terri-
tory. Comnen concluded that his government
had agreed not to participate in any “combi-
nation” against Germany and to develop eco-
nomic relations with it*.

On 25 March 1937, the Romanian Gov-
ernment rejected Hermann Goring’s propos-
als of 4 December 1936, stating that Romania
did not intend to abandon “any of its present
friendships and alliances” and would remain
faithful to the obligations arising from the
Covenant of the League of Nations. “If Ger-
many is willing to guarantee us precisely and
categorically our territorial integrity, Roma-
nia would be willing to give assurances that it
will not conclude with the Soviets any treaty

of alliance or any particular convention for
the transit of military forces’, that it will not
take part in “any combination directed against
Germany and that it will develop economic re-
lations with it according to Romania’s possibil-
ities, her obligations and her specific needs™".

In the spring of 1937, Atta Constantines-
cu, Gheorghe Britianu’s political friend, met
with Goéring, conveying King Carol II's thanks
for the anti-revisionist declarations made by
Hitler and himself at the end of 1936. Goring
replied that he and Hitler had “accepted” all of
Comnen’s demands of 20 March, in response
to the offer of a guarantee. Goring confirmed
that “Hitler wants an agreement with Romania
at any price”

The growth of Germany’s importance in the
Romanian economy, during Victor Antonescu’s
ministry, culminated in the economic agree-
ment signed on 9 December 1937. As a result
of this agreement, economic exchanges be-
tween the two countries increased by a third.
The head of the German economic delegation,
Helmut Wohlthat, reported, upon his return
to Berlin, that he had observed some hostility
on the part of some members of the Romanian
National Bank towards the growth of Germa-
ny’s importance for the Romanian economy.
However, he concluded that the signing of the
Romanian-German economic treaty during
the visit to Bucharest of the French Foreign
Minister Delbos was “proof of the growth of
German influence that had been established in
these years, after the conclusion of the 1935
commercial treaty”*?

During the parliamentary debates of 15 De-
cember 1936, regarding the new directions of
Romanian foreign policy, in which Mihalache
strongly supported the preservation of the al-
liance with France, he could not help but em-
phasise at the same time that economic ties
with Germany were of vital importance for
Romania. Mihalache believed that “the struc-
ture of the two countries made possible a clos-
er connection than with any other country”.

During Wohlthat’s audience with King
Carol II and other politicians on 14 Decem-
ber 1937, Prime Minister Gheorghe Tatarescu
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presented the Romanian Government’s eco-
nomic plans. According to Tatdrescu’s state-
ments regarding the “economic community
of interests” between Germany and Romania,
these plans also included proposals for Ger-
man support in developing the Romanian
economy by bringing new technology to ag-
riculture, by exploiting raw materials and oil
fields, expanding the armaments industry, and
developing Romanian infrastructure. These
proposals would form the basis of the eco-
nomic treaty between Romania and Germany
of March 1939, which ensured an increasingly
large role for foreign capital in the Romanian
economy®.

In 1937, Germany was already receiving
19% of Romania’s exports and supplying 29%
of its imports?*.

Despite the electoral pact concluded on 14 No-
vember 1937 with the pro-Western Iuliu Maniu,
leader of the National Peasant Party, Corneliu
Zelea Codreanu was not shy about showing his
pro-Axis inclination. In response to Maniu’s
statements in favour of the League of Nations
and Romania’s alliances, Codreanu declared:
“I am against the Little Entente. I am against
the Balkan Entente and I have no sympathy for
the League of Nations, in which, moreover, I
do not believe. I am for a foreign policy of Ro-
mania with Rome and Berlin. I stand with the
national-revolutionary states against Bolshe-
vism... within 48 hours of the victory of the
Legionary Movement, Romania will have an
alliance with Rome and Berlin™.

Unfortunately for King Carol II, the Na-
tional Liberal Party, with which the king
hoped to govern, failed to obtain, in the De-
cember elections, the 40% of the votes need-
ed to form a new government. Neither the
National-Peasantists, who had obtained 21%
of the votes, nor the Iron Guard, with 16%,
could be accepted by him. The king then de-
cided to form a government under the leader-
ship of Octavian Goga and A.C. Cuza, whose
National-Christian Party had obtained 9% of
the votes. Carol anticipated that this govern-
ment would be a prelude to his long-awaited
plan for a royal dictatorship. In his diary,
he expressed his belief that the Goga-Cuza

government “would not last long”, and that he
would then be “free to take more radical mea-
sures’, beyond the interests of the parties*.

On 13 March 1938, in Bucharest, a small
meeting was held between King Carol II,
Armand Cilinescu, Minister of the Interior,
and Gheorghe Tatdrescu, Minister of For-
eign Affairs a.i., regarding the consequences
of the annexation of Austria by Germany
(12 March). Proposals: 1. postponement of the
king’s trip to London; 2. immediate liquidation
of the Guards by arresting Codreanu and all
the leaders; 3. drawing up and beginning the
implementation of a large constructive pro-
gramme—armaments, armament factories,
communication routes, increasing agricultur-
al potential. The Ministry would quickly draw
up the programme. Means: mobilisation.*

However, the absorption by the Reich of
the commercial treaties concluded by Austria
with Romania led to the increase of Roma-
nia’s economic dependence on Germany. The
Great Reich now absorbed 27% of Romania’s
exports®.

On 22 May 1938, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, N. Petrescu-Comnen, declared to the
German minister in Bucharest, Wilhelm Fa-
bricius, that “«everything that endangers the
existence of Czechoslovakia will not leave us
indifferent» and drew attention to the fact
that a German—Czechoslovak war (...) would
indisputably provoke a European war™"
On 24 May, the Czechoslovak Government
thanked the Romanian Government for this
intervention.

On 24 May 1938, Armand Calinescu lacon-
ically wrote in his notes: “I admit that France is
in crisis although on the verge of recovery. But
we have England. Here we must anchor our
policy. Method. Clear, dignified and indepen-
dent attitude. The Germans have succeeded so
far by bluffing. Lack of timely reaction. When
they face resistance, they will not venture.
That is why the warning. One thing is friend-
ship and economic affairs with Germany and
another is the policy towards its aggressive
expansion.”*?

While the Czechoslovaks were acquiring
Soviet aircraft, the Romanian Government

(2]
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wanted to build up an aviation industry with
German help. This ambition gave the Roma-
nians another reason to want to remain in Ger-
many’s grace during the Sudetenland crisis.
France’s failure to supply the anti-aircraft guns
and aircraft ordered in 1937 led the Romanian
Government to accept, in August 1938, the sale
of oil and grain to Germany in exchange for
war materials. This agreement marked a new
stage in Romania’s increasing dependence on
German, rather than Czechoslovak or French,
armaments®. In mid-September, Goring in-
vited the Romanian Air Force representative
in Berlin, Gudju, to inspect German aircraft™.
A week later, Goring conveyed to Gudju “the
gratitude of the Reich Government for the at-
titude taken by Romania towards a possible
passage of Russian troops”™. The restoration
of the Romanian aircraft industry with Ger-
man aid was to constitute a major element of
the economic agreement signed between Ro-
mania and Germany in March 1939.

On 4 October, King Carol II noted that the
Romanian minister in Berlin, Radu T. Djuvara
(1881-1968), “(...) asked me to authorise him
to declare to the Fithrer that we would not al-
low Russian troops to pass through our terri-
tory. I told him that I could not make a firm
commitment, but that if the question arose,
he should answer that they knew our point
of view and that nothing had changed in this
regard”®.

At the end of October 1938, Romanian—
German negotiations began in Bucharest,
which would take place in several stages, with
a view to concluding a new economic agree-
ment between the two countries.

At the end of November, King Carol II
made a private visit to Germany, during which
he had talks with Hitler (Berghof, 24 Novem-
ber) and Goring (26 November). In the con-
versation with Hitler, Carol II inquired about
Germany’s attitude “towards the revisionist as-
pirations of Hungary and towards the problem
of Subcarpathian Ukraine” In his response,
Hitler sought to avoid getting involved since
the diplomacy of the Third Reich considered
that the “fundamental idea” of German policy
towards Romania and Hungary “must be to

keep the two beasts in the fire and to shape
them in the interests of Germany, in accor-
dance with the evolution of the situation” Dur-
ing the conversation, Carol II requested the
recall of a German diplomat in Bucharest who
was plotting with “undesirable” elements (le-
gionaries - a.n.) from Romania; his request was
granted. In the conversation with Goring, the
king emphasised that for him it was very im-
portant to maintain the integrity of the coun-
try’s borders; the two “agreed to promote to a
greater extent the development of economic
relations” between Romania and the Reich.

During the crisis in Romanian—German re-
lations, the Romanian minister in Berlin, Radu
T. Djuvara, was returned the decorations that
King Carol II had awarded to German politi-
cians during his visit to Germany (22—-28 No-
vember 1938). Later, after the crisis was over,
Hitler would reconsider this decision.

At the end of January, Grigore Gafencu,
the Romanian minister of foreign affairs, had
a meeting with the German minister in Bu-
charest, W. Fabricius, who had returned to his
post after an absence of more than a month,
and communicated to him the Romanian
Government’s decision to resume economic
negotiations between Romania and Germany.
After this meeting, the crisis in Romanian—
German relations began to ease.

On 12-13 February 1939, the German eco-
nomic delegation paid a visit during which the
Romanian authorities gave their consent to the
conclusion of a Romanian—German economic
treaty. The Romanian Government intended
to obtain, through economic concessions, a
normalisation of relations with Germany and
a commitment from the Reich Government
to respect and guarantee Romania’s territorial
status quo or, at least, a clear recognition of
Romania’s borders by Germany. However, the
German Government avoided assuming any
political obligations, seeking only economic
advantages.

On 10-13 March 1939, the final round of
economic negotiations between the Romanian
and German governments took place. The
German delegation’s plans to impose a true
monopoly on the Romanian economy and
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exploit its natural resources in its favour en-
countered resistance from some members of
the Romanian Government, which led to the
negotiations taking place in a state of perma-
nent tension.

The Romanian minister in London, Viorel
Virgil Tilea, made two interventions at the
Foreign Office, on 16 and 17 March, in which
he pointed out the danger of a German attack
on Romania, in the context of German pres-
sures to obtain satisfaction of their economic
demands, and requested a clarification of
Great Britain’s position towards Romania.
V. V. Tilea’s interventions caused a reactiva-
tion of British interest in the Southeastern Eu-
ropean area.

The Romanian Government denied the
news regarding the existence of a German
economic ultimatum addressed to Romania.

Faced with the danger of a Hungarian or
Hungarian—German attack, which, according
to the assessments of the Romanian General
Staff, could occur around 20-21 March, the
Romanian Government ordered a preventive
concentration of troops in Transylvania®.

On 22 March, King Carol II wrote in his
diary: “I also corrected some points and made
it a sine qua non condition for the withdrawal
that Germany immediately authorise the
shipment of the contracted armaments to
Czechoslovakia®® According to the agree-
ments concluded with the Romanian state,
Czechoslovakia still had to deliver: 299,980
“Mauser Z.B” rifles, calibre 7.92 mm; 252
howitzers of 100 mm calibre; 56 howitzers of
150 mm calibre; various categories of combat
equipment and significant quantities of am-
munition.”

Finally, on 23 March the agreement was
signed. King Carol II wrote: “A letter was
received guaranteeing all our orders from
Czechoslovakia, a letter that I had made the
sine qua non condition for the release. In the
afternoon, finally, the treaty was signed and I
received Wohlthat in a departure audience at
6 157,

The treaty provided for the development
of a multi-year economic plan, based on the
principle of balancing economic exchanges

and which would “take into account German
import requirements” and the development
possibilities of Romanian production, Roma-
nian needs and “the needs of Romania’s eco-
nomic exchange with other countries” The
economic plan envisaged: the development of
forestry and the wood industry; the develop-
ment of the extractive industry, the formation
of joint ventures in the exploitation of chal-
copyrite, chromium, manganese and bauxite;
the formation of joint ventures in the field
of oil exploitation; industrial collaboration;
the creation of free zones in which industrial
and commercial enterprises, warehouses and
transshipment facilities for German shipping
would be installed; supplies of German arma-
ments to Romania; the development of com-
munication routes and means of transport;
cooperation between banks from both coun-
tries, etc. (art. 1). Articles 2—5 provided for the
bodies responsible for implementing the Trea-
ty, the method of making payments, etc. The
Treaty was signed on behalf of Romania by
Grigore Gafencu and Ion Bujoiu, minister of
national economy, and on behalf of Germany
by Minister Plenipotentiary W. Fabricius and
Helmuth Wohlthat (1893-1982), ministerial
director.

On 1 April 1939, Armand Cilinescu re-
corded his discussion with King Carol II:

“First, it is certain that in the event of a
general war we will go with England, because
that is where the victory will be and so is the
public sentiment. Those who were at the con-
centration now noticed the same army spirit.
King: Yes.

Me: I want to say that if we made the eco-
nomic agreement with Germany it was to gain
time and some economic advantages, not to
get closer to Germany politically. King: Yes®!

An analysis by Time magazine concluded
on 3 April that the treaty ,(...) converted Ru-
mania from an independent nation to a Ger-
man dependency. In no instance of modern
times has one State made such humiliating,
far-reaching economic concessions to another
as Rumania’s King Carol II made in Bucharest
last week to Dr. Helmuth Wohlthat, Fithrer
Hitler’s traveling salesman”
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However, on 31 March, in Paris, an Agree-
ment on trade payments between Romania
and France was signed, by virtue of which trade
payments between the two parties were made
in free foreign exchange. The trade protocol
for 1939 provided for the doubling of the ex-
port of petroleum products to France (490,000
tonnes), in exchange for which Romania im-
ported engines, automobiles, industrial instal-
lations, iron, steel, etc., and for 200,000 tonnes
of this quantity it obtained foreign exchange
(90% francs-10% dollars).

On 13 April, King Carol II wrote in his di-
ary: “Calinescu spoke first, who presented the
problem in the form I see it, adding that he is
not only convinced of the Anglo-French vic-
tory, but that he wants it, because he believes
that a German victory would be a disaster for
us, even if we were on their side”®

In his 15 April memo on foreign policy,
Grigore Gafencu stated that “our economic
agreement represents an understanding that
puts an end, for the time being, to the German
pressure exerted on us”®,

On 18-20 April, Grigore Gafencu, at the
invitation of the German Government, paid
a visit to Berlin, during which he had talks
with Joachim von Ribbentrop (18 April), Adolf
Hitler and Hermann Goéring (19 April) regard-
ing bilateral relations and the situation in Eu-
rope. Grigore Gafencu reaffirmed Romania’s
desire not to engage in the conflict between
the great powers, aiming in particular to have
good neighbourly relations at its borders, to
consolidate the territorial status quo and peace
in Southeastern Europe; Gafencu expressed
to his interlocutors the anxiety of small na-
tions regarding the policy of “living space” and
“spheres of influence” Hitler made clear that
he did not support Hungarian revisionism “as
long as he could count on Romania’s friend-
ship” and promised to satisfy Romanian re-
quests regarding the purchase of armaments.
From the talks held, the Romanian Minister of
Foreign Affairs concluded that “an immediate
threat is no longer to be feared” for Romania
from the Reich.

On 13 May, a Romanian—German Protocol
on collaboration in the forestry industry was

concluded. It was the first agreement conclud-
ed on the basis of the treaty of 23 March 1939.

On 1 July, a Romanian—German Protocol
was signed in Bucharest regarding the export
of Romanian cereals, establishing an annual
quota of 1.5 million tonnes of cereals (half of
which was to be wheat), for the next five cereal
periods.

During a meeting with Hitler, on 11 July,
General Wilhelm Keitel reported that the Eco-
nomic Treaty with Romania of 23 March had
not been fulfilled in any respect due to the re-
sistance of Romanian officials.

On 27 August, Grigore Gafencu declared
to the German minister in Bucharest, W. Fa-
bricius, that the Romanian Government was
determined to maintain neutrality “in any
conflict between Germany and Poland, even
if France and Great Britain also became in-
volved in this conflict%*

In view of the Soviet threat, the Romanian
Government was prepared to make a series of
new economic concessions to the Germans.
By mid-August, Prime Minister Calinescu had
already intervened personally to ensure the de-
livery of oil to Germany. Deliveries had initially
been blocked due to delays in arms supplies®.
Following the outbreak of war, Calinescu was
prepared to make further concessions. On
16 September, he asked Germany to supply
Romania with large quantities of war matériel
from the surplus captured from Poland. In re-
turn, Romania would supply wheat and oil in
much larger quantities than before. Célinescu
was prepared to continue these deliveries for
several years, “thus contributing decisively to
meeting (German) needs in the event of a war
lasting several years”. This request formed the
basis of the May 1940 pact—“Oil for Arms”—
which was crucial to the delivery of sufficient
oil to support the German war effort®. As with
the economic agreement of March 1939, the
Romanians initially made offers that resulted
in major concessions to Germany. The Roma-
nian Government considered these conces-
sions essential to maintaining German support
in the face of a possible Soviet threat®.

On 31 August, Prime Minister Armand
Cilinescu rejected the German Government’s
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request not to allow the transit of 5,000 kg of
bombs and projectiles destined for Poland
through Romania. The Romanian prime min-
ister gave assurances regarding Romania’s
neutrality and compliance with the economic
commitments assumed, provided that the
German side also respected them. The next
day, a significant quantity of weapons and
aircraft, accompanied by British officers, was
granted transit rights through Romania to Po-
land®.

On 8 September, the German Government
asked the Hungarian Government not to at-
tack Romania, but not to follow up on the
Romanian proposal regarding the conclusion
of a Romanian—Hungarian Non-Aggression
Treaty.

On 15 September, King Carol II wrote:
“At 12 %, Calinescu, who asked that Ernest
(Urdareanu) also attend the conversation.
First, he presents a plan for economic negotia-
tions with Clodius. He proposes that we pro-
vide Germany with what it needs for several
years in advance, but, in return, to immedi-
ately deliver us armaments and, in particular,
the armaments taken from the Poles. For the
Germans, it would be an advantage to receive
what they need, in exchange for armaments
that cost them nothing, and for us, the possi-
bility of equipping ourselves as quickly as pos-
sible. For the Allies, the advantage is that this
armament passes into the hands of a friend
and will not be able to serve the enemy. The
plan seems good to me, as long as they receive
it (...) Calinescu had a meeting with Fabricius
this evening, to whom he presented the idea of
an exchange for armaments. He immediately
understood what armaments were in question
and declared himself delighted with the idea””

On 20 September, King Carol II also wrote:
“We are having difficulties with the Polish
armaments with the same excuse as this spring
with the Czechoslovakian one, namely that it
is not inventoried.”!

Calinescu’s willingness to make major
economic concessions to Germany made it
unlikely that senior German officials would
have agreed to his assassination by the Iron
Guard on 21 September”. He was apparently

prepared to make even greater concessions to
the Reich in exchange for territorial guaran-
tees. Shortly before his death, Cilinescu sent
the ethnic German senator, Hans Hedrich, on
a delegation to Berlin. The exact nature of this
Romanian mission is unclear, but according to
German sources, the senator claimed that, be-
fore his death, Célinescu had offered the Ger-
man Government all of its oil production in
exchange for guaranteed borders’. Although
Hedrich may have exaggerated such an offer, it
is clear that Calinescu’s death was detrimental
to German interests. Moreover, the formation
of a pro-German government at that stage of
the war would have exposed the Romanian oil
fields to possible attacks by the Allies.

German officials, on the other hand,
blamed the crime on the British secret ser-
vices and Polish circles, who wanted to de-
stroy Romania’s neutrality policy, supported
by Cilinescu, in favour of Romania’s entry
into the war on the Allied side. Although this
theory can be rejected, it should be noted that,
in the autumn of 1939, Romania’s neutrality
affected Western interests rather than those of
Germany. German sources reported that An-
glo-French pressure was being exerted on the
Romanian Government at the end of August
to force Calinescu to resign.

The death of Calinescu, who had been the
most important pro-Western supporter until
the Russian invasion of Poland, strengthened
the pro-German attitude of those around
the king. They had long claimed that the So-
viet Union was a greater threat to Romania’s
interests than Germany. On 25 September,
Minister of the Court Urdareanu informed
Fabricius that, due to Romania’s concerns for
Bessarabia, not only was Romania willing “to
turn more towards Germany” but that “the
whole of Romania looks hopefully towards
Germany”” On 28 September, a new govern-
ment was established under the leadership of
Constantin Argetoianu”.

On the same day, in Bucharest, several
economic agreements were signed regarding
the delivery of armaments by Germany in ex-
change for Romanian agricultural and petro-
leum products, on a clearing basis, and a For-
estry Convention.
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On 12 October, the Romanian Govern-
ment rejected the request of the German le-
gation in Bucharest to stop the departure of
Polish refugees aged 18-50 from the country,
stating that such a measure would be contrary
to the stipulations of the Hague Convention,
which only provided for the internment of sol-
diers and not all persons capable of fighting.

A Romanian—German Trade Agreement
was concluded at Bucharest on 21 December,
under which, in exchange for the delivery of
armaments and industrial products, the Ro-
manian Government undertook to increase
the monthly quota of oil for export to Germa-
ny to 130,000 tonnes (this quantity was never
reached before the summer of 1940). At the
same time, a Convention was concluded re-
garding the creation of a joint company for the
intensification of the cultivation of oil plants,
in which German capital accounted for 49%.

Economic realities led Romania to pursue
closer political relations with Germany, the
only country capable and willing to buy Ro-
manian agricultural products and raw mate-
rials in exchange for industrial products. The
Hitlerite Reich could not pursue its armament
plans without Romanian oil.

Equally, Hungary’s revisionist claims
aroused fears among the leaders in Bucharest
that they might benefit from German support.
In this way, hopes were raised that by winning
the goodwill of an expanding Germany, Hun-
garian claims would not enjoy effective sup-
port. Leaders in Berlin fuelled these hopes by
asking Romania not to join any anti-German
alliance and not to allow the Red Army to pass
through its territory. The Bucharest govern-
ment was willing to believe that by affirming
Romania’s neutrality and showing itself willing
to support German economic demands Berlin
would not tolerate Budapest’s threats to Ro-
manian territorial integrity.

Added to these considerations were the
fears of the Bucharest government regard-
ing the threat posed by the Soviet Union to
Bessarabia. Under these conditions, good
relations with Germany should have been a
counterweight to Soviet claims. All Romanian
political calculations would be refuted by the
evolution of events in 1940.
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Abstract

The article reconstructs German—Romanian relations, 1922-1938, from the internal per-
spective of the German Foreign Office, using the ADAP (Akten zur deutschen auswdrtigen Poli-
tik — Documents on German Foreign Policy). It conceptualises Romania as a “pendulum state’:

formally embedded in the French-led security order yet deliberately flexible under economic
strain and regional insecurity. The analysis traces three phases. 1922-1929: security observa-
tion and diplomatic distance, as Berlin avoided confrontation after Rapallo and the occupation
of the Ruhr while probing weaknesses in the Little Entente and settling war-related financial
issues. 1930-1935: economic instruments as strategic influence, with provisional trade accords,
clearing arrangements, credits tied to oil and grain, and patience towards Paris; Romania’s
dependence grew while formal alignments persisted. 1936—1938: strategic rapprochement and
political caution, amid the Locarno crisis, Titulescu’s dismissal, competing German channels,
and offers linking armaments to oil. Throughout, policy aimed not at open revision but at the
gradual loosening of French steering through bilateral ties and calculated interdependence. The
conclusion is “rapprochement without alliance” influence conceived as a process, privileging
economic, diplomatic and security coupling over treaties. The study does not include Romanian
or French records; it reconstructs how German diplomats perceived Romania’s manoeuvring
and converted time into strategic capital, laying the foundations for deeper influence after the
Munich Agreement and gradual consolidation without predetermining the path to war.

Keywords: German Foreign Office (Auswdrtiges Amt), German—Romanian relations, pen-
dulum state, Little Entente, Romania 1922-1938, interwar period )
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In the autumn of 1924, Werner von | Romanian relations: politically almost ev-
Grundherr, a legation secretary in the Ger- | erything was open, yet open conflict was
man Foreign Office, sketched a picture that | avoided. Romanian Prime Minister Ion lonel
clearly captured the tensions in German- | Constantin Bratianu declared that there were
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no political contradictions with the German
Reich. Bucharest expected Germany to re-
emerge in the future as a foreign-policy actor
of growing weight in Europe.

Grundherr called the cohesion of the Little
Entente — the French-backed defensive alli-
ance of Romania, Yugoslavia and Czechoslova-
kia intended to stabilise Southeastern Europe
and contain Hungarian—German revisionism?
— “lllusory”? This referred less to its formal ar-
chitecture than to Berlin’s calculus of gradually
prising Romania out of the French system. In
Berlin, Romania was seen as geopolitically ex-
posed, economically vulnerable and politically
less fixed than Czechoslovakia. It appeared to
be the most open link in the Little Entente, and
thus a starting point for hollowing out the sta-
tus quo step by step.

The Foreign Office avoided confrontation
and relied on bilateral contacts, economic in-
centives and strategic patience. The aim was
not ideological affinity but long-term gains in
influence.

This marks the central tension: Romania
was formally bloc-bound yet perceived as flex-
ible, malleable and open. The “pendulum state”
did not denote erratic foreign policy but cal-
culated flexibility under resource and security
pressure: Romania balanced alignments, kept
commitments shallow and options reversible.
Analytically, the term stands for opportunity-
driven foreign policy between commitment
and autonomy.

Against this background, the focus here
is on the years 1922 to 1938: which interests,
strategies and assessments shaped relations
with the Kingdom of Romania from the per-
spective of the Foreign Office?

There is a gap in the research. While rela-
tions from 1938 onwards — raw materials and
military cooperation — are well studied, the
prewar period remains underexposed from the
Foreign Office’s perspective.* More recent work
focuses on macroeconomics and alliances; the
level of diplomats’ perceptions and actions re-
mains marginal.® Yet the phase before 1938 laid
the foundations for subsequent influence.

The period under review begins after the
Treaty of Rapallo,® viewed with suspicion

in Bucharest, and extends to the Munich
Agreement,” which reordered the security en-
vironment in East-Central Europe: French in-
fluence waned, Czechoslovakia was hollowed
out, and Romania appeared less tightly bound
from Berlin’s vantage point. This opened room
for manoeuvre.

The central thesis is as follows: Romania
oscillated between security-policy commit-
ments and foreign-policy autonomy. Driven
by economic constraints, regional uncertain-
ties and a determination to preserve room for
manoeuvre, the Foreign Office responded with
strategic patience: economic cooperation, dip-
lomatic observation and long-term influence,
aimed at gradually loosening Romania from
French influence. Relations thus do not appear
as a linear precursor to open expansion but as
a policy of gradual shift through interweav-
ing and calculated dependencies. Influence is
conceived as a process: less through formal
alliances than through the gradual coupling
of economic, diplomatic and security-policy
relations.

Because the road to war also ran through
structural shifts and long-term strategies of
influence, German—Romanian relations are
illustrative: the Foreign Office undermined
existing orders through economic interdepen-
dence, political restraint and tactical calcula-
tion — not as a stage for open confrontation,
but as a quiet front line.

The source base consists of the published
Akten zur deutschen auswdrtigen Politik
(ADAP). They include correspondence with
Romanian officials and German memoranda,
reports, assessments, evaluations, recommen-
dations and circulars. Their evidentiary value
is high, as they were drawn up for internal use.
At the same time, bilateral communication in-
volved conscious information management.
The study is limited to the internal perspec-
tive of the Foreign Office: it reconstructs the
perceptions, interpretations and decision-
making logic of German diplomats. Romanian
or French counter-records are deliberately
excluded. The aim is to trace how the Office
constructed Romania as a flexible factor and
derived room for manoeuvre from it.
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1922-1929: Security Observation
and Diplomatic Distance

In the early 1920s the Foreign Office viewed
Romania as firmly anchored in the French-
dominated security system. As a pillar of the
Little Entente it offered hardly any levers for
rapprochement; Berlin observed.®

Romania’s reaction to the 1922 Treaty of
Rapallo was distant: Bratianu told the German
envoy Hans Freytag that the agreement com-
plicated relations since it strengthened Soviet
Russia. Yet he expressed interest in returning
to the good prewar relationship. Freytag re-
mained sceptical: Romania was still too closely
tied to France.’ Financial negotiations over the
consequences of the war stalled,’ and the Lit-
tle Entente did not prove uniformly cohesive.
After the failed Habsburg putsch in Hungary,"
State Secretary Edgar Haniel von Haimhausen
spoke of a lack of resilience; Romania acted
more cautiously than Prague and Belgrade."?

In June 1922 Bratianu signalled to Freytag
the necessity of good relations with the Wei-
mar Republic and the fear of being “crushed by
Slavdom” A strong Central Europe appeared
as a counterweight to Soviet expansion. In
Berlin, these motives were interpreted as se-
curity-related rather than ideological. Freytag
nevertheless remained cautious: tactical calcu-
lation rather than a change of course.’

The French occupation of the Ruhr in 1923
strained relations further. In Bucharest, France
appeared militarily dominant and economical-
ly expansive; distance from the Reich grew.'*
Negotiations on economic issues and repa-
rations stagnated; Romania demanded addi-
tional compensation for damage caused by the
German occupation.’

The Office sought new options. State Sec-
retary Adolf Georg Otto von Maltzan wanted
to exploit Romania’s fear of Soviet Russia: a
coordinated German—Russian stance on the
Bessarabia question’® could bind Romania. A
Soviet assurance to refrain from action against
Romania for the time being was meant to
move Bucharest out of a defensive posture.'”
After failed Soviet—Romanian talks, the Roma-
nian envoy Constantin Nano repeatedly asked
for German mediation. Maltzan sounded out
the Soviet ambassador Nikolai Krestinsky and

hoped, incidentally, to clarify the liquidation
of German property,'® but declined an official
mediator role.!” Such restraint corresponded to
the German line: patience, no commitments.

In August 1924, the Office noted that the
Little Entente was acting with foreign-policy
disunity. Formally stable, internally brittle.?
Time and patience were deemed the best
means of opening up room for manoeuvre.

From 1925 onwards, economics moved to
the fore. Negotiations remained tough, but
Romania sought support. The Locarno Trea-
ties” boosted Germany’s standing; Berlin once
again appeared a legitimate partner in Bucha-
rest. Economically, Romania offered great op-
portunities; politically, however, the Reich’s
Soviet-friendly posture and its antagonism
towards Poland prevented stable trust. An ac-
tive German political role in the Southeast was
considered unrealistic; targeted influence, by
contrast, seemed possible. Success promised
to come from keeping contradictions open
and addressing them selectively. Interest in
preserving Greater Romania remained lim-
ited; a strictly anti-Russian line was considered
untenable.?

Even so, initiatives followed: in November
1926, Berlin offered a substantial commod-
ity credit and up to 30 million Reichsmarks
to settle outstanding disputes.”® In 1927, Ro-
mania did assume leadership of the Little En-
tente, but at the same time expressed a desire
for closer relations with the Reich if financial
questions could be resolved.** Foreign Min-
ister Nicolae Titulescu, under domestic pres-
sure, told Foreign Minister Gustav Stresemann
that relations with the Entente were not uni-
formly friendly; Romania felt abandoned.”
This pointed to strategic uncertainties — and to
opportunities for economic rapprochement.

In 1928, long-standing financial issues
could be settled, also due to Romania’s need
for loans.?® This opened the way to closer eco-
nomic ties.”” Moscow voiced concerns. Strese-
mann replied that Romania posed no danger
due to economic weakness; its large territory
stood opposite a tight state budget.?

Berlin’s line remained: economic levers,
diplomatic restraint, long-term positioning.
The aim was to loosen French dominance
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without breaking formal bloc alignment.
Political limits remained visible. Foreign
Minister Titulescu was regarded as a consis-
tent advocate of French interests.

Three objectives were central: first, to
weaken France’s steering of Romania; second,
to interlink Romania economically and there-
by make it politically influenceable; third, to
settle outstanding property and compensation
issues from the First World War in order to
create legal certainty and economic normali-
sation.

In retrospect, Romania in this phase ap-
peared neither an adversary nor a reliable part-
ner, but a strategically observed buffer state:
formally bound, politically flexible. Berlin re-
lied on time, economic influence and sound-
ings. Not revision, but structural shift shaped
the line. This flexibility also reflected domestic
instability: frequent changes of government,
crises and social tensions reduced predict-
ability. The rise of the Iron Guard signalled
social radicalisation, weakened confidence in
traditional parties and fostered foreign-policy
pragmatism as an attempt to shore up domes-
tic stability.” The Office registered this as tac-
tical adaptability.

Conclusion for this phase: time as strate-
gic capital. Economic and diplomatic ties were
built without creating political liability. Ob-
servation turned into cautious influence; the
search for position replaced open initiative.

1930-1935: Economic Instruments
as Strategic Influence

The Great Depression hit the Reich and
Romania hard. Berlin hoped to use Romania’s
plight to exert targeted influence in South-
eastern Europe. In 1930, the Office prepared
a trade programme and began treaty negotia-
tions.* In June, a provisional trade agreement
followed with scope for expansion. The Ro-
manian market was considered attractive for
German industrial exports and supplies of raw
materials.® Romanian oil became the core of
a long-term raw-material strategy. It did not
function as an immediate instrument of war,
but as a medium of structural coupling: price
agreements, delivery guarantees and lines of
credit created economically rational ties that

were politically steerable. Berlin linked bi-
lateral credits to oil and grain commitments;
Romanian agricultural products were prefer-
entially included in the clearing system. This
interlocking served as a lever for political will-
ingness to negotiate. Germany depended on
imports, while Romania had strong produc-
tion; cooperation promised value for security
policy.®

Legation Councillor Emil Wiehl noted that
the focus was deliberately on bilateral pref-
erences with Romania, and that other states
were informed only to undercut a unified ap-
pearance by the Little Entente.?® Despite these
openings, Romania was still regarded as tied
to France.* In 1931, Paris protested against
the German approach: this was not mere eco-
nomic interest but politics. Bucharest should
not decouple from its allies.®® Romania sub-
sequently interrupted the negotiations and
turned away a German delegation; officially,
French pressure was denied. Berlin neverthe-
less took careful note.*® For Paris this was less
proof of Romanian loyalty than an expression
of its own desire for control; Bucharest used
economic openings as a counterweight.

Titulescu engaged in damage control and
reaffirmed Romania’s interest in stable rela-
tions with the Reich.*” Berlin remained cau-
tious: let France take the lead; if it failed, Ger-
many’s room for manoeuvre in the Southeast
would grow.*® Regional constellations also
provided entry points for German influence.
Romania resisted Polish plans to expand stra-
tegic railways despite alliance obligations,*
Soviet—Romanian non-aggression talks failed
over Bessarabia, while Poland concluded an
agreement with Moscow in 1932.% In Berlin
these frictions were seen as windows for eco-
nomic and political rapprochement.! At the
end of 1932 France and Italy complained about
their trade balances with Romania vis-a-vis the
Reich - an indication of Germany’s growing
presence.*

Romanian envoy Nicolae Petrescu-Comnen
soon declared that commonalities with Ger-
many should not be obstructed by arrange-
ments within the Little Entente. Romania
would keep out of Germany’s revisionist de-
mands if Berlin left the Southeast territorially
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untouched.® This was a remarkable position,
especially for a state that officially took an anti-
revisionist stance.

In March 1933 Titulescu requested direct
contact with Adolf Hitler.** Berlin initially
reacted sceptically. Although the Reich
Chancellery recognised the medium-term
importance of closer economic relations, it
remained reserved in view of its own eco-
nomic crisis. In May Hitler expressed disap-
pointment: Romania had behaved in a politi-
cally unfriendly manner.** Nazi foreign policy
combined soothing rhetoric outwardly with
internal planning for expansion. The German—
Polish Non-Aggression Pact of 1934 was close-
ly followed in Bucharest. In the Office it was
seen as a relief in the East and as a possible
frame of reference.

Foreign Minister Konstantin von Neurath
also noted Romania’s earlier attempts to pre-
vent Germany’s resurgence. Titulescu stated
that Romania rejected a restoration of Austria—
Hungary, but would not oppose an Anschluss of
Austria as long as Berlin did not support Hun-
garian revisionism.* Ministerial Director Karl
Ritter stressed internally: rapprochement only
with a visible change of course in Romania.*” In
1934, disillusionment prevailed: Romania un-
der Titulescu was unreliable; announced coop-
eration had little effect.”® Economic sacrifices
were conceivable only for states that did not
counteract German aims.* Envoy Friedrich-
Werner Graf von der Schulenburg pointed out,
however, that King Carol II might be making
only formal concessions to Paris.*® The Office
initially shifted its focus more strongly towards
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia.”*

In November 1934, Titulescu again struck a
conciliatory tone: there were no open disputes
with Germany; the Reich could be trusted with
economic preponderance in the Balkans.”
Berlin remained mistrustful, but took this as
a possible signal. Titulescu was not seen as a
principled opponent, but as a tactical actor
operating under domestic and alliance con-
straints.

In 1935, Germany’s position improved,
while Romania encountered difficulties. A
comprehensive trade agreement was recorded
as a partial success that France could hardly

block any longer.>® This increased opportuni-
ties for political influence.

The reintroduction of conscription in
March 1935 marked a decisive break with the
Treaty of Versailles. From then on, security-
relevant raw-material regions, especially in
Southeastern Europe, gained importance in
Berlin. Romania appeared not only as an eco-
nomic partner but increasingly as a logistical
and strategic link in long-term armaments
planning. Economic interdependence was to
be converted into political steerability without
formal alliances.

The security situation remained tense. In-
ternally, Romania was regarded as a poten-
tial avenue of approach for Soviet forces, es-
pecially for the air force. Titulescu’s cautious
opening towards the Soviet Union contrasted
with Carol II's scepticism and his gaze towards
Berlin. The Little Entente loosened; Romania’s
primary objective remained to fend off Hun-
garian revisionism, while openness to bet-
ter relations with the Reich grew.** France’s
uncertainty about the political reliability of
the Southeast increased. In Berlin Romania
was increasingly seen as part of a permeable
periphery that could be detached from Paris
when the opportunity arose.

Balance sheet 1930-1935: the long-term
weakening of French influence through eco-
nomic offers, patience and selective channels.
Politically, Romania remained uncertain; eco-
nomically, its dependence increased, and with
it the Foreign Office’s room for manoeuvre.
The ambivalence of 1934/35 was program-
matic: Romania edged closer to Berlin with-
out detaching itself. Berlin responded with
controlled restraint. Romania remained on
the edge of fixed orders — formally bound, po-
litically permeable. Trade served as an instru-
ment, not an end; interdependence served as
a positional gain, not as a means of open revi-
sion. The focus shifted from economic utility
to strategic planning for influence.

1936-1938: Strategic Rapprochement
and Political Caution
Between 1936 and 1938, the Foreign Office
saw Romania as ambivalent in security-policy
terms and economically attractive. Romania
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was neither a reliable partner nor an open op-
ponent, but a flexible state whose malleability
could be exploited.

German policy towards Romania was em-
bedded in the regime’s dual strategy: pacific
rhetoric outwardly, expansive aims at home.
Beyond revising Versailles, Berlin strove
for continental preponderance. Economic
penetration of Southeastern Europe, securing
raw materials and diplomatic influence were
seen as prerequisites for further expansion.
Romania was not an immediate target of at-
tack but a geostrategic bridge.

In early 1936, Embassy Counsellor Wilhelm
von Pochhammer stressed that Romania was
attached to the status quo but could serve as
a partner against the Soviet Union. Its stance
towards Moscow was decisive. To counter a
drift towards the Soviet sphere of influence he
recommended intensified political, military
and cultural strategies of influence.”® Neurath
made it clear to Bratianu that Germany had
no commitments towards Hungary — a central
point for Bucharest in light of Hungarian revi-
sionism.”® Formally, Berlin remained reserved;
internally the aim was to undermine the sub-
stance of the Little Entente through asymmet-
ric bilateral contacts.”

The Locarno crisis heightened tensions in
1936. Titulescu’s opening to Moscow alarmed
Berlin.®® Petrescu-Comnen denied official
negotiations,” but envoy Wilhelm Fabricius
reported contacts to secure Bessarabia.®® At
the same time Titulescu emphasised his desire
for good relations with Germany.® Strategi-
cally, Romania remained important — also as a
possible transit corridor for the Soviet Union.®
Hitler demanded that Romania be a bulwark
against communism.®® After the remilitarisa-
tion of the Rhineland, the Office considered
a Romanian rapprochement with the Soviet
Union.** King Carol II declared that he want-
ed no treaties directed against Germany, but
criticised German support for right-wing Ro-
manian groups.®® Romania’s foreign policy re-
mained shaped by alliances, yet it sought rap-
prochement with the Reich within its existing
commitments.*’

The dismissal of Foreign Minister Titulescu
in August 1936°® was a turning point, not

a German triumph but a Romanian power
move: a signal of domestic capacity to adjust
course. Neurath discerned in Carol II and
Foreign Minister Victor Antonescu a willing-
ness to distance themselves from Titulescu’s
line and tilt more to the West.* Antonescu
emphasised that Romania did not seek an al-
liance with the Soviet Union, but wanted to
complement the Paris—Bucharest axis through
closer relations with Poland and Germany.”
Berlin continued to rely on economic inter-
dependence as a door-opener; raw-material
and trade agreements were linked to security
considerations,” with access to oil moving to
the centre.” Nevertheless, the loosening of the
Little Entente remained the guiding line.” By
1938 at the latest, military planning was likely
counting on Romania as part of the strategic
raw-material base for the coming war.

Despite all successes from a German per-
spective, mistrust remained. In 1937, Fabricius
reported that Romania did not seek any treaty
commitment with Germany.”™ Carol II dis-
played openness and reserve at the same time
— an expression of pragmatism that maximised
room for manoeuvre. This reflected internal
tensions between the king and the government
and a claim to national sovereignty. In Berlin,
the domestic reconfiguration was interpreted
as an opportunity for foreign-policy reposi-
tioning under authoritarian auspices.

Within Germany, policy towards Romania
was not frictionless: the Foreign Office com-
peted with the NSDAP’s Foreign Policy Of-
fice, which sought its own channels through
contacts with right-wing groups and the Iron
Guard. Diplomats such as Fabricius rejected
this as dilettantish and risky because it jeop-
ardised the long-term line. Berlin tried to keep
control in official hands and limit party-polit-
ical interventions.” This institutional dualism
explains inconsistent signals to Bucharest and
marks the limits of political control even with-
in an authoritarian system.

At the beginning of 1938, Prime Minis-
ter Octavian Goga expressed in a telegram to
Hitler his desire for closer relations.”® At the
same time, the line of the Little Entente shaped
by Paris and Prague began to falter.”” The Ro-
manian war minister told the Polish envoy that
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the German threat was now greater than the
Soviet one.”

The fall of the antisemitic Goga cabi-
net’”” was not seen in Berlin as a setback but
rather as an opportunity for cautious rap-
prochement.® The Office nevertheless warned
against exaggerated expectations and recom-
mended observation.®’ In 1938, indications of
Soviet overflight and transit plans across Ro-
manian territory mounted. Bucharest issued
denials but was not militarily capable of pre-
venting overflights towards Czechoslovakia.®?
Reichskommissar Hermann Goring offered
Carol II anti-aircraft guns in exchange for
additional oil — economic advantages were
linked to military influence.®® In any poten-
tial German-Czechoslovak conflict, Roma-
nia’s stance was relevant: intervention only
in the event of a Hungarian attack, not in the
event of German action.?* In September 1938,
Petrescu-Comnen reaffirmed neutrality.® This
was not mere passivity but a calculated in-
termediate position: keeping German supply
relations open, reducing Soviet pressure and
eluding the French logic of binding.

Economically, Berlin exploited the situa-
tion: higher purchase prices for agricultural
products secured access to raw materials and
deepened dependence.*® Envoy Carl August
Clodius spoke of a “profound transformation”
of Romanian public opinion in Germany’s fa-
vour. France remained a guarantor of protec-
tion but lost steering capacity; Berlin filled the
vacuum with individual contacts.

By late 1938 the Office concluded that Ro-
mania was realigning its options — also be-
cause of dwindling French credibility. Carol II
signalled a willingness to bind, though only
with protection against the Soviet Union.*” Fa-
bricius recommended cautious consolidation:
military deliveries, economic cooperation, lim-
ited aid; Romania should make the proposals.®®

The Munich Agreement fundamentally
changed the strategic environment. With the
destruction of Czechoslovakia in March 1939,
a central pillar of regional stability disappeared.
Bucharest found itself isolated; Berlin gained
room to draw Romania into its political and
economic sphere of influence. The German
approach to rapprochement remained gradual

and calculated and it respected formal sover-
eignty. An internal directive of January 1939
stressed: Romania was still domestically unsta-
ble and externally volatile. The goal was long-
term alignment with the Axis, not through
fixed treaties but through indirect influence;
for the time being, one should wait.*

In retrospect, from the Foreign Office’s
perspective Romania remained a pendulum
state: militarily bound, economically vulner-
able, manoeuvring in foreign policy. This flex-
ibility was not seen as a weakness but was
used as a strategic lever. The strategy relied
on patience, observation, selective influence
and structural shifts. Thus, the basis emerged
for more overt forms of influence from 1939
onwards — economically anchored, calculated
in security terms and domestically flanked by
authoritarian restructuring in Romania.*

The finding is rapprochement without al-
liance. German strategy transformed depen-
dence into influence without risking formal
commitment. By the end of the 1930s a differ-
entiated strategy of indirect influence had de-
veloped. Perception and action converged: the
Office understood Romania as a permeable yet
steerable border state whose economic depen-
dence promised political compatibility. This
laid the ground for the next phase of German
policy towards Southeastern Europe — a policy
increasingly structural rather than merely situ-
ational.

Conclusion: A Policy Beyond
the Road to War

How did relations with the Kingdom of Ro-
mania between 1922 and 1938 take shape from
the Foreign Office’s point of view — and did
they indicate a road to war?

The Office pursued no open alliance poli-
cy, but economic penetration, diplomatic pa-
tience and selective binding. Romania did not
appear as an ideological partner but as a geo-
politically exposed, economically manipulable
state — a “pendulum state” whose flexibility
opened foreign-policy opportunities.

From the mid-1930s, strategic importance
grew: oil, Danube ports and the border with
the Soviet Union moved Romania into Berlin’s
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security calculus. The goal was not formal
obligation but functional integration: trade
agreements, favourable terms, technological
cooperation — binding not through pacts but
through dependencies.

At the same time, Romania preserved its
autonomy. Under Carol II, it made use of eco-
nomic cooperation with Germany but avoided
security-policy commitments. This pendulum
movement was deliberate: between Western
alignment, national autonomy and an opening
towards Berlin.

Even after the Munich Agreement of 1938,
the Office intensified economic influence. De-
spite dissonances — for example after the elim-
ination of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu — the line
remained constant: interdependence instead
of formal commitment.

Romania was not a mere follower of German
interests but an actor in its own right. For pre-
cisely that reason, the Reich was able, through
restrained, targeted influence, to create constel-
lations that facilitated closer cooperation until
1941 — not inevitably, but prepared through
economic and diplomatic interweaving.

The result places Romania within a policy
beyond the road to war: power gains through
interdependence, the relativisation of sover-
eignty through dependence, the expansion of
spheres of influence through patience. German
policy towards Romania was less an episode
of rapprochement than a gradual shift in the
balance of power. It worked in a preparatory
way — economically anchored, diplomatically
patient, opportunity-oriented — and created
conditions that facilitated later developments
until 1941 without determining them.
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Abstract

The interwar period in Romania was marked by significant debates on military doctrine.
One of the main forums for these debates was the specialised military press, with Romania
Militard at the forefront. These journals offered officers a platform through which to assess
strategic ideas against the realities of Romania’s geography, regional threats and material con-
straints.

Romanian military theorists discussed the nature of modern warfare, the structure of the
armed forces and the country’s strategic posture within an unstable European security en-
vironment. Contributors identified with striking clarity the core dilemmas facing Romanian
defence policy: the simultaneous threat posed by three revisionist neighbours (the USSR, Hun-
gary and Bulgaria) and a limited industrial base that restricted the development and acquisi-
tion of modern weaponry.

Throughout the interwar years, these debates addressed contentious issues such as the suit-
ability of French tactical models, the balance between offensive and defensive strategies and
the role of modern technologies such as aviation, tanks, and mechanised forces.

Keywords: mechanisation, motorisation, military technology
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Romanian Military Publications suring that the studies it published were both
in the Interwar Period rigorous and aligned with strategic priorities.

Romdnia Militard was the most important | Its annual essay competitions, which awarded
review of the Romanian Army on military mat- | substantial prizes, encouraged broader par-
ters, serving as the semi-official voice of the | ticipation in doctrinal debate®. Specialised
General Staff throughout the 1920s and 1930s. | journals also developed around the army’s
Its revival under direct military authority in | main branches, giving infantry, cavalry and
1921, following the interruption of its prewar | artillery officers their own professional forums
publication’, gave it unmatched legitimacy, en- | through Revista Infanteriei, Revista Cavaleriei
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and Revista Artileriei. The Air Force and the
Navy likewise maintained dedicated periodi-
cals — such as Revista Aeronauticii and Revista
Marinei.

In this article, I focus on Romanian per-
spectives on broader doctrinal and organisa-
tional questions, analysing articles published
in Romania Militard between 1921 and 1938
that addressed military strategy and doctrine,
military organisation, operational tactics, and
the integration of new technologies into war-
fare. I have therefore set aside contributions
devoted mainly to Romanian military history,
highly technical subjects or translations and
commentaries on foreign military literature.

Debates on Romania’s Strategy
and Military Doctrine

To better understand Romania’s military
doctrine in the interwar period? it is neces-
sary to outline the country’s specific strategic
challenges. Greater Romania had a popula-
tion of approximately 18-20 million inhabit-
ants and covered 295,650 km®, with around
3,400 km of frontiers, two-thirds of which
were natural and defined by major geographi-
cal features of strategic importance, such as
the Danube, the Black Sea coast, and the Car-
pathian Mountains. Its geostrategic position
was highly vulnerable, as it lay between three
revisionist neighbours — the USSR, Hungary,
and Bulgaria — and was therefore exposed
to potential attacks from several directions.
These vulnerable sectors represented more
than half of Romania’s land borders, while the
Black Sea coast was also exposed to possible
Soviet naval operations. In response, Romania
relied on regional alliances, including the Little
Entente (1921), the Balkan Pact (1934), and its
partnership with Poland (1921), as well as on
the system of collective security represented
by the League of Nations, while also develop-
ing its independent military plans for national
defence®.

Historically, Romanian military doctrine
drew heavily on the French model, which pro-
vided the main guidelines for military organ-
isation, training, operational planning, and the
disposition and employment of troops. In 1930,
Major Gheorghe Ion argued that “adopting the
general framework and principles of French
military doctrine for our army is not only a

necessity imposed by circumstances, but also
a consequence of our country’s political orien-
tation’, since “all our allied armies’, including
those of the Little Entente states and Poland,
“follow French doctrine, and any divergence
would only create difficulties in command,
constant misunderstandings between different
headquarters, and potentially serious conse-
quences on the battlefield™.

A contrary view had already been advanced
in 1927 by Major Ion Cerndianu, who stated
that Romanian military doctrine could not
simply copy the French model. His main con-
tention was that Romania’s geography offered
extensive operational spaces and multiple stra-
tegic axes, favouring deep manoeuvre and en-
velopment rather than frontal breakthroughs
along narrow sectors, as in the French ap-
proach: “The length of our frontiers, in rela-
tion to our own resources and those of our
probable adversaries, leads us to conclude that
we shall never be able to achieve a significant
concentration on the front, either at the strate-
gic or tactical level, as admitted and advocated
by French doctrine. (...) Tactical gaps will like-
wise become the rule, since our large units will
be forced to fight on broad fronts. A Romanian
division will frequently attack on a frontage of
10-12 kilometres, whereas French divisions at-
tack on no more than 5-6 kilometres”

Furthermore, unlike France, Romania could
not rely on vast reserves of manpower or mu-
nitions; it had to wage war with the resources
available from the outset, prioritising mobil-
ity, surprise and strategic economy of force:
“The scarcity of our resources, combined with
the need for the defence to preserve its forces
until the decisive moment, will compel us to
abandon the French concept of conducting the
defence in a single position or in a very limited
number of positions, since our lack of resources
cannot give us hope that we might crush enemy
attacks within a short period. Our defence will
therefore be conducted across a deep zone, us-
ing an extensive system of positions”® Similar
ideas to those of Cerndianu — namely, that Ro-
mania’s specific conditions required a doctrine
centred on mobile rather than static or attri-
tional warfare — were also supported by Major
Polihron Dumitrescu’ or Captain Gheorghe
Berdan®.
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Going even further, Cerndianu argued in
1929 that Romania had to cast off the “rigid,
fire-dense cordon” derived from French regu-
lations and build a doctrine rooted in its own
strategic conditions. Calculating that “in time
of war, we could not count on more than 60
divisions”, while “our enemies would likely field
around 150 divisions today, and potentially
even more in the future’, Cerndianu warned
that “even relying on all possible alliance com-
binations and applying economy of force with
the utmost skill and daring, it becomes clear
that the troop density we could achieve across
three extensive fronts, facing vastly supe-
rior enemies, would be entirely insufficient”.
“Moreover, even our levels of armament and
equipment would fall far short of the theoreti-
cal standards upon which Western doctrine is
based” Thus, “we will undoubtedly enter any
future war with inferior forces, and our only
hope of victory lies in eventually tipping the
balance of means in our favour so that we can
seize the initiative”

Cernaianu therefore rejected the formula
“hold the terrain at all costs’, stating that the
real purpose of defence was to wear down the
attacker until the balance of forces shifted, and
then to exploit the moment with speed and
initiative'®. “The command must assume two
obligations: a) on the one hand, to find the
means by which to wear down the attacker to
the necessary extent; b) on the other hand, to
resort to every possible method by which to
preserve the maximum operational capacity of
its own troops”!!

While such concerns were not absent from
military education?, efforts to articulate a dis-
tinct Romanian military doctrine were largely
confined to individual initiatives. In 1935,
Lieutenant Colonel Aurelian M. Moldoveanu
envisioned military doctrine as an intuitive,
historically grounded synthesis of national
realities, continuously refined through case
studies and sensitive to both the moral and
material dimensions of war'®. In 1937, Captain
Mircea Tomescu, a frequent prize-winner in
the essay competitions organised by Romdnia
Militard, published his major work, Stiinta
militard si doctrina romdneascd (Romanian
Military Science and Doctrine), arguing that
Romania needed a national doctrine centred
on the defensive use of terrain'*.

In 1931, Captain Gheorghe C. Stefinescu
contended that a true Romanian military doc-
trine must be built on clearly defined funda-
mental principles — or “dogmas” — such as:
strategic posture, the balance between fire
and manoeuvre, preferred forms of action,
command style, and national military tem-
perament. These core choices should guide
all regulations, training, and planning®. In the
same year, Lieutenant-Colonel Ioan Petroianu
argued that a genuinely Romanian doctrine
must grow from Romania’s own strategic cir-
cumstances rather than mirror the French,
British or German models, which could serve
only as points of reference. Romania’s “spe-
cial conditions”, above all “the ratio between
the extent of the threatened frontiers and the
strength of the army at our disposal’, showed,
in his view, that the army would be compelled
to operate “with and against unsupported
flanks” For this reason, manoeuvre warfare
(rdzboiul de miscare) had to be treated as the
normal framework of combat, rather than po-
sitional warfare (rdzboiul de pozitii), inherited
from the French experience of trench warfare.
Petroianu found support for this in the British
Field Service Regulations, which stated that
“the army must be trained above all for ma-
noeuvre warfare” and that “any tendency to
regard positional warfare as a normal form
of war must be repressed’, and even more so
in the German regulations, which offered “a
broader and more complete development” of
the problem of manoeuvre, especially the use
of flanks and envelopment'.

In 1936, General losif Iacobici, a former
Austro-Hungarian officer born in Transyl-
vania, citing “one of the most recent, most
valuable and, above all, most courageous
works on tactics, whose importance is fur-
ther enhanced by the fact that it represents
the doctrine of our Higher War School””,
warned that “we are facing a moment of cri-
sis in our military doctrine” because of a dan-
gerous mismatch: while high-level guidance
(Instructiunile asupra intrebuintdrei Marilor
Unitdti) had adopted the principles of mo-
bile warfare, the regulations for each combat
arm still reflected outdated French trench-
warfare norms. To resolve this contradiction,
he called for a comprehensive overhaul of all
branch regulations to reflect Romania’s actual
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strategic context: broad fronts, difficult ter-
rain, limited resources, and the need for speed,
flexibility and manoeuvre'®. In an article pub-
lished two years earlier, Iacobici had already
framed this adaptation as a strategic necessity.
He described manoeuvre on interior lines as
“above all the weapon of the side inferior in
forces’, whose importance increased in direct
proportion to that inferiority. Given the geo-
strategic situation created by the Great Union,
the country would probably have to fight “on
at least two, if not three, fronts at once’, while
the likelihood of facing overwhelming enemy
superiority was “so great as to become almost
a certainty”. The necessary response was there-
fore “the completion of the national tactical
doctrine that would give greater attention to
mobile warfare and introduce the notion of an
elastic battle designed to gain time’, in order to
“confront marked enemy superiority and avoid
a decisive engagement on secondary fronts” In
practical terms, this also made transport infra-
structure crucial, since manoeuvre on interior
lines depended on the rapid transfer of forces
between fronts®.

On a similar note, in 1937, Lieutenant-
Colonel Aurelian Moldoveanu argued that
Romania’s exceptionally long and irregular
frontiers made “large-front defence” the rule
rather than the exception: Romanian divisions
would often have to hold frontages of 20 km
or more, a span that the French considered ex-
traordinary but that Bulgaria already treated
as normal, because Romania simply lacked the
forces to maintain the dense defensive front-
ages of 4-5 km prescribed in Western manuals.
Moldoveanu therefore conceived large-front
defence as an initially dispersed but manoeu-
vrable system: since “the principle of freedom
of action” obliged the defender to begin with
“an initial dispersion of forces’, so that “no fea-
sible enemy axis would remain unobserved’
the defence had to use the terrain intelligent-
ly. Forces would be “split up and grouped on
and around natural cover’, while in covered
and compartmented terrain they would con-
centrate around the lines of communication.
Once the attacker was channelled into such
corridors, whose flanks were “highly vulner-
able”, the defender could re-establish local
superiority through a “succession of offensive
reactions’, striking the enemy’s flank and rear

and, as Bulgarian military theorist Halacev put
it (as quoted by Moldoveanu®), destroying the
enemy “in the labyrinth of our mountains’, i.e.,
the Carpathians in Romania’s case*..

Planning for the Future War:
Strategic Priorities

What would a future war actually look
like and what strategic priorities should guide
Romania’s preparation for it? Throughout the
interwar period, Romanian military authors
proposed different answers to these central
questions, shaped by their understanding of
technological change, Romania’s strategic en-
vironment, and the lessons of the First World
War. While many predictions inevitably re-
flected the uncertainties of their time, some
displayed remarkable intuition in anticipating
key features of the next conflict.

In a lecture delivered to the Sibiu garrison
on 3 December 1923, Colonel Ioan G. Florescu
opened with a fundamental premise: “Every
state requires an army organised and prepared
in accordance with its particular circumstances
and specific needs” From this starting point,
he pleaded for a Romanian military doctrine
based on self-reliance rather than on fluctuat-
ing alliances. Diplomatic ties were useful, but
the army had to be organised “as if they did not
exist’, since only a force raised in advance and
continuously trained could deter Romania’s
neighbours: “It is true that today our alliances
offer a certain degree of relative peace, but we
must understand that alliances have a funda-
mental flaw: they are limited in both time and
scope and often lack sincerity. Therefore, when
we think about safeguarding the national heri-
tage — achieved through so many sacrifices and
so much blood — we must envisage preserving
it by relying solely on ourselves. The instrument
that guarantees the integrity and independence
of the state is the army, and its strength must
be proportional to the scale of the threat. Since
the threat is great, the army must be strong.
And since alliances are temporary, the army
must be organised as if they did not exist”

Drawing lessons from military geography,
he argued that Romania’s defence plans for the
Eastern frontier should provide for an elas-
tic defence across the Dniester—Bessarabian
steppe, followed by a defensive retreat as far
as the Moldavian Carpathians and the Lower
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Siret, where the Romanian forces would estab-
lish a positional defence along the Focsani—
Namoloasa—Galati line “until the enemy had
been sufficiently worn down’; before launching
a counteroffensive. Holding this front was cru-
cial because “the penetration of an army from
the East into the Transylvanian bastion, the re-
doubt of our defence, would cause the collapse
of our military and political equilibrium”*

In 1927, Colonel PD.%, in an article en-
titled Romania Needs a Strong Army, argued
that post-1918 Romania lay “in the jaws of
three resentful neighbours’, Hungary, Bulgaria
and the Soviet Union. Because disarmament
conferences and defensive pacts were revers-
ible, and alliances were “as temporary as the
interests behind them’, Romania’s only reli-
able shield was its own power. The author es-
timated the combined strength of Romania’s
probable adversaries at 130-135 divisions, but
assumed that only about 100 could actually
be deployed against Romania, since roughly
a quarter would have to be retained on other
frontiers. As Romania would be fighting de-
fensively, he considered that a force equal to
about two-thirds of this attacking strength —
60-65 divisions — would be sufficient, while
the broader target of 75 divisions was meant
to ensure adequate coverage of the country’s
1,500 km of vulnerable land frontiers, with
denser deployment in open plains and wider
intervals along strong natural obstacles such
as the Danube. In addition, the author argued
that Romania had to finance in advance a fully
equipped mass-mobilisation army, compen-
sate for its weak domestic industry through
peacetime stockpiles and industrial expansion,
and maintain sufficient air and naval assets to
deter aggression or, if deterrence failed, to de-
fend every frontier until victory*.

Would the Next War Be Dominated
by Manoeuvre Warfare or Positional
Warfare?

Would the next war be dominated by ma-
noeuvre warfare or positional warfare? This
was not merely a theoretical issue, for it shaped
the organisation, training and tactical prepa-
ration of the army. In 1923, Colonel Christea
Vasilescu challenged the post-1918 French
“firepower dogma’, which he considered, in
line with other previously cited authors, un-

suited to the Romanian context because of the
imbalance between troop numbers and the
length of the front. He argued instead that “the
main factors of decision are manoeuvre and
movement; fire remains the essential means
of destruction and fortification the means of
preservation”. This view, however, was not en-
tirely shared by the journal’s editorial board,
which, in a comment added to the article, in-
sisted that manoeuvre could not succeed with-
out the effective use of fire and terrain®.

In 1927, attempting to answer this ques-
tion, Captain Radu N. Dinulescu anticipated
that “it is highly probable that a future war will
compel us to fight on two or three fronts’, since
“Romania is surrounded by countries, almost
all of which have territorial claims against
her” Examining the scenario of a two-front
war on the Western and Eastern borders, he
argued that “it is highly probable that the bulk
of our forces will have to be concentrated on
the Eastern Front, where the strongest adver-
sary is located” On the Western Front, facing
Hungary, the numerically inferior Romanian
forces would be compelled to conduct an elas-
tic defence, gradually withdrawing towards
the Apuseni Mountains and the Carpathian
defensive line. Depending on developments in
the East, this retreat could eventually evolve
into a prolonged positional defence. By con-
trast, on the Eastern Front, operations would
initially take the form of manoeuvre warfare,
with Romanian forces seeking a decisive battle
between the Dniester and the Prut. Yet if this
effort failed, they too would be forced to re-
treat and establish defensive positions on the
Prut or even along the Carpathian-Lower
Siret line. Dinulescu therefore concluded that
“even on the Eastern Front, circumstances may
arise in which positional warfare will be im-
posed upon us” and that “it is highly probable
that periods of manoeuvre will alternate with
periods of stabilisation” Consequently, the Ro-
manian Army had to be trained and equipped
for both manoeuvre warfare and positional
warfare rather than relying exclusively on ei-
ther model. Finally, he pointed out that “both
of these forms of warfare will evolve in their
execution in relation to the improvement and
introduction of modern means of combat”*.

In 1936, Captain Petru Pretula published a
comparative survey of Romanian tactics and
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those of the country’s potential adversaries —
the USSR, Hungary and Bulgaria. He noted
that both Hungary and Bulgaria had adopted
a German-inspired doctrine centred on en-
velopment and penetration, while Soviet doc-
trine likewise emphasised concentrated strik-
ing forces supported by striking (izbire), fixing
(fixare), reserve and fire groups. As a result, he
argued that Romania’s defensive operations,
unfolding across wide operational spaces,
would likely assume “the character of ma-
noeuvre warfare with inevitable gaps and ex-
posed flanks’, requiring Romanian large units
to operate on fronts “much more extended
than the French ones” and often without im-
mediate support from higher-level artillery or
reserves. Consequently, Pretula called for a
more autonomous and flexible organisation of
Romanian divisions, capable of manoeuvring
and fighting independently across dispersed
battlefields.

In 1937, Major Alexandru Tenescu pre-
dicted that any coming war would open with-
out a formal declaration and begin with a sud-
den combined aerial and chemical assault on
railway hubs, oil plants, depots and big cities,
aimed at paralysing mobilisation and demoral-
ising the population. Simultaneously, mecha-
nised spearheads, massed cavalry and airborne
detachments would try to break through the
covering forces, while enemy propaganda and
armed partisans would seek to spark internal
revolt; only after this “shock phase” would the
main armies clash, and the conflict would last
until one side’s national resources and mo-
rale were exhausted. To survive such a war,
Romania — like any other state — would have
to prepare in peacetime by adopting a set of
measures such as: (1) suppressing subversive
propaganda that could provide the enemy with
partisan networks; (2) developing a strong ac-
tive air-defence system capable of protecting
the national territory from enemy bombard-
ment; (3) maintaining well-equipped cover-
ing forces on threatened frontiers, trained to
resist sudden offensives by cavalry, motorised
formations, and aviation; (4) preparing the
strongest possible army in order to secure su-
periority over the enemy; (5) developing com-
munications networks; and (6) organising both
the nation and the territory for war on a com-
prehensive basis®.

Are Fortifications Still Useful
in Modern Warfare?

Are fortifications still useful in modern
warfare? In 1930, two authors offered a posi-
tive answer. Major Stefan Bardan argued that
Romania had to erect continuous, echeloned
belts of permanent works on easily penetrated
fronts — especially in Bessarabia (against the
USSR) — since the meandering Dniester did
not offer enough natural obstacles and en-
emy armies there would greatly outnumber
Romanian forces. He advocated a modern
system of defensive “curtains” (perdele) —
successive lines of small reinforced-concrete
strongpoints, along the enemy’s likely axes
of advance, linked by trenches and obstacles,
flanked by mobile reserves and backed by sec-
ond-line positions — rather than a costly ring
of large fortresses®.

Major Ion S. Gheorghe contended that Ro-
mania, unable to match the manpower and ma-
tériel of its likely Eastern adversary, had to offset
this imbalance by organising its territory with
fortified zones that would strengthen an active
rather than passive defence. These zones were
to be located well behind the frontier, where
they could shield mobilisation areas, anchor
mobile counterattacks and force an attacker to
commit substantial resources over time, while
buying the time needed for the main army to
concentrate and strike. Also, railways and oth-
er rapid transport links had to be developed
in parallel, because fortifications and mobility
were “equally indispensable parts of the same
strategic problem: that of organising the na-
tional territory for military operations™®.

Technological Progress and the Shape
of the Future War

How would technological progress and
new technologies shape the future war? In
1937, Major Traian Ghenoiu argued that “the
aspects of war would change”, as modern tech-
nologies had made warfare faster and more
unpredictable. He nevertheless rejected any
single-arm solution: “not tanks, aviation, in-
fantry, cavalry, artillery, specialised units and
personnel, considered individually, will win
the battle”; rather, in modern war, “each of the
arms mentioned above will have to make ev-
ery effort and the supreme sacrifice in order to

bring about the enemy’s defeat™".
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Adapting the Traditional Arms
to the New Type of Warfare

How should each branch of the armed
forces adapt its role, tactics and methods of
combat to the technological and doctrinal
transformations that followed the First World
War? After the First World War, weaponry
had evolved from being “simple and uniform”
to comprising “a complex and varied arsenal’,
while its “rate of fire, precision and range” had
been developed to their maximum levels. Ac-
cording to Colonel Stefan Corciu, each branch
of the armed forces had consequently acquired
new capabilities: infantry had acquired “great-
ly increased firepower”, artillery, an indispens-
able role “in both offence and defence’, cavalry,
greater resistance, “bringing it closer in func-
tion to infantry’, and aviation, the status of “a
formidable combat arm™>.

“No one can assure us that the war of to-
morrow will be fought in the same way as the
war of yesterday. What is certain, however, is
that war has always been, and will continue to
be, determined by the means available to the
belligerents”, argued Colonel Ioan Patroianu®
in 1932, illustrating this principle through a
technical and tactical study of cooperation
between infantry and artillery. Pétroianu — an
artillery officer — suggested that effective coor-
dination between these two arms required an
integrated tactical doctrine, shared training,
and the peacetime establishment of close-es-
cort artillery units that would operate directly
with infantry troops to ensure timely and in-
stinctive cooperation on the battlefield**. Simi-
lar ideas were promoted in 1930 by Lieuten-
ant-Colonel Petre Jinga, an infantry officer®.
The issue had also been tackled previously, in
1923, by Captain Constantin Trestioreanu®.

Particular attention was devoted to the fu-
ture of cavalry in the face of mechanisation and
increasing air power. As in many other coun-
tries, many Romanian cavalry officers strongly
resisted the decline in importance of their arm
in the face of technological progress®, arguing
that cavalry still retained certain distinctive
advantages in terms of mobility. As General
Romulus Scarisoreanu argued in 1923, tanks
and aircraft could complement but not replace
cavalry: while he acknowledged the usefulness
of modern weapons — tanks as instruments for
breaking through specific points of resistance

and aircraft for long-range reconnaissance
— he emphasised their inherent limitations.
Tanks, he stressed, remained dependent on fa-
vourable terrain, while aircraft could not pro-
vide reliable, detailed information in certain
areas. Cavalry therefore remained indispens-
able for missions requiring mobility, provided
that its training continued to be centred on
horsemanship and was not reduced to a mere
form of “mounted infantry”™*. Other authors
made similar points®.

In 1926, Lieutenant-Colonel Mihail Racovit4,
adopting a markedly different tone from that of
Scarisoreanu, argued that “the progress achieved
in the armament of troops had caused infantry
tactics to evolve, but for cavalry tactics it had
meant a genuine revolution, for it had forced
cavalry to abandon altogether the medieval
methods of combat which it had so faithfully
preserved, convinced it that it had to adopt
new methods in order to fulfil the multiple mis-
sions assigned to it, and, above all, forced it to
adopt new firearms with which to oppose the
enemy’s destructive fire” He therefore argued
that, in manoeuvre warfare, armoured cars
(autoblindate) and motorcycle machine-gun
units (motomitraliere) should form an organic
part of large cavalry formations in sufficient
numbers, serving as valuable auxiliaries®.

Motor-mechanisation and the Evolution
of Military Technology

How should motor-mechanisation be in-
tegrated into the Romanian Army’s doctrine
in light of the rapid advancement of military
technology? In 1923, Artillery Major Sergiu
Dumitrescu argued that artillery had to move
by motor power rather than by horse trac-
tion. He therefore warned that nations with
a substantial industrial base would motorise
their artillery, whereas Romania, lacking such
an industry, risked being left behind*. In
1927, Lieutenant-Colonel Dumitru Vrgjitoru
stressed the importance of military mobility in
modern warfare®

In a lecture delivered to senior officers in
Timisoara in December 1929, Artillery Colo-
nel Gheorghe Buicliu argued that technologi-
cal progress enhanced, but did not replace,
the traditional principles of manoeuvre and
firepower. Given Romania’s economic and in-
frastructural limitations, he rejected the idea
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of “total mechanisation” advocated by military
thinkers such as J.F.C. Fuller in Great Britain.
Distinguishing between motorisation as a
means of mobility and motorisation as a means
of combat, he argued, on the one hand, that Ro-
mania should organise truck transport groups
for each army corps, in order to compensate
for the limitations of its railway network, and,
on the other hand, that it should make mea-
sured use of tanks, without exaggerating their
role. Referring also to new warfare technolo-
gies, such as air power and gas warfare, Buicliu
stressed in particular the danger posed by ra-
dio as an instrument of propaganda, warning
that “against this weapon there is no defence
other than civic education” (an insight that, in
contemporary terms, anticipated the idea of
cognitive resilience against hybrid warfare)®.
In July 1936, Romdnia Militard devoted an
entire issue to motor-mechanisation, bringing
together “authoritative opinions from foreign
armies”. In his own article, published in 1937,
General Gheorghe E. Popescu commended
the General Staff’s decision to circulate this
issue among commands and units, instruct-
ing all officers to study it carefully. As com-
mander of an artillery brigade, he presented
motor-mechanisation as a vital strategic trans-
formation for the Romanian Army. He refuted
two common objections, the first being that
Romania lacked adequate roads: indeed, he
argued, the country had to invest in repairing
and expanding its communications network,
but mechanised forces could still operate in
difficult terrain. The second objection was that
Romania had to conserve fuel, to which he re-
plied that the country’s domestic oil resources
made fuel a manageable constraint. The real
threat, he argued, lay in failing to adapt and
modernise in time. He therefore proposed a
concrete, phased programme: the creation of
a central Motor-Mechanisation Bureau within
the General Technical Inspectorate (Inspec-
toratul General Tehnic); the formation of fully
equipped motor-mechanised units; the cre-
ation of close-support artillery for infantry;
the provision of anti-tank guns across all units;
and the reorganisation and modernisation of
the Tank Regiment created in 1921. In paral-
lel, he called for the development of a national
industry capable of producing the specialised
matériel required for motor-mechanisation*.

Captain and later Lieutenant-Colonel
Ioan Rudeanu viewed tanks as essential shock
weapons, but argued in 1929 and again in 1938
that a country with limited resources, such
as Romania, could not provide its army with
tanks on the same scale as wealthier states.
Accordingly, Romania had to treat tanks as
scarce, high-value assets to be used economi-
cally — massed in well-defined roles and always
employed under the cover of, and in coordina-
tion with, artillery and infantry to achieve de-
cisive local superiority®.

A month after the publication of Rudea-
nu's 1938 article, Captain Radu Barbicioru
(not surprisingly, a cavalry officer) published
an article in which he presented mechanisa-
tion as unavoidable but inherently limited for
Romania, given its cramped strategic depth,
fragile road network, scant industrial base and
exposure to air attack. Analysing these fac-
tors, he argued that Romania did not require
the creation of independent motorised large
units and that the motor should therefore be
incorporated into existing large units. He criti-
cised what he saw as the psychological error
of succumbing to a “motor neurosis” (nevroza
motorului), which, he argued, worshipped the
engine as an all-conquering substitute for the
traditional arms. He was particularly scath-
ing about British theories of an all-tank army,
which envisaged “large tank units operating
independently, breaking through the enemy’s
organised positions and destroying everything
they encountered in their path”.

The debate over motor-mechanisation was
not limited to how such means should be in-
corporated into the Romanian Army; it also
raised the equally urgent question of how
Romania should defend itself against the en-
emy’s own mechanised capabilities. In 1934,
General Iosif Iacobici contended that defeat-
ing massed Soviet-style tank assaults required
special preparation. In his view, each infantry
battalion had to be equipped with dedicated
anti-tank weapons, while troops had to be
trained to overcome fear, build confidence
and make anti-tank action second nature,
thereby creating a culture of confidence in
anti-tank defence. In the event of an enemy
invasion, natural and artificial obstacles were
to be combined in order to slow and channel
enemy armour into prepared kill zones, while
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all elements in the rear — infantry, artillery, re-
serves, and command posts — had to be ready
for all-round defence®. The problem was also
tackled by Lieutenant-Colonel Olimp Curta*
in 1935, by Colonel Costin Ionascu® and Cap-
tain Dumitru Sorescu® in 1937, and by Lieu-
tenant-Colonel Niculae Ionescu® in 1938.

The Role of Air Power

How did Romanian military theorists un-
derstand the role of air power in future war-
fare? In 1927, Lieutenant-Colonel Constantin
Telemac valued the offensive purposes of the
air forces, arguing that even an army planning
a defensive ground campaign had to launch
immediate, deep-penetration air strikes to se-
cure air supremacy and paralyse the enemy’s
mobilisation, thereby giving the defender time
to complete its own deployment®.

In 1935, Lieutenant-Colonel Alexandru
Sahini saw Romania’s air force chiefly as the
infantry’s aerial partner®. In 1938, he argued
that the development of each state’s air force
reflected its broader national policy, with the
initiative in this field lying chiefly with the
imperialist powers, while other states merely
followed their example and adapted their de-
velopments for defensive purposes®. Later, in
1940, he advocated a national air force strat-
egy or at least a strategic mindset that would
“elevate the importance of the air force” to its
rightful place®.

Besides land-based aviation, Romanian
military studies devoted limited attention to
maritime aviation. In 1935, Captain Eugeniu
Savulescu argued that, given that the Black
Sea’s limited dimensions placed neighbouring
coasts within reach of the air force of any litto-
ral state, maritime aviation should not be con-
fined to its conventional mission of ensuring
the freedom of external communications and
the defence of the maritime frontier. Rather,
it had to be treated as a strategic necessity: a
“long arm” capable of scouting beyond the ho-
rizon and projecting Romanian military reach
across the compact Black Sea basin®.

The rise of air power likewise made anti-
aircraft defence an urgent doctrinal and or-
ganisational concern. In 1937, Constantin
Telemac, now a brigadier-general, stressed
that Romania’s anti-aircraft defence had to be
developed urgently, warning that, if it failed to

do so, “all our war industry’; once struck cata-
strophically at the outset by the formidable
destructive power of enemy air attacks, would
leave the country “in the disastrous situation
of no longer being able to repair these painful
losses throughout the course of this hypotheti-
cal campaign™. A few months later, Captain
Ioan Negrescu stressed that Romania had to
treat air attack as the opening — and poten-
tially decisive — phase of the next war and in-
vest “without limit” in proactive, nationwide
anti-air defence to deny the enemy the quick
psychological and logistical victory sought
through air power®. As part of efforts to es-
tablish an effective anti-air defence, Colonel
Emanoil Leoveanu emphasised in 1930 that
the army had to outfit each division with dedi-
cated anti-aircraft units and prioritise the use
of purpose-built AA weapons over adapted
field guns®.

In light of the experience of the First World
War, another major concern in Romania, as in
many other European countries, was defence
against chemical warfare. In 1930, Colonel
Gheorghe E. Popescu called for the creation
of a nationwide civil defence system for or-
ganised protection®. Over time, sustained
efforts were made in this direction. In 1933,
the Regulation of Passive Defence against Air
Attacks institutionalised a system designed to
limit the effects of aerial bombardment on the
population and the resources of the territory,
including protection against toxic gases®.

The “Armed Nation”:

Preparing the Country and Population

for War

How should a country prepare for war?
Military theorists’ answers focused on the
relationship between military power, demo-
graphic resources and economic capacity. Un-
der the principle of the “armed nation’, war
was no longer seen as the responsibility of the
army alone but as a national effort requiring
the mobilisation of the state, the economy and
society as a whole.

In 1924, Colonel Dumitru B. Popescu
stressed that preparing for a future war was
one of the state’s foremost responsibilities, en-
compassing both foreign and domestic policy.
As he argued, “we do not desire war, but we
would be criminally negligent if we failed to
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foresee it and prepare for it in advance, for
history teaches us that only well-prepared
wars have been victorious. True preparation,
however, is very complex, as it encompasses a
multitude of issues, requires foresight, a great
deal of effort, financial sacrifices, and takes a
long time — after which it must be continu-
ously kept up to date” In the international
arena, Romania was expected to cultivate “an
atmosphere of sympathy” around the country
in peacetime in order to secure military alli-
ances and goodwill from other states, while
simultaneously isolating potential adversaries
by preventing or counterbalancing their al-
liances. Domestically, preparation aimed at
strengthening national cohesion and ensuring
public support for a future conflict by fostering
political consensus, cultivating awareness of
external threats, and preparing the population
morally and psychologically for the sacrifices
and hardships of war. Finally, the preparation
of the national territory involved administra-
tive organisation, economic and industrial
mobilisation, the development of communica-
tions infrastructure, and territorial measures
designed to support national defence®

In 1929, Lieutenant-Colonel Marin Manafu
argued in a four-part study® that national de-
fence must be systematically prepared during
peacetime by coordinating all sectors — indus-
trial, agricultural, financial, political, adminis-
trative, and social — as essential components of
the war apparatus, with each measure support-
ed by enforceable legislation. As such, industry
must be ready to shift to military production,
and finance must ensure a dedicated war fund;
public morale and national spirit should be
cultivated through education, sports, and pre-
military training, while a central economic
staff should coordinate resource use under a
national war plan; all efforts, including those
relating to territorial infrastructure and legal
frameworks, must be synchronised to ensure
the entire state functions as a unified war ma-
chine when needed. In subsequent parts of his
study, Manafu proposed a detailed and action-
able framework for Romania’s economic and
financial war planning®, as well as for indus-
trial mobilisation planning®.

In 1931, General Nicolae Alevra argued
that, according to the principle of the “armed
nation’, Romania had to prepare for a future

war by integrating all its economic, financial,
industrial, political and social systems into a
unified peacetime effort, ensuring national
self-sufficiency, strategic realism and full mo-
bilisation capacity before conflict began®.

In 1938, General Alexandru Anastasiu de-
fined the principle of the “armed nation” as
the full mobilisation of national potential for
defence, arguing that every element had to be
ready to make the maximum possible contri-
bution. This comprehensive preparation of
the country’s war potential comprised three
dimensions: the army, all material resources
and the territory, and the population, includ-
ing non-mobilisable citizens. National prepa-
ration of the population rested on both physi-
cal and moral training, the latter being instilled
through education and sustained by the influ-
ence of the press on public opinion®.

In an article published that same year,
1938, Major Ioan Rudeanu argued that na-
tional security (siguranta), understood as the
set of measures ensuring freedom of action,
had evolved since the First World War into a
far more complex and demanding concept:
no longer limited to tactical precautions, it
now encompassed a permanent, multidimen-
sional effort involving military and political
leadership, local command and troops, aimed
at protecting both the front and the home front
from surprise, panic and disruption across all
phases of conflict®.

Military Training and Conscription

Military training and conscription were es-
sential parts of the “armed nation” concept.
Various ideas were advanced to improve Ro-
mania’s conscription system. In 1934, General
Alevra observed that Romania’s conscription
system wasted a large share of its potential
fighting strength: although roughly 15% of the
population reached draft age annually, only
about half were actually incorporated — well be-
low the 75% norm in most European armies —
because of medical unfitness, deferments, and
other exemptions from service. To address this,
he advocated early, school-based recruitment
measures, drawing on experience in Western
states (especially the United States of America
during the First World War), beginning with
physical and intellectual assessments in primary
school, recorded in individual files and used by
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psychotechnical and vocational-guidance of-
fices to direct each youth towards the military
branch best suited to his abilities, thereby en-
suring a more efficient, tailored use of national
manpower before the age of 21%. In 1936, Colo-
nel-Doctor Gheorghe Preda and S. Cupcea took
up and expanded Alevra’s idea through an ex-
perimental study in military psychology™.

In 1925, as an application of the nation-in-
arms concept, General Constantin Dragu ad-
vanced a markedly social-reformist vision of
an “army of democracy’, founded on two prin-
ciples of fairness: defence should be financed
in proportion to wealth through a graduated
National Defence Tax, while the length of mili-
tary service should be reduced according to
educational attainment, both to reward more
rapid progress in training and to encourage the
eradication of illiteracy™.

In 1930, Colonel Dumitru B. Popescu em-
phasised that national education was crucial
for effective military service, contending that
“we can only reduce the length of service when
the young men entering the barracks are al-
ready developed physically, intellectually, and
morally, so that the army’s sole task will be
their technical training and preparation for
war”. In this framework, the army should act
as the final link in an integrated educational
chain that begins in the family and continues
through school, church and society’>. He later
expanded on these ideas™.

That same year, following similar ideas™,
General Virgil Economu, deputy chief of the
General Staff, argued that Romania had to im-
plement a compulsory, state-directed, territo-
rially organised preregimental training system
coordinated by the Ministry of Defence. This
structure would enable the army to reduce
the length of active service while improving
the physical, moral and technical readiness of
future conscripts, thus building a trained na-
tional reserve without straining economic re-
sources. Managed by territorial commands,
the programme would use existing facilities
and be financed through shared contributions
from the state, local authorities and individu-
als. The programme would engage all youths
aged between 19 and 21 in two annual stages:
an initial year of weekend instruction focused
on physical culture, civic and patriotic educa-
tion and basic drill, followed by a second year

of intensive training. Given Romania’s pre-
dominantly agrarian character, with nearly
80% of the population engaged in rural ac-
tivities, Economu stressed that preregimental
training should be conducted during the agri-
cultural oft-season — after the harvest and be-
fore the start of spring fieldwork — in order to
avoid disrupting the rural labour force™.

Ideas complementary to those of General
Economu were presented by Captain Radu
Dinulescu. Expanding on his previous ideas’,
he contended that Romania’s existing “one-
size-fits-all” conscription system produced
vast numbers of undertrained soldiers who
could not master the increasingly techni-
cal weapons of modern warfare. Instead, the
country needed a sequential, three-tier system
of military preparation, beginning with com-
pulsory preregimental training before incor-
poration, followed by a shortened but more
specialised period of instruction within troop
units and completed by advanced training in
specialist schools for selected recruits des-
tined to serve as small-unit specialists”’.

For the purpose of preregimental train-
ing, the National Office for Physical Educa-
tion and its associated institute were created
in 1923, reflecting a wider interwar concern
with the relationship between physical educa-
tion, youth formation, and national defence.
Among those addressing this issue was Captain
Mihail Corbuleanu. He argued that physical
education was a cornerstone of national war-
readiness and a vital component of national
defence policy. Highlighting that many Roma-
nian soldiers were lost “solely due to physical
exhaustion” during the Romanian Army’s 1916
retreat into Moldavia, after the occupation of
Southern Romania, he contended that the First
World War “showed that the physical and mor-
al preparation of the nation is the true prepa-
ration for war”. Better physical training would
have meant fewer dead. Physical weakness also
undermined morale, making courage and swift
action impossible under stress. Drawing on
the example of the United States of America,
which transformed its National Guard into a
modern fighting force in just 15 months dur-
ing the war, owing to a culture of widespread
physical preparation, he insisted that war was
now waged by entire nations, not merely by
professional armies. Schools, families and civic
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institutions therefore had to build physical
stamina from an early age, because the army
alone could not compensate for what they had
failed to provide™. Similar ideas concerning the
importance of physical education for military
training were also emphasised by Colonel Ioan
Filip® and Lieutenant Alexandru Simionescu®'.

In 1935, a series of authors advanced pro-
posals for applying experimental psychology
(psychotechnics) to improve the selection and
assignment of military personnel. “The real
difficulty in preparing future officers does not
lie in a lack of knowledge (...) but in the ab-
sence of physical, physiological and psycho-
logical (intellectual and moral) aptitudes (...)
[that] must therefore be assessed during the
entrance examination with the help of psy-
chotechnics’, contended General Ioan Bengliu
and Major Ioan Stoka.

As such, they proposed the use of psy-
chotechnical tests — assessing intelligence, sen-
sory perception, motor skills, temperament,
and character — in entrance examinations for
military schools in order to assign each cadet
to the branch best suited to his abilities and
to the precise physical, mental, and moral re-
quirements of each arm, thereby avoiding cost-
ly later reassignments®. Along similar lines, in
a lengthy five-part article, drawing extensively
on the work of the Romanian psychologist
Constantin Radulescu-Motru, foreign authors,
and examples of similar initiatives in Western
countries, Captain Constantin M. Ridulescu
argued that “the introduction of a scientific
framework for personnel selection and of sci-
entific methodology within the armed forces
would constitute the decisive initiative that
would extend this movement throughout all
branches of the state’, with particularly signifi-
cant economic effects®.

National Resources and Industry

“Victory in future wars will belong to the
belligerent that has more food and supplies’,
argued Intendant Major Nicolae Teodorescu
in 1923. Studying the lessons of the First World
War from the experience of the French and
German armies, he emphasised that, in mod-
ern warfare, the continuous flow of supplies —
especially food, water, and ammunition — be-
came critical, and that victory would belong to
“the belligerent that possesses sufficient food

supplies and matériel for one month longer
than its opponent” Without a well-organised
logistical system rooted in national infrastruc-
ture and supported by domestic production,
military operations risked grinding to a halt.
As such, he argued that Romania had to or-
ganise its national territory thoroughly as the
sole reliable supply reservoir, with the proper
infrastructure®.

A similar argument was made in 1936 by
Colonel Gheorghe Gheorghiu: logistics could
determine strategic outcomes, and Romania’s
ability to conduct modern, mobile warfare de-
pended critically on the organisation of its rear
services. He warned that even the most skil-
ful front-line manoeuvres would fail without a
continuous, well-coordinated flow of supplies,
ammunition, medical care, and communica-
tions from the rear®.

Industrial production, stressed General
Gabriel Negrei in 1924, mattered because
modern war consumed weapons and ammu-
nition far faster than they could be bought
abroad: the nation that controlled its own
factories could replace losses, introduce im-
proved designs, and maintain firepower, while
one that relied on imports quickly slipped into
material inferiority®.

In 1924, Captain Eremia Victor argued that
“to organise our industry for wartime needs,
the primary responsibility of those charged
with this mission is to ensure that it is prepared
in advance, during peacetime” Despite bud-
getary constraints, he insisted that defence had
to remain the top national investment prior-
ity: “The army should be given every available
resource, even the last penny, for it alone safe-
guards the existence of the state, and only un-
der its protection can the prosperity of tomor-
row be securely built”® In truth, during the
interwar years, Romania allocated an average
of around 14% of its state budget to defence
between 1923 and 1931 (a lower share than in
neighbouring countries), rising to an average
of around 23% between 1933 and 1939%.

Conclusions
Was Romania prepared for a future war
when the Second World War finally broke
out in September 1939? One can hardly say
so. Still, it remains worth asking how far the
interwar debates on military doctrine actually
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influenced Romania’s subsequent involvement
in the conflict. Many of the authors who pub-
lished in the Romdnia Militard review dis-
played a lucid understanding of the new mili-
tary problems posed by mechanisation and
aviation; yet their insights repeatedly came
up against the structural limits of Romania’s
economy, industry, infrastructure, and politi-
cal decision-making. For example, while many
officers understood the tanks’ shock value and
advocated their concentrated use, as well as
measures of defence against them, Romania
entered the war with only two under-equipped
tank regiments and improvised anti-tank guns.
The air force was similarly underdeveloped.

The debates contrasted the rigidity of im-
ported French doctrine with efforts to develop
a more flexible Romanian approach, adapted to
local terrain, limited resources, and the need for
mobile, elastic defence. Several authors warned
against overreliance on alliances, arguing that
Romania’s defence policy needed to be ground-
ed in national capabilities rather than assump-
tions about external support. Their warnings
carried a tragic sense of foresight, as the collapse
of allied states left Romania isolated and forced
it, in 1940, to cede territory without a fight —
precisely the very scenario they had feared®.

The interwar articles published in Romdnia
Militara offer a nuanced case study of how,
within a medium-sized state, a handful of mili-
tary theorists could identify national vulner-
abilities with remarkable precision, while ideas
alone could not compensate for the absence
of firepower, an adequate industrial base, and
sustained fiscal commitment. When military
thought, national industry, and political will
do not mature together, a country may still
falter because visionary insight is never fully
matched by implementation.
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Abstract

From the second half of the nineteenth century into the interwar period, contemporary
military journalism in Germany developed into an important medium of military knowledge
management and thus into a significant component of a learning organisation. Despite certain
constraints, such as the need to protect official secrets, officer-authors discussed issues related
to tactics, strategy, technology and the history of war relatively openly and controversially in
a variety of military journals. In the years between the two world wars, these authors also
engaged in lively debates on the land war of the future. Against the background of experi-
ence gained between 1914 and 1918 concerning the totalisation of war and the development
of combined-arms warfare, the idea of rapid offensive manoeuvre warfare including modern
mechanised or motorised forces became increasingly prevalent in German military thought.

Keywords: military journalism, learning organisation, land war of the future
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Contemporary military publications, rang-
ing from books to specialist journals, in addi-
tion to archival records, have been an indis-
pensable body of sources for research in mili-
tary history and remain so today. Furthermore,
military journalism can also be regarded as a
substantial medium of knowledge manage-
ment and organisational learning within a
learning organisation.! This topic is part of my
book, Knowledge and War. Tactical Learning of
the German Army between 1888 and 1926. The
book examines the German Army as a form of
contemporary knowledge manager and as a
learning organisation. It investigates the pro-
cess of organisational learning in terms of the

analysis, transfer or distribution, and applica-
tion of tactical knowledge to warfare. Since
this process is also connected with certain pat-
terns of thought and various forms and meth-
ods of learning, the study refers to it generally
as a culture of learning.?

According to my observations, two media
played a central role in written intra-military
knowledge transfer and exchange within the
learning organisation: on the one hand, mili-
tary reporting, especially after-action reports?,
and, on the other hand, military journalism as
an open source, particularly in peacetime. The
harsh restrictions of the Treaty of Versailles,
which basically reduced the Weimar Republic’s

* Lieutenant-colonel dr, head of the History Department Project — Pre-1914 Military History,
Bundeswehr Centre of Military History and Social Sciences, Potsdam.
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new professional army of 100,000 troops to a
lightly armed police force for border protection
and domestic operations, with no general staff
and no war academy, considerably increased the
value of military journalism.* Access to interna-
tional military literature could not be prohibited
per se. Thus, military journalism allowed Ger-
man military elites to observe current techno-
logical and tactical developments beyond Ger-
many’s borders, to discuss them and, ultimately,
to analyse them in relation to future warfare
with a “modern” army without restrictions.®
Before outlining the key discussions concerning
the land warfare of the future in German mili-
tary journalism during the interwar period, it
seems reasonable to provide a brief overview of
military journalism as a contemporary special-
ist medium in Germany from the second half
of the nineteenth century onwards and, in the
process, to take a look at the essential require-
ments that authors had to meet.

Military Journalism and the Essential
Requirements for Authorship

“Since the eighteenth century, there has
hardly been any social estate or professional
group in Germany that has reflected on its
own professional activities in writing as consis-
tently and intensively as the Prussian-German
officer corps’, as the German military historian
Markus Pohlmann rightly emphasises with
reference to the community of officer-authors,
thereby distancing the officer from the topos
of the military elite’s alleged educational alien-
ation.® Between 1700 and 1945, there were ap-
proximately 3,000 periodical publications deal-
ing with military affairs and warfare.” From the
1880s onwards, military journalism experi-
enced a real boom in the course of the devel-
opment of a mass media market in the German
Empire.® More and more generals published
their memoirs. A large number of military
reference works, such as officers’ handbooks,
supplemented the usual regulations of the
armed forces and served as training aids into
the Weimar Republic. In the course of this ex-
pansion, military policy was increasingly dis-
cussed publicly in military journals, while the
individual service branches established their
own periodicals. During the First World War,
however, the importance of specialist journals
declined considerably. They increasingly func-

tioned as official journals or army reports.’
Within the armed forces, journals and special-
ist books were made available through garri-
son libraries with reading rooms, special offi-
cers’ libraries or even officers’ messes.'

As with political journals, the circle of those
interested in military journals was relatively
small, as were the circulation figures. In the
mid-1920s, the circulation of individual jour-
nals ranged from 500 to 5,000 copies, for an es-
timated readership between 20,000 and 50,000.
This readership consisted primarily of the of-
ficer corps, which comprised around 230,000
members: active officers of the Reichswehr and
former officers of the contingent army of the
German Empire, who were often organised in
associations (former regiments of the Empire).
From 1935 onwards, there was a noticeable in-
crease in the number of titles and in circulation
figures, which were equal to those before 1914.
The semi-official Militdr-Wochenblatt (Mili-
tary Weekly) was one of the best-known mili-
tary journals in Germany, even before 1914.
In this case, the publisher and the military
authorities worked closely together. There was
an interdependent relationship between the
Ministry of the Reichswehr and the private and
semi-official editorial offices of the journals.
Thus, the Ministry of the Reichswehr was able
to specifically convey its own ideas through
military journalism, for example, in order to
strengthen the concept of national defence. In
the case of analyses of international military
publications, it could also rely on the help of
the editorial offices. In return, these editorial
offices and their journals were able to draw on
official sources, such as personnel notices or
general army regulations. Especially during the
Weimar Republic, journals dealing with mili-
tary topics were not merely a matter of the offi-
cer corps and the army. Political parties such as
the Communists and National Socialists also
used military publications as instruments of
propaganda.t*

The leading military authorities, such as the
Great General Staff and the Prussian Ministry
of War during the German Empire, followed by
the Ministry of the Reichswehr and, after 1935,
the Reich Ministry of War, used these periodi-
cals not only to disseminate their own views
within the army but also deliberately as forums
for exchanging information and discussing a
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wide range of domestic and international expe-
riences. Before 1914, the Vierteljahreshefte fiir
Truppenfiihrung und Heereskunde (Quarterly
Journal for the Command and Control of Land
Forces and Army Studies), issued by the Great
General Staff, fulfilled an important function in
this context. Following the re-establishment of
the Army General Staff in 1935, the publication
was resumed in 1936 under the title Militdr-
wissenschaftliche Rundschau (Military Science
Review). Its contents comprised topics related
to strategy, military affairs and the history of
war.'? Like the numerous military textbooks,
war historiography was, alongside service regu-
lations, an important means of training officers
and officer candidates.'® Officer candidates and
officers practised the military decision-making
process through an application-oriented study
of the history of warfare as a branch of military
science in the form of an estimate of the situa-
tion that included the formulation of a decision
and the issuing of orders."

At the end of the nineteenth century, in the
context of increasing military technologisa-
tion, a qualitatively new officer corps willing
to engage in debate emerged.”® For officers, it
was, of course, impossible to express them-
selves entirely openly in military publications,
not least because of the need to protect official
secrets. Censorship was, of course, exercised.
In this respect, restrictions were also imposed
on publications. Political and, in particular,
party-political matters were taboo. Emperor
Wilhelm II and his Military Cabinet countered
openly expressed criticism with reference to
officers’ professional duties, which often pre-
vented active officers from participating in
such discussions. As in nineteenth-century po-
litical journalism, it was therefore customary
to use pseudonyms or abbreviations to conceal
authorship. By 1902, regulations concerning
service law had come into force and remained
in effect until 1945. As a rule, active officers
were required to indicate their names, ranks
and units in their articles. This requirement
could be waived if the journal undertook to
disclose the author’s identity to the Ministry of
War upon request. From 1902 onwards, the of-
ficer’s immediate superior had to be informed;
the use of abbreviated names was expressly
permitted provided that the author’s full name
was filed with the editorial office. From 1897

onwards, at the instigation of the Ministry of
War and the Great General Staff, certain re-
laxations were introduced to encourage debate
in the journals. According to an All-Highest
Cabinet Order, restrictions were henceforth
limited to the protection of official secrets, the
requirement to obtain the Ministry of War’s
approval for the use of official material and the
Great General Staff’s right to censor contribu-
tions on military history.'®

The Heeresverordnungsblatt (Army Or-
dinance Gazette) of 1921 further specified
particular authorisation requirements, for ex-
ample, for the use of unpublished official ma-
terial, the discussion of classified military or
official matters and, not least, cases involving
financial remuneration. Authorisation was also
required for exchanges with representatives of
the foreign press and for passing information
and articles to domestic correspondents. Po-
litical statements were generally prohibited."”
Despite these restrictions, military journalism
was by no means merely a medium for official
announcements.” It had always remained a
medium of controversial domestic military
discourse and an important pillar of the learn-
ing organisation into the interwar period.

The Image of the Future Land War

The image of war encompasses the concept
of war, its manifestations, effects and impact in
both the present and the future.” A key point
of reference is, first and foremost, the experi-
ence of past wars — in this context, of course,
that of the previous world war. By the mid-
1920s, more than 500 German experts on land
warfare with extensive wartime experience —
active and former General Staff and front-line
officers, as well as individual weapons special-
ists from all ranks and levels of command —
had been involved in an evaluation of war ex-
periences conducted by the Troop Office, the
covert General Staff within the Ministry of the
Reichswehr.?

At the same time, military journalism de-
veloped into an extremely important medium
for the exchange of views on wartime expe-
rience and the lessons learned from the war,
both at home and abroad. At its core, the First
World War had confirmed, in both positional
and mobile warfare and within the tactical and
operational framework, the central importance
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of coordinated, mechanised combined-arms
combat, involving tanks, aircraft and poison
gas. This highly complex battle required quali-
fied and, at the same time, highly motivated
commanders and enlisted personnel (shock
group fighters/rangers). It was therefore no
coincidence that the new guiding regulation
of the German Army was entitled Fithrung
und Gefecht der verbundenen Waffen (FuG -
Command and Control and Combined-Arms
Combat).* The essential experience of the to-
talisation of war — that is the involvement of
society and the economy in warfare — became
apparent at the strategic and political levels.
In this context, the term “socialisation of vio-
lence’; coined by the German historian Michael
Geyer, has also become established in interna-
tional research.?? In this respect, other authors
also speak of the “bellification” of civil society.”
In short, military affairs were no longer solely
a matter for the military but had also become a
field of activity for civilian actors.

These experiences of the First World War,
combined with concurrent developments
abroad, became the focus of discussions
among military writers about the war of the
future. In the following, however, I will confine
myself to ideas concerning land warfare. In
general, there was a very strong tendency to re-
gard the war of the future as inevitable and, in
particular, as a totalised war.** The concepts of
totality and total war found their way into mili-
tary journalism only in the 1930s; until then,
the common term was “people’s war” (Volk-
skrieg), or the phenomenon was paraphrased
as a “struggle for life and death” or a “struggle
for existence” The term became more popular,
even beyond military circles, after the publica-
tion of Erich Ludendorft’s eponymous paper,
Der totale Krieg (The Total War) in 1935. This
paper, however, was controversial. His plea for
the renunciation of Clausewitz’s principle of
the primacy of politics, in particular, proved to
be “a rather inopportune idea” under Hitler’s
dictatorship. After the First World War, many
military writers had called for a strong person-
ality at the head of the state, often in the form
of a field commander who was also a political
leader. In this context, the primacy of politics
was quite a controversial subject. After 1933,
however, the discussion noticeably subsided.”

The central question was how a totalised
war against the principal opponents, France
and Poland, could be waged, as this was re-
garded as the most likely scenario. Ultimately,
it was clear that the real army of 100,000 troops
— basically a police force without modern
weapons systems, established in accordance
with the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles
— would be unable to sustain such a war. All
ideas concerning a future war were essentially
based on plans for a future German Army that
would contravene the provisions of the Treaty.
Well-known authors, such as the former offi-
cer George Soldan and the second head of the
Army Command, General of Infantry Hans von
Seeckt, who was later promoted to colonel gen-
eral, anticipated operational manoeuvre war-
fare by land forces on the basis of highly quali-
fied smaller mechanised professional armies
supported by air forces, in order to bring the
war to a rapid decision through battles of an-
nihilation and to avoid protracted positional
warfare® A reviewer of Soldan’s well-known
book Der Mensch und die Schlacht der Zukunft
(1925) came to the following conclusion in the
military weekly Militdr-Wochenblatt:

“The active armies on both sides will open
the fighting. They will be small, with longer
periods of service, similar to the British Army
in 1914. Only such armies will be able to meet
the demands of modern manoeuvre warfare.
This will be a miracle of mobility. Railways and
engines will move this army, air wings will ac-
company it, while air divisions will carry the
war deep into the hinterland. [...] In so far, we
are not facing an age of positional warfare but
an age of the strategy of annihilation. Those
who do not destroy the enemy army in the first
weeks of the campaign and do not strike the
other’s army of millions at its hour of birth will
lose the war?’

In his writings in favour of such mobile
warfare, Seeckt envisaged a professional army
of approximately 200,000 troops, which was
to be supplemented by a militia in the event
of war.”® However, numerous authors — basi-
cally the majority — opposed the preference for
smaller professional armies and were scepti-
cal about the operational capabilities of mass
conscript armies. Advocates of conscription
referred to its evolved political tradition dating
from the nineteenth century and to the army
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as the “school of the nation” They considered
mercenary armies to be historical exceptions
that were unsuitable for future wars between
entire peoples, especially as, without conscrip-
tion, there was also a threat of the “demilita-
risation of the Germans’, as Colonel (ret.)
Friedrich Freiherr von der Goltz cautioned in
1931. This controversy ended with the reintro-
duction of conscription in 1935.%

At the official level, mobile warfare based
on mechanised combined-arms combat was
incorporated into the above-mentioned most
important Reich Army regulation, Fiihrung
und Gefecht der verbundenen Waffen (Com-
mand and Control and Combined-Arms Com-
bat), issued by Seeckt between 1921 and 1924.
In 1933-34, it was adapted to reflect the latest
military developments in the regulation Trup-
penfithrung (Troop Command). These regula-
tions were not based solely on the real and le-
gal capabilities of the Reich Army, but explicit-
ly described the conduct of combat operations
by an army with “contemporary” equipment,
which Germany was, however, forbidden to
have.®® In connection with these central regu-
lations, authors discussed the possibilities of
individual forms of combat, such as breaching
positions or delaying battle. In this context,
particularly in view of developments in France,
static warfare based on rigid fortifications and
on the methodical and schematic conduct of
operations was regarded as out of the ques-
tion.' This was due in no small part to the
continued importance of mission-type com-
mand and control in Germany, a leadership
principle under which subordinate command-
ers acted largely on their own initiative within
the framework of a predetermined intent es-
tablished by higher command echelons.*

While the future of cavalry was the sub-
ject of highly controversial discussion, the
emergence of engines (lorries, tanks, aircraft)
greatly strengthened the position of those who
advocated a return to mobility, particularly in
an offensive form. It was generally believed that
the conduct of offensive operations was the
only way to make up for Germany’s strategic
disadvantages arising from its position in Cen-
tral Europe. Seeckt continued to adhere to this
conviction even during the development phase
of the Reichswehr. In his January 1921 memo-
randum Grundlegende Gedanken fiir den Wie-

deraufbau unserer Wehrmacht (Fundamental
Thoughts on the Reconstruction of our Weh-
rmacht), he stated unequivocally that “less
than ever does the salvation of the inferior lie in
rigid defence; rather, it lies in mobile attack*
Furthermore, motorisation and mechanisation
promised to bring wars to a rapid decision,
which was also deemed of great importance in
the future.* Seeckt had already given an order
to study international military publications,
particularly with regard to combat-vehicle
training, in order to make the latest foreign ex-
perience quickly available to the army.*

From the mid-1920s onwards, German au-
thors followed and discussed debates on tanks
abroad with great interest; translations of works
by the British authors J.E.C. Fuller and Basil Lid-
dell Hart were published in the magazine Heer-
estechnik (Army Technology) in 1925-26. The
British concept of independent units consisting
of light and medium tanks received particu-
lar attention. In a subsequent paper published
in Militdr-Wochenblatt in 1931, Major Heinz
Guderian developed the idea of an independent
combat vehicle unit with mobile command and
control, based on modern communications and
supported by motorised artillery and air force.
By the outbreak of the Second World War, this
view had finally gained acceptance among lead-
ing German military experts.*

Conclusion

Under the strict requirements of the Treaty
of Versailles, the highly diverse field of German
military journalism was both an important
medium and an indispensable pillar for mili-
tary learning processes concerning the war of
the future. From the late nineteenth century
onwards, active and former German officers
were able to debate openly all kinds of military
issues, subject to the restrictions imposed by
official secrecy. This was true not only for the
German armed forces but also for the devel-
opments abroad, which were closely followed
and discussed. The concept of future land war-
fare was based on the experience of the First
World War in connection with the observation
and discussion of concurrent developments
abroad. War was generally considered inevita-
ble and, according to the prevailing expectation,
would develop in a totalised form, i.e. involving
society as a whole. Not least because of Germa-
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ny’s expected continuing strategic disadvantages,
German authors preferred a rapid decision in
land warfare. This was to be achieved through
mobile and offensive warfare based on mod-
ern mechanised combined-arms combat — an
unrealistic option for the German Army as it
then existed. The emergence of motorisation
and mechanisation in the conduct of operations
from the mid-1920s onwards provided impor-
tant arguments in support of this view. Heinz
Guderian’s demand for tank units capable of
conducting independent combat operations in
combination with motorised artillery and air
support proved particularly forward-looking.
This principle ultimately prevailed against the
backdrop of the revanchist and aggressive for-
eign policy of National Socialist Germany. It
shaped the tactical and operational conduct of
warfare by the Wehrmacht during the Second
World War. The idea of blitzkrieg was the mili-
tary basis for Adolf Hitler’s political intention
to conduct the war by means of rapid attack
operations.”
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Abstract

The study examines Romanian-German military cooperation during the siege of Odessa
(August-October 1941), highlighting the difficulties of collaboration between the two allies on
the Eastern Front. The documents analysed demonstrate that the initial refusal of German
military support, followed by its limited acceptance, generated tensions within the military
and political leadership. Despite these divergences, cooperation between the two armies was
strengthened in the final phase of the operation, with the involvement of German aviation,
artillery and engineer units, contributing to the success of the offensive and the occupation of
Odessa. The author concludes that the battle for Odessa represented the first major test of the
Romanian-German alliance and a defining moment for the evolution of relations between the
two partners in the war against the Soviet Union.
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ally and supporter of the existence of the Ro-
manian state.

This difficulty came from the still vivid
memory of World War I, with the Germans as
the main enemy, the adversary in the battles
of Mirasti, Mardsesti and Oituz. Only two
decades had passed since the publication of
Virgiliu Draghiceanu’s book, 707 Days Under
the Culture of the German Fist, which had de-
picted in unflattering colours the occupation
of the Central Powers in Romania between
1916 and 1918'. The Romanian military au-
thorities recognised in the spring of 1941 that
feelings regarding Germany were divided. For
the Germans, things were just as complicated.
Throughout the interwar period, Romania had
been regarded as a beneficiary of the Treaty
of Versailles. To make things even more com-
plicated, the loss of a significant part of Tran-
sylvania in the summer of 1940 had been the
result of an arbitration, which Romanian pub-
lic opinion considered a real diktat, in which
Germany had played a decisive role.

The German perception of the Romanians
emerges very clearly from a memorandum
of the First Counterintelligence Section of
the Special Intelligence Service (SSI), dated
29 November 1940 and suggestively entitled
“What is Romania and what can it become?”:
“The Carpathians divide Romania into two
fundamentally different regions,” the preamble
of the report stated. “Transylvania and Banat
are marked by Central European influence,
Muntenia, Moldova and the Danube Delta re-
gion are, on the contrary, Oriental-Asian. Up
to the Arc of the Carpathians, for ten centu-
ries, the civilisation of the empire penetrates.
On the other side of the Carpathians, it was
not possible to evolve in the same way, here
begins a space with confused forms of exist-
ence, without specific features, depending
on the colonial manner exercised from the
outside. Wallachia and Moldavia were the no
man’s land” of the German, Turkish and Rus-
sian empires, becoming autonomous tempo-
rarily, only at the discretion of these powers.
The Romanian nation, even today, is nothing
more than a legend of historical records. Until

the nineteenth century there was in Wallachia
no more than a vegetative life, of peasants and
shepherds, the population barely exceeding
one million people, not individualising in its
social strata and, even less, no leaders emerg-
ing within society, this patriarchal way of living
being destined to fulfil the strict needs of the
individual. The way of life of this people was
influenced, in the 19th and early 20th centu-
ries, by the emergence of the European indus-
trial system that transformed the steppe into
arable land. The economic leap recorded, as in
all primitive societies, was due to population
growth. The result was a substantial number
of large landowners, an oppressive class with
no connection with the land or with the work-
ing masses, and one could not speak in these
conditions of a people, therefore not even of a
nation. Beyond the analysis itself, such a vision
dramatically influenced an alliance in which,
obviously, according to Bismarck’s metaphor,
there was a horse and a rider?.

In the spring of 1941, when the prepara-
tions for the invasion of the Soviet Union were
advanced and the Romanian Army was ex-
pected to participate, in one form or another,
in this war, there were rather unfavourable
perceptions in Berlin regarding the Roma-
nian Army and its operational (in)capabilities.
All these gloomy reports made Adolf Hitler
declare on 30 March 1941: “Nothing can be
done with the Romanians. Perhaps, behind a
very strong obstacle (river) they could provide
defence where there is no attack. Antonescu
increased his army, instead of reducing and
improving it. The fate of large German units
must not be dependent on the resistance of
Romanian units”

The victory obtained at the beginning of the
war, when Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina
were liberated after the territorial concessions
in the summer of 1940, strengthened the Ro-
manian-German cooperation, especially at the
command level. Antonescu was aware, how-
ever, that this victory was due to a large extent
to the German troops and less to the Roma-
nian Army, which, however, had suffered quite
heavy losses during the operation. When, on
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27 July, Adolf Hitler asked him to continue
military operations beyond the Dniester, Ion
Antonescu did not refuse him, declaring that
“he will go to the end’, that “he would not im-
pose any conditions and would not discuss this
military cooperation in a new territory at all’,
that he had “full confidence in the justice that
Fithrer and Chancellor Adolf Hitler would do
to the Romanian people”*

Accepting this request, Ion Antonescu
said that he was doing so in order to secure
Germany’s support for the restoration of the
country’s western border. Apart from the stra-
tegic arguments, he invoked reasons of loyalty
to the German ally, which had contributed to
the liberation of the territories occupied by the
Soviet Union a year earlier, confessing that “it
would have been a dishonour for us to have
gone to the Dniester and then say to the Ger-
mans: goodbye!”

A Prolonged Siege

Although it is generally known that Roma-
nian-German relations steadily deteriorated
after the defeats at the Don Bend and the
Kalmyk Steppe, during the battle for Stalin-
grad, the protracted campaign in Odessa gave
rise to the first tensions between Germany and
its main ally on the Eastern Front. The deci-
sion to occupy Odessa exclusively through
the effort of the Romanian troops belonged
to General Antonescu, and the military lead-
ers in Berlin did not raise any objections, in
the light of the encirclement operations in the
Kyiv area that they were carrying out in Au-
gust 1941.

Although the Wehrmacht’s communiqués
of 15 August triumphantly announced the en-
circlement of the cities of Nikolaev and Odes-
sa®, the Germans were beginning to realise that
the Romanian armed forces were not capable
of carrying out the siege without help. On
20 August, General Eugen von Schobert’, com-
mander of the German 11th Army, which at
that time was operating between the Bug and
the Dniester, asked General Arthur Hauffe?, the
head of the German Military Mission, which

Colonel General Eugen Ritter von Schobert,
commander of the German 11th Army
(5 October 1940 - 12 September 1941), part of Army
Group South, under whose command Romanian
troops also fought during the initial
phase of Operation Barbarossa
Source: Ottmar Trascd, Valentin Orga, Adrian Boda, J6zsef Benkd
(editors), Armata romdénd pe Frontul de Est in imagini
(1941-1944), (Romanian Army on the Eastern Front
in Photographs, 1941-1944), Argonaut Publishing House,
Cluj-Napoca, 2021

was tactically subordinated to him, to discuss
with the Romanian side some issues regard-
ing the situation in Odessa. As the command
of the 11th Army was supposed to function as
the “operational staff” of Ion Antonescu, the
supreme commander of the Romanian-Ger-
man armies, Hauffe was the liaison officer with
the Romanian Army, being present in the “Pa-
tria” command train. Von Schobert specified
that, given the passage of the Bug by the Ger-
man 11th Army, he wanted “to know very pre-
cisely what the prospects of the attack were”
Consequently, he was interested in finding out
when the Romanian General Headquarters
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expected the city to be conquered, whether the
Romanian forces were sufficient, whether Ger-
man help would be desirable, and whether it
was not advisable for the artillery in the main
breakthrough sector to be entrusted to a Ger-
man officer.

The head of the German Military Mission
discussed on the same day with Antonescu
and the chief of the Romanian General Staff,
General Alexandru loanitiv’, the problems
raised by von Schobert, communicating to
his superiors in the evening: “The conquest of
Odessa will be hastened by all means. It is as-
sumed that its occupation will take place at the
latest [emphasis in original] at the beginning
of September” Marshal Antonescu thanked
for the proposal for help from the German
forces, which he refused, considering that the
Romanian Army was sufficient. However, he
would have wanted support from the German
air force to neutralise the Soviet fleet. He did
not even accept the appointment of a German
artillery commander®. He was still optimistic
about the Romanian Army’s ability to quickly
conquer Odessa. The next day, on 21 August,
Marshal Antonescu informed Field Marshal
Gerd von Rundstedt that “later, after the occu-
pation of Odessa, I will be able to organise an
ammunition and fuel supply base on the Bug,
in the Vosniesjensk region”!!

Dissatisfied with the answer received, on
the evening of 21 August, the General Staff of
the OKH asked the head of the military mis-
sion a direct question, to which it requested
an immediate answer: were the Romanians
in a position to conquer Odessa on their own
and, if not, what would have been the neces-
sary support from the Germans, the telegram
specifying that “the hasty occupation of Odes-
sa is of decisive significance for the supply of
the 11th Army” Hauffe talked to Antonescu.
The marshal, probably out of a desire not to
refuse help too categorically again, agreed
to bring in German troops. On 22 August,
Hauffe communicated that the Romanian
Army was capable of carrying out its mission
with its own forces until 2 September; to has-
ten the occupation of Odessa, the following
German forces would have been needed: an
artillery regimental staff and two heavy ar-

tillery sections, a pioneer battalion with two
companies, a fighter aircraft group, a bomber
aircraft group and two anti-aircraft heavy ar-
tillery sections!?.

The Romanian Army resumed the attack
on 23 August. Antonescu hoped to put his ally
in front of the fait accompli, without the need
for the German units that he had requested
more as a matter of courtesy. But the opera-
tions did not achieve the expected success. On
27 August 1941, General Hauffe telegraphed
in an indignant tone to the Chief of the Roma-
nian General Staff, General loanitiu: “In the
interest of supplying the 11th Army, it is nec-
essary to quickly conquer Odessa. I ask you
to act so that the attack and conquest of the
city will certainly begin today at 28.VII], in the
morning. Please allow me to point out, based
on the experience of the war, that attacking
troops should be assigned objectives extend-
ing far away and intermediate objectives, that
the artillery fire of the attacking units should
be used to support their impetuous advance,
and that air power should be employed at
points of main effort. It is appropriate to throw
even more leaflets at Odessa and to instruct
the attacking troops on the need to carry out
a breakthrough attack as soon as possible, in
the interest of overall (joint) operations” It is
difficult to specify how much and how the Ro-
manian side took into account this advice that
was based on the “experience of the war”; it is
possible that, feeling offended, in his capacity
as head of the Romanian General Headquar-
ters and senior in rank, Ioanitiu overlooked
these “indications”.

The Germans Insist: the City Must Fall

On 3 and 5 September 1941, General Hauffe
presented an assessment on the situation in
Odessa at the Romanian General Headquar-
ters, and General loanitiu informed the Min-
istry of War and General Antonescu about the
details. “Despite the initial signs of disorgan-
isation and demoralisation observed recently,
the Russian infantry is still fighting fiercely,™*
said the Head of the German Military Mission,
who assessed the offensive value of the Soviet

troops as low, but the defensive value still high,
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supported by “improvised defensive positions,
skilfully organised, and the area conducive to a
long defence.

At the end of his presentation, with a slight
accent of reproach, General Hauffe concluded:
“The Romanian command declined the help of
a German division that had been offered to it,
in the desire to carry out the operations for
the conquest of Odessa alone and not to im-
mobilise German forces in this part, as long
as they were necessary for the continuation of
operations in the East. We are not abandon-
ing our determination to carry out the opera-
tions through to their conclusion, nor are we
considering sparing our forces or reducing the
sacrifices, just as we did not hesitate for a mo-
ment to provide everything that has been re-
quested since the beginning of the campaign as
a Romanian contribution to the ongoing war.
But we must not hide the risk we have that the
operations around Odessa will go slower and
slower and maybe even stagnate, which would
be to the disadvantage of the general situation

of the Southern German front and the supply
of this front1>

On the evening of 4 September, General
Hauffe sent the Land Army Command a de-
tailed telegram regarding the “situation in
Odessa’, in which he tried to explain the failure.
He stated that Marshal Antonescu had intended
to conquer Odessa only with Romanian forces,
at most with a limited participation of German
forces, “not so much for reasons of prestige as
in the interest of the common cause”. Given the
enemy’s situation (landings of reinforcements
and matériel, construction of barricades, the
deployment of naval artillery, air forces oper-
ating, including from Crimea), Hauffe was of
the opinion that a quick conquest of Odessa
was no longer possible, and the intervention of
the German air force, possibly also of the five
requested pioneer battalions, was absolutely
necessary. Regarding the way the Romanian al-
lies fought, Hauffe remarked: “The command
corps was not up to the task; the Romanian sol-
diers lived up to expectations'®”

Bucharest, 2 December 1940. King Michael I and the commander of the German Military Mission in Romania,
General of the Cavalry Erik Hansen, attend the parade of German troops on the occasion of Romania’s

accession to the Tripartite Pact
Source: Ottmar Trascd, Valentin Orga, Adrian Boda, J6zsef Benké (editors), Armata romdnd pe Frontul de Est in imagini (1941-1944),
(Romanian Army on the Eastern Front in Photographs, 1941-1944), Argonaut Publishing House, Cluj-Napoca, 2021
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On 9 September, after a conversation with
the German ambassador in Bucharest, von
Killinger', Mihai Antonescu stated: “he asked
me whether we considered that he should
provide us with armaments or special troops
during the battle of Odessa, in order to reduce
the losses, the Russian weapons and the stra-
tegic conditions being advantageous to Rus-
sia. I drew Minister Killinger’s attention to the
fact that an air action, well supported in the
port of Odessa, which would have disrupted
communications and prevented the arrival of
new forces, could indeed have facilitated the
action of the Romanian Army. The situation
on the Odessa front is very favourable for us,
and that only a pioneer unit and special troops
necessary for the assault on Odessa are useful
in today’s conditions”® As Mihai Antonescu
did not have authority regarding military op-
erations, the response received by the German
ambassador reflected the point of view of the
Head of State.

The Marshal’s somewhat ambiguous opin-
ions are clearly revealed by this exchange of
documents. Had German aid become “decisive”
or not? Interestingly, both the Germans,
through General Hauffe’s statements, and
Marshal Antonescu emphasised the military
interest, “and especially the political one” in
the conquest of Odessa. On 8 September,
under the command of Lieutenant General
L'Homme de Courbiere (directly subordinate
to Marshal Antonescu) were the following
German forces: an infantry regiment with two
battalions, a pioneer regimental staff, four pio-
neer battalions, an artillery regimental staff, a
heavy artillery section with four batteries, two
coastal artillery sections (each with three bat-
teries) and a reconnaissance' company. The ef-
fective Romanian-German cooperation began
on 3 September, when the German 70th Pio-
neer Battalion acted alongside the Romanian
troops at Vakarjani®. These troops were joined
by a dive bomber squadron (which attacked
Soviet troop carriers on several occasions)
and part of a bomber squadron equipped with
Heinkel 111 aircraft, which acted against the
enemy landing on 22 September east of Kujal-
nik Lake?!. These units belonged to the 4th Air
Corps detached from Army Group South?.

The successful Soviet landing on the night
of 21-22 September led to a crisis in the Ro-
manian command structure, Antonescu de-
ciding to suspend the attack and place the
Romanian 4th Army on the defensive. The
decision displeased the Germans, who viewed
the Odessa campaign from a much broader
perspective, in connection with the 11th Ar-
my’s offensive into Crimea. On 24 September,
at noon, in the command train “Patria’; sta-
tioned at Tighina, the situation was analysed
and Marshal Antonescu, General Iacobici*,
General Palingeanu* (deputy chief of the
General Headquarters), General Hauffe and
Major General Zoeller (chief of the operations
section of the General Staff of the German
Military Mission) participated. Before the
meeting, Antonescu decorated Hauffe with
the Order “Mihai Viteazul” 2nd class, the lat-
ter expressing his “regret that this distinction
was not connected with the fall of Odessa and
stating that he was deeply moved” Then the
Head of State presented the situation of the
Romanian 5th Army Corps, showing that the
Soviets, using troops brought from the Cauca-
sus and new “English and American” combat
matériel, demonstrated an “unwavering ability
to attack’, while the Romanian troops suffered
heavy losses and also faced great difficulties
due to shortages of ammunition. He then sug-
gested that “a decisive impetus was required
by engaging the German infantry on the front
line’, while the German troops under Cour-
biere were “being kept in reserve’, although he
himself had ordered, when the Allied troops
entered the deployment area, that they should
be used only in the second or even the final
phase, especially against the enemy’s rein-
forced points®.

In reply, Hauffe wanted to emphasise the
importance of Odessa in relation to the other
operations of Army Group South. In order
to “restore the confidence of the Romanians
again’, he specified that the German air force
attacks would make it impossible for the So-
viet fleet to maintain the existing volume of
maritime traffic. In conclusion, “he expressed
his regret that, despite all the preparations
made, a final effort could not be undertaken.
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Perhaps the 4th Army is about to abandon the
fight just before victory is achieved. Instead,
by suspending the attack, the situation of
the Russians could suddenly change; if there
were no further pressure on Odessa, they
would fully regain freedom of movement”
But Antonescu was not convinced. The attack
was to be resumed only when “strong German
aid” arrived®. The attitude of the Romanians
created a state of disappointment within the
German Military Mission. “It was suspected
that, apart from the reasons given by An-
tonescu, there were others motives of a politi-
cal nature””

An important source on how the German
High Command was tracking the evolution of
the campaign for the Battle of Odessa is the
daily entries of General Franz Halder, at that
time Chief of Staft of the Land Army (OKH).

On 26 September, Halder received Gen-
eral Hauffe at East Prussian Headquarters,
Antonescu’s refusal to resume the offensive
arousing discontent at the OKH. After the
meeting, Halder noted: “General Hauffe re-
ports on the situation in Odessa. Two days ago,
Antonescu finally decided to request German
assistance. Romanians cannot occupy Odessa
alone. He wants: a) troops and b) air support.
Hauffe estimates the required assistance at two
infantry divisions, three or even four light ar-
tillery battalions, a reconnaissance battalion, a
fully equipped corps headquarters, a battalion
of rocket launchers and air support”?

General Hauffe also provided details of his
discussion with Halder: “Around 6 p.m., [ went
to the operations department. There I met the
head of the department in the corridor. He told
me that the Chief of Staff is very upset because
German forces were now needed to take Odes-
sa. This should have been done a long time ago.
Apparently, for reasons of prestige and inter-
nal politics, Marshal Antonescu did not want
German troops to be placed at his disposal un-
til now, although they had been offered to him
(54th Army Corps, 50th and 170th Divisions);
Antonescu had probably wanted to become a
marshal by the end of August, convincing his
people that he was able to do it [to conquer
Odessa] alone with his army. And here, at the

OKH headquarters, as at the OKW, this is be-
lieved™3!. Hauffe opposed this view, arguing
that Antonescu “was the only one who, with-
out any conditions and without any restraint,
placed his army at the disposal of the Fiihrer.
This is not a matter of prestige; he refused Ger-
man support so as not to weaken their offen-
sive power in the East”?

Prestige or Pride?

On 5 October 1941, Adolf Hitler addressed
a letter to Marshal Antonescu, in which, af-
ter praising the actions of the Romanian 3rd
Army as “valuable’, he added: “The fact that
you have not expressed any desire to be given
German support for the attack on Odessa,
when all the German forces were engaged in
heavy fighting, I appreciate this very much.
Now, however, after the huge victory in Kyiv,
in order to ease the Romanian troops’ attack
on Odessa and to spare lives there, I think it is
necessary to provide this front with additional
heavy artillery depending on the situation and
a (whole) infantry division after it becomes
available. In connection with this, I believe
that first of all it is necessary to advance from
the northeast, therefore in the sector of your
5th Army Corps, so close to the gorge located
near the sea and on this gorge, that the port
facilities can be taken under the most concen-
trated artillery fire. The consequences of this
approach will also have a profound effect on
the situation of the north-western front as it
will prevent any appreciable reinforcement
and resupply of the enemy by sea. Also, the
purely psychological effects of the destruction
of the enemy’s major logistical city should not
be underestimated.

Based on these considerations, I propose
that the German units currently deployed on
the northwestern front be regrouped into the
5th Army Corps and that, after the arrival of
the German artillery reinforcements, the at-
tack should be resumed there until the port
of Odessa can be brought under artillery fire.
I have instructed Field Marshal von Rundstedt
to liaise with you, Marshal Antonescu, in or-
der to coordinate the orders to be given to the
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Romanian and German forces in Odessa under
your supreme command.*

In the end, it was not necessary to intro-
duce other German units into the battle, as the
Soviets put up only weak resistance on 15 Oc-
tober, when the Romanian troops resumed
the offensive. The reports of the German
High Command of 16 October began with
this announcement®, which demonstrates the
importance of the event even for decision-
makers in Berlin. The final communiqué of the
day announced that “The 4th Romanian Army
conquered Odessa today, 16.10.1941, at 3 p.m.
after the Soviet troops withdrew from the
city”?* General Halder himself telegraphed to
General Iacobici, declaring himself “delighted
with the successful completion of the con-
quest of Odessa and conveying “the most sin-
cere congratulations to your excellency and to
the bravery of the Romanian Army”* In turn,
Marshal Antonescu wrote to General Hauffe,
in response to a congratulatory telegram:
“Thank you from the bottom of my heart for
the words you sent me on the occasion of the
victory at Odessa. In these days of great joy
and glory, all my thoughts of gratitude turn to
the German troops, who have embarked on
the holy struggle against slavery”*

The question remains as to why the Ger-
man leadership decided not to get involved
with forces in the siege of Odessa from the
beginning, and the key to the answer lies in
the role that the city played in the German
operational plans. Initially, it was believed that
the numerical superiority of the Romanian 4th
Army would be sufficient for an easy victory.
Some have suggested that the German ally’s
dissatisfaction was merely formal. The Roma-
nian 4th Army had no role in the architecture
of the front after Odessa fell. Thus, the German
leadership considered that it would serve the
useful task of tying down Soviet troops with
great combat capability in this sector, the lack
of which would be felt on other fronts. From
this point of view, the more reinforcements
the Soviets brought to Odessa, the better, pro-
vided that they were not so strong that they
could launch a rear attack against the flank of
Army Group South, a fear expressed by the
Romanian command (probably to emphasise
the need for more consistent air support), but
not shared by the Germans™®.

Romanian-German relations during the
campaign to conquer Odessa were character-
ised by Berlin’s distrust of the Romanian Army’s
ability to conquer the city, a perception that
deepened as the attacks failed. Antonescu saw
the conquest of Odessa as a matter of prestige,
and his behaviour was contradictory: on the
one hand he refused, at one point, to continue
the attack without German support, and on the
other hand he hesitated to accept assistance
that included infantry troops, precisely to pre-
serve the glory of the conquest of the city for
the Romanian Army and, naturally, for himself.
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Abstract

The participation of the Ottoman Empire in the First World War opened new battlefronts
in both Europe and Asia. The main opponents of the Ottomans were the British (Egypt-Syria,
Mesopotamia) and the Russians (the Caucasus). While the British fought to defend the com-
munication routes with India, blocking the Ottomans’ access to the Suez Canal and the Per-
sian Gulf, the Russians attacked the Ottomans in the Caucasus and maintained control over
Persia. The situation changed considerably in 1915, as the Germans sought to draw Persia into
the war on their side and subsequently to co-opt Afghanistan in a possible attack on India, the
jewel in the British crown. These plans were thwarted by Russia and Britain, which occupied
Persia and prevented the Germans from entering the country. After the British disaster at Kut
al-Amara (April 1916), the Russians and the British concluded that a blow leading to the cap-
ture of the city of Mosul could cause the collapse of the entire Ottoman front from the Caucasus
to Mesopotamia. The fall of Mosul to the Entente would have dealt a heavy blow to the Otto-
man Empire and its German allies. The objective pursued by the Anglo-Russians was the rapid
withdrawal of the Ottomans from the war. For certain reasons, discussed in this article, Mosul
was not captured by the Entente in 1916 or 1917. The city remained under Ottoman control
until the end of 1918, when it was occupied, after heavy fighting, by the British.

Keywords: Mesopotamia, Persia, Ottoman Empire, Tsarist Russia, British Empire, Kur-
distan
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1. Introducere razboi, impreuna cu cateva nave militare ger-

La sfarsitul lunii octombrie 1914, Imperiul | mane, a atacat mai multe porturi rusesti de la
Otoman a intrat in Primul Rdzboi Mondial de | Marea Neagrd. Dupa ce Antanta’ a declarat
partea Puterilor Centrale', dupa ce flota sa de | oficial razboi Imperiului Otoman? sultanul
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Mehmed al V-lea Reshad a chemat toti mu-
sulmanii la luptd impotriva acesteia. Razboiul
sfant (jihad), proclamat la Constantinopol, ar
fi trebuit sa deschida drumul armatelor sulta-
nului pana in Persia, Egipt, Afganistan si chiar
panad in India.

La inceputul lunii noiembrie 1914, Impe-
riul Otoman a deschis mai multe fronturi im-
potriva Antantei. In Caucaz, luptau impotriva
rusilor, iar in Siria si Mesopotamia, impotri-
va englezilor. Pentru a-si apéra comunicatiile
cu India, dar si investitiile detinute de APOC
in sud-vestul Persiei?, britanicii au trimis Ex-
peditionary Force ,D” in sudul Mesopota-
miei. Aceastd formatiune militara® a ocupat
cu usurintd zona Shatt-al Arab, orasul Basra
(22 noiembrie) si a invins singura forti otoma-
na ramasa in zona, Divizia a 38-a°. Enver Pasa,
ministrul turc de rdzboi si comandant de facto
al armatei otomane, a gresit atunci cand a de-
cis sa acorde Mesopotamiei un rol marginal in
campania sa impotriva Antantei. Acest lucru
a favorizat inaintarea britanicilor in teatrul de
razboi din Mesopotamia. In 1915, generalul
englez Charles V.F. Townshend a preluat co-
manda Diviziei 6 Infanterie din Mesopotamia
si a atacat, cu intentia de a ocupa Bagdad, ca-
pitala acestei provincii turcesti. Insi intentia
sa a fost dejucata de otomani, care au trimis
in Mesopotamia diviziile 35, 51 si 52 infante-
rie de pe fronturile din Siria si Caucaz si pe
feldmaresalul german Colmar von der Goltz.
La sfatul lui vor der Géltz, Inaltul Comanda-
ment otoman a trecut la reorganizarea trupe-
lor de pe frontul mesopotamian. Enver Pasa
l-a numit pe von der Goltz comandant al noii
Armate a 6-a, care a inclus corpurile XIII (di-
viziile 35 si 38) si XVIII armati (diviziile 51 si
52). Armata a 6-a a blocat, la sfarsitul anului
1915, avansul spre Bagdad al trupelor britanice
conduse de generalul Townshend. Mai mult,
intre decembrie 1915 si aprilie 1916, otoma-
nii’ au incercuit Divizia a 6-a anglo-indiana
la Kut al-Amara. Capitularea acestei divizii®,
la 29 aprilie 1916, a reprezentat cea mai grea
infrangere a britanicilor din Primul Razboi
Mondial. Conform lui EW. Halsey, victoria tur-
cilor de la Kut al-Amara ,a dat o lovitura foar-
te grea prestigiului militar britanic™. In timp
ce von der Goltz era trimis in Mesopotamia,

Germania si-a intensificat actiunile de a atra-
ge Persia in razboi de partea sa. Tanarul sah al
Persiei, Ahmad Marza, anuntase inca din 2/15
noiembrie 1914, la céateva zile dupa ce Impe-
riul Otoman a intrat in rdzboi, ca tara sa rama-
ne neutrd. Cu toate acestea, in vara si toamna
anului 1915, folosind tema rdzboiului sfant
declarat de sultanul Mehmed al V-lea Reshad
impotriva Antantei, o serie de trimisi germani
au incercat si convinga pe sahul Ahmad sa an-
gajeze Persia de partea Puterilor Centrale. An-
tanta a reactionat la aceste manevre, mai ales
cd o parte a Persiei era sub ocupatia trupelor
ruse’®. ,Reprezentantii Antantei la Teheran au
transmis guvernului persan cd, daca va incheia
vreun acord special cu Germania si Imperiul
Otoman, integritatea si independenta Per-
siei vor fi puse in discutie” (tr. n.). Cu toate
acestea, autoritatile persane, mituite generos
de trimisii kaiserului Wilhelm al II-lea, erau
pregitite sa declare ridzboi Antantei. Potrivit
istoricului rus A.L. Gotovtev, acest risc, care
s-ar fi putut transforma intr-o ,amenintare
directa la adresa Indiei din partea germanilor,
care ar putea opera prin Persia si Afganistan,
a fortat guvernul britanic sd cearda guvernu-
lui rus sd ocupe granitele nordice si estice ale
Persiei”'? (tr. n.). Sahul Ahmad a fost fortat de
un corp expeditionar rus', debarcat la Enzeli,
la 30 octombrie/12 noiembrie 1915, si renunte
la orice intentii de a semna vreo intelegere cu
trimisii Germaniei. Detasamentul rus a ocu-
pat rapid orasele Qazvin (11/24 noiembrie),
Hamadan (3/16 decembrie) si Qom (9/22 de-
cembrie 1915). Sustinatorii germanilor s-au
adunat in orasul Kermanshah, unde au format
un guvern separat si au asteptat ajutorul oto-
manilor'*. ,Dupa ce complotul lor de a-i lua pe
sah si guvernul sdu cu ei a esuat, germanii au
continuat miscarea revolutionara in districtul
Kermanshah, recuperandu-si putin din presti-
giu prin evacuarea britanica din Gallipoli (la
sfarsitul anului 1915 si inceputul anului 1916),
precum si prin succesul turcilor in incercuirea
orasului Kut al-Amara” (tr. n.).

In vara anului 1916, Antanta a constientizat
ca Imperiul Otoman poate fi invins destul de
usor. Planul aliat prevedea o colaborare a arma-
telor celor doua imperii aflate in Mesopotamia
si Persia. Actiunea comund a acestora avea sa
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duca la cucerirea orasului Mosul si la spar-
gerea frontului otoman din Mesopotamia si
Kurdistan.

2. Teatrul de operatiuni

Pentru realizarea acestui studiu am folosit
cat mai multe materiale inedite. Am incercat,
totodati, si redau cat mai fidel evenimentele
care fac obiectul prezentului articol. In acest
sens am verificat informatiile obtinute in cét
mai multe marturii, articole, carti sau docu-
mente de arhivd disponibile. Cele mai im-
portante lucréri utilizate ca surse pentru do-
cumentare sunt citate in notele de subsol ale
materialului.

Kurdistanul si Mesopotamia au fost prin-
cipalele zone unde au avut loc operatiunile
militare descrise in articolul de fatd. Hans-
Joachim von Loeschebrand-Horn, un german
care se afla in Mesopotamia si care lupta de
partea turcilor, a descris cat se poate de fidel
zona adiacentd granitei otomano-persane,
care includea si Kurdistanul: ,De la Djebel
Hamrin spre nord-est se succed, mai intii mai
distantate, apoi din ce in ce mai apropiate...
lanturile muntoase ridicate de scoarta terestra
in retragere. Abrupte, adesea verticale, varfuri-
le muntilor, crutate de apa si de intemperii, se
inaltd spre cer. Pe langd lanturile muntoase cu
aspect virgin... apare adesea brusc un labirint
de munti singuratici uriasi. Satele rare se as-
cund in véi si pe versanti greu accesibili. Nimic
nu indicé prezenta oamenilor. Totul se rezuma
la o singuratate grandioasd. Drumurile erau
aproape inexistente. Cele existente erau de o
calitate foarte proastd. Abia la Saqqiz drumu-
rile deveneau din nou practicabile. Intre acest
loc si linia Kifri-Kirkuk, la marginea vestica
a muntilor, pe o distanta de peste 200 km in
linie dreaptd existau doar poteci de munte pe
care niciun vehicul cu roti nu trecuse vreoda-
ta. Aceasta este o parte din Kurdistan, locul de
resedintd al unui popor montan indo-euro-
pean care nu recunoaste niciun stapan. In sud-
vest, Djebel Hamrin formeaza granita intre
kurzi si arabi™ (tr. n.).

Acelasi autor mentioneaza ci ,pana in
anii saizeci ai secolului al XIX-lea, in Senne
si Sulaymaniyah s-au pastrat state kurde
independente. Apoi, turcii si persanii si-au extins
treptat avanposturile, primii catre Sulaymaniyah,

ceilalti citre Senne si pitorescul Saqqiz. Domi-
natia lor, in masura in care se poate vorbi de asa
ceva, se limita la zona urbané a oraselor. in afa-
ra acesteia, pe partea persand, datoritd puterii
statale mai slabe a acestei téri, datoritd culturii
comune, religiei comune (kurzii sunt siiti) si
limbii similare, raporturile erau acceptabile si
existau multiple legéturi intre cele doud parti,
pe partea turci insd se desfiasura o luptd ne-
incetatd si acerbd intre populatia rurala kurda
sedentard si jandarmii turci. Nici in timpul
Primului Razboi Mondial aceastd luptd nu a
incetat, chiar dacd triburile kurde au apérat
impreuna cu turcii tara lor impotriva rusilor””
(tr. n.).

Potrivit aceluiasi autor, in perioada Primului
Rézboi Mondial, Kurdistanul era foarte sarac si
nu putea sustine prezenta si actiunile unor ar-
mate de mari dimensiuni: ,Agricultura se limi-
ta la orz, orez si putin grau. In aceast regiune,
aprovizionarea trupelor capita o importanta
decisivd, mai ales cd lipseau instalatiile de eta-
pa propriu-zise. Acestea ar fi de putin folos, de-
oarece baza din jurul Sulaymaniyah nu produ-
cea suficienta hrana nici pentru propriile nevoi
si, in timpuri de pace, importa provizii din Per-
sia. Muntii inalti nu furnizeazé aproape nimic.
Abia dincolo de acestia, in zona fertila din jurul
Saqqiz, se gdseau provizii suficiente”® (tr. n.).

Kurdistanul se continud spre sud cu cAmpia
Mesopotamiei, care urmadreste raurile Tigru
si Eufrat: ,La sud de Bagdad, zonele joase ale
campiei sunt adesea mlastinoase. Existd dru-
muri de pamant. Réurile Tigru si Eufrat au o
serie de afluenti si servesc ca rute de aprovizi-
onare. Vara, rdurile devin foarte putin adanci.
In campia Mesopotamiei, clima este umeda.
Lacurile si mlastinile aflate acolo au cauzat
aparitia unor boli care au afectat serios trupele
anglo-indiene care au luptat cu cele otomane
in Primul Razboi Mondial”® (tr. n.).

3. Incercirile ratate ale Antantei
de a cuceri orasul Mosul
Dupa capitularea englezilor la Kut al-Ama-
ra, planurile facute de Inaltul Comandament
turc pentru Mesopotamia si Persia s-au mo-
dificat substantial. Orasul Mosul a dobandit
brusc o mare importanti atat pentru Antants,

cat si pentru turco-germani. Pentru rusi,
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Mosul era important ,deoarece un drum prin-
cipal traversa valea raului Tigru si facilita un
atac asupra spatelui a doud armate otomane®.
O eventuala cucerire a orasului Mosul ar fi pus
sub presiune peste 100.000 de soldati otomani
din armatele a 2-a si a 6-a. Pentru englezi,
cucerirea acestui oras ar fi deschis calea spre
capitularea Imperiului Otoman. Pentru oto-
mani era indispensabild mentinerea acestuia
intrucat calea ferata Constantinopol-Bagdad
(Bagdadbahn) era in constructie si cu ajutorul
ei puteau asigura aprovizionarea trupelor din
Mesopotamia, Caucaz si Persia.

Pentru a pastra regiunea Mosul-Bagdad,
Enver Pasa a decis sa trimitd Corpul XIII Ar-
mata? din compunerea Armatei a 6-a impotri-
va detasamentului rus comandat de generalul
N.N. Baratov, desfasurat in Persia vestica. In
acelasi timp, doud grupuri?* (Gruparea Su-
laymaniyah si Gruparea Mosul) au fost con-
centrate langa frontiera persana in Kurdistan.
Enver Pasa l-a informat pe Omer Naci Bey,
comandantul unui detasament din Gruparea
Sulaymaniyah, cé ,cea mai importanta datorie
a grupdrii din care face parte este de a prote-
ja flancul stang si spatele Corpului XIII, care
urma sa mearga in Persia’ (tr. n.). De aseme-
nea, aceeasi sarcind a fost trasata si Gruparii
Mosul*. Istoricul A.L. Gotovtev noteazi: ,Ha-
lil Pasa, comandantul Armatei a 6-a otomane,
si-a propus sé-i alunge pe rusi din Kurdistan,
sd recastige teritoriul persan ocupat de rusi
si sa atraga Persia de partea Imperiului Oto-
man si Germaniei. Pentru a invinge princi-
palele forte ale lui Baratov, otomanii au ales
ca lovitura principald sd fie datd in directia
Kermanshah-Hamadan. Un atac auxiliar a fost
programat de la Mosul spre lacul Urmia, prin
Sulaymaniyah™ (tr. n.).

In esenti, ofensiva Corpului XIII Armati
otoman (aflat sub comanda lui Ali Thsan Pasa
Sabis)* urma si fie sprijinita pe aripa dreapta
de Corpul XVIII Armati (comandant Kazim
Karabekir Pasa), iar pe stdnga, de grupurile
Sulaymaniyah si Mosul. Comandantul Arma-
tei a 6-a otomane, Halil Pasa, ,stia cd Baratov
nu putea sa dispuna de mai mult de 14.000 de
oameni impotriva turcilor”” (tr. n.). Ali Thsan
Pasa a atacat si a invins mai multe unitéti ale
Detasamentului Baratov?® la Kerind (28 iunie
1916). Pe 15 iulie 1916, Ali Ihsan Pasa a intrat

in Kermanshah. Avansul turcesc in Persia a
fost slab, din cauza temperaturilor ridicate si
a bolilor care devastau trupele otomane. Ali
Ihsan Pasa a ajuns, totusi, la Hamadan, pe care
l-a cucerit la 10 august 1916. In ciuda acestor
succese, situatia s-a schimbat destul de repede
in defavoarea turcilor pe aripa stanga a Corpu-
lui XIIT Armaté otoman. Cele doud grupari oto-
mane din Kurdistan (Sulaymaniyah si Mosul)
se confruntau cu un intreg corp de armata rus.
Relieful muntos dificil si lungimea frontului
(cca 400 km) au ingreunat operatiunile otoma-
nilor. Trupele ruse din aceasté parte a frontu-
lui caucazian ficeau parte din Detasamentul
Azerbaidjan-Van®. Generalul E. Cernozubov,
comandantul acestui detasament, a primit mi-
siunea sa avanseze in regiunea muntoasd a
Kurdistanului, cu scopul de a separa armata
turca din Mesopotamia de fortele din Anatolia
si Caucaz, pentru a sustine operatiunile fortei
expeditionare britanice de la sud de Bagdad si
pe cele ale detasamentului condus de Baratov
in Persia. Cazacii din Detasamentul Azerbai-
djan-Van au fost primii care au incercat o lo-
viturd in Kurdistan pentru a ajunge in spatele
Armatei a 6-a otomane. La 30 aprilie/13 mai
1916, acestia au intrat in orasul Rawandiz,
aflat la doar 100 km de Mosul. Acolo s-au oprit
dupa ce au aflat de capitularea englezilor la Kut
al-Amara.

La 9 iunie 1916, Gruparea Sulaymaniyah a
lansat un atac impotriva trupelor ruse condu-
se de Cernozubov in directia orasului Penjwin.
Omer Naci Bey, care conducea Detasamentul
Penjwin din Gruparea Sulaymaniyah, avea
la dispozitie ,un batalion de 1.000 de oa-
meni, 6 mitraliere grele, 6 tunuri de munte
obisnuite si aproximativ 2.000 de cavaleristi
kurzi”® (tr. n.), cu care i-a atacat pe rusi in
directia orasului Baneh, reusind sa-i respin-
ga. Planul otomanilor viza ocuparea orasului
Senne si tdierea legaturii dintre Detasamentul
Azerbaidjan-Van si trupele generalului Bara-
tov din Persia. Intre timp ins4, trupele ruse din
regiunea Rawandiz au invins Gruparea Mosul
(comandant Haydar Bey) si au inaintat spre Sa-
vujbulak (in prezent, Mahabad in Iran). Drept
urmare, atdt Gruparea Mosul, cét si Gruparea
Sulaymaniyah au fost nevoite sa se retraga pe
linia de plecare. Sincopele grupurilor otoma-
ne au fost cauzate de lipsa unei coordoniri
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Orasul Penjwin din Kurdistan. Imaginea a fost preluata din cartea lui C.]. Edmonds, Kurds,
Turks and Arabs. Politics, Travel and Research in North-Eastern Iraq, 1919-1925,
Oxford University Press, Londra, 1957, p. 115

eficiente a miscarilor acestora. Gruparea Su-
laymaniyah era plasatda sub comanda Armatei
a 6-a, iar Gruparea Mosul era arondatd Arma-
teia 2-a.

Dupi declansarea actiunilor in Persia, ,pro-
tejarea flancurilor si spatelui Corpului XIII Ar-
mata turc a devenit foarte importantd pentru
Armata a 6-a. In acest scop, Grupul Sulayma-
niyah a fost dirijat spre orasul Senne, iar Gru-
pul Mosul, care se afla la 10 kilometri vest de
Rawandiz, trebuia sa asigure frontul dintre Ra-
yat si Savujbulak”! (tr.n.). La 30 iulie 1916, Gru-
parea Mosul a fost subordonata Armatei a 6-a
tocmai pentru a se realiza unitatea de comanda
necesard actiunilor impotriva corpurilor I si II
cavalerie caucaziene®. Insi actiunile grupari-
lor otomane din Kurdistan au fost contracarate
puternic de cavaleria cazacd. La 22 august, la
Rayat, Gruparea Mosul a fost pur si simplu dis-
trusd dupi o lupta cu rusii®. In lupta de langa
Rayat, ,0 mare parte din fortele Diviziei a 4-a
otomane a fost capturata, doar Regimentul 22
Infanterie (comandant Haci Ibrahim Bey), in-
térit cu soldatii supravietuitori ai Regimentului
11 Infanterie (comandant Lutfii Bey), a rdmas
o fortd serioasd. Pierderile Grupdrii Mosul pe

22 august 1916 au fost ingrozitoare. Coman-
dantul Armatei a 6-a a subliniat clar acest fapt
in raportul sdu cétre Biroul Comandantului
Suprem, doua zile mai tarziu, declarand cd «nu
se mai poate astepta rezistenta din partea Gru-
parii Mosul»” (tr. n.). Halil Pasa a mentionat, in
acelasi raport, cd situatia era foarte complicata,
cd urma sa mearga la Rawandiz in dimineata
zilei de 25 august, accentudnd faptul c4, in ca-
zul in care rusii ar actiona eficient, Gruparii
Mosul ii va fi imposibil sa-i opreasci pe rusi in
situatia actuald, ceea ce ar pune Mosulul in pe-
ricol; astfel, a solicitat Comandantului Suprem
sd trimitad rapid ajutoare®. Turcii au abando-
nat orice initiativa ofensiva in sectorul aparat
de Gruparea Mosul. Mai mult, au contopit
grupdrile Sulaymaniyah si Mosul (comandant
Sevket Bey) intr-un singur detasament, care a
fost intarit cu regimentele 165 infanterie si 33
cavalerie retrase de pe alte fronturi (septem-
brie 1916). Detasamentul rezultat, care a pés-
trat numele de Gruparea Mosul, a fost dispus
pe un front situat intre Rawandiz si orasul Su-
laymaniyah®.

Infrangerea otomanilor de la Rayat a deter-
minat un reviriment al trupelor Antantei de pe
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Orasul Mosul si marele pod peste fluviul Tigru, adaptare dupa Osmanli Doneminde Irak
(Irakul in perioada otomand), Directia Generala a Arhivelor Statului, Istanbul, 2006, p. 176

fronturile persan si mesopotamian. Pe cel din
Mesopotamia, englezii, aflati acum sub coman-
da generalului Stanley Maude, erau pregititi
pentru o noud inaintare spre Bagdad. ,Britani-
cii si-au continuat pregatirile pe tot parcursul
verii si toamnei anului 1916, au infiintat o flota
fluviala pentru sprijin pe raul Tigru si au con-
struit un doc in Basra, unde navele mari puteau
ancora pentru a asigura logistica. Maude a res-
pins cu tarie posibilitatea unui atac inainte de
dezvoltarea comunicatiilor fluviale. In acelasi
timp, britanicii au marit numérul trupelor
aflate in Mesopotamia la 166.000 de oameni,
dintre care 107.000 erau indieni”® (tr. n.). La fi-
nalizarea pregatirilor, generalul Maude s-a pu-
tut baza pe ,Corpul I format din diviziile a 3-a
(Lahore) si a 7-a (Meerut) infanterie, recent re-
distribuite din Franta, si pe Corpul III format
din diviziile a 13-a si a 14-a infanterie. Divizia
a 15-a era situatd in Nasiriyah. Fiecare divizie
avea doud brigazi de artilerie, plus detasamente
de genisti si transport™ (tr. n.). Totalul fortelor
britanice din Mesopotamia care urmau si par-
ticipe la ofensiva era format din ,,0 divizie en-
gleza si cinci indiene, plus o brigada de cava-
lerie indianad”® (tr. n.). Generalul Maude a dat
startul ofensivei britanice la 9 ianuarie 1917.
sLurcii si-au apdrat cu incapitanare pozitiile.
Cele mai dificile lupte au avut loc de-a lungul

raului Tigru. Au fost insotite de lungi si pu-
ternice pregatiri de artilerie, descoperiri pe
front si ocoliri ale flancurilor turcilor cu cava-
lerie. Lupta principald s-a dat pentru cuceri-
rea Bagdadului” (tr. n.). Conform istoricului
rus A.L. Gotovtev, ,cea mai crancend batélie a
avut loc intre 9 si 10 martie 1917 pentru céte-
va pozitii aflate langa Bagdad, pe raul Diyala.
Trupele otomane erau extrem de slibite. In
compunerea Corpului XVIII Armatd otoman
(format din diviziile 45, 51 si 52 infanterie)
erau doar 6.200 de soldati cu 80 de mitraliere
si 55 de tunuri. De asemenea, turcii aveau doar
putind munitie”™ (tr. n.). Comandantul Arma-
tei a 6-a otomane, Halil Pasa, a cerut perma-
nent intariri Inaltului Comandament otoman,
condus de Enver Pasa. Cu toate cd a primit
Divizia 14 Infanterie de la Armata a 2-a, Halil
Pasa nu a putut opri avansul britanicilor si a
fost obligat s& paraseascd Bagdadul pe 10 mar-
tie 1917. A doua zi, unitati ale armatei brita-
nice au intrat in capitala Mesopotamiei turce.
Pentru a ajuta ofensiva engleza din Mesopo-
tamia, trupele Corpului I Cavalerie caucazian
din Persia, aflate sub comanda generalului rus
Baratov, au inceput sa atace Corpul XIII Armata
otoman*. Daci in septembrie 1916 Corpul I
Cavalerie caucazian avea ,,13 batalioane de
infanterie, 65 de escadroane de cavalerie si
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sotnii* si 35 de tunuri (10.016 infanteristi, 7.392
de cavaleristi)”*, la mijlocul lunii ianuarie 1917
in compunerea acestuia gésim ,11 batalioane
de infanterie, 64 de escadroane de cavalerie si
sotnii, 2 drujini** graniceri, o companie geniu,
35 de tunuri, 57 de mitraliere si o serie de unitati
auxiliare (cu un efectiv total de 22.419 ofiteri si
soldati)™ (tr. n.).

Intrucat Armata a 6-a otomani era supusi
unui atac puternic al britanicilor, la inceputul
lunii ianuarie 1917, Halil Pasa a fost nevoit s
cheme inapoi Corpul XIII Armatd din Per-
sia. ,Retragerea unitatilor acestuia a avut loc
pe o vreme rea, pe drumuri pline de zapada.
Regimentul 44 Infanterie din Divizia a 6-a a
plecat din Kermanshah pe 21 ianuarie 1917
si a ajuns la Kut al-Amara abia pe 20 februa-
rie. Divizia a 2-a din Corpul XIII a rdmas in
Persia panad la sfarsitul lunii februarie 1917 si
doar in luna martie primele unitati au ajuns
inapoi in Mesopotamia”™® (tr. n.). Acest lucru a
favorizat punerea in miscare a Corpului I Ca-
valerie caucazian. Generalul Baratov, ,in ciuda
faptului ca unitatile sale, din cauza lungimii
mari a rutelor de aprovizionare, aveau pro-
vizii extrem de limitate de alimente si furaje,
a decis sa organizeze o urmdrire a diviziilor
Corpului XIII turc care se retrageau rapid.
Drept urmare, pe 15/28 februarie 1917, unitati
din aripa dreapta a corpului (Detasamentul
Kurdistan al generalului Rafalovici, format
din 16 sotnii, 2 batalioane de infanterie, 8 tu-
nuri) au ocupat satul Bijar, iar pe 21 februa-
rie/4 martie au intrat in localitatea Senne. In
acelasi timp, Detasamentul Hamadan (coman-
dant generalul Radat, format din 29 de sotnii,
7 batalioane de infanterie si 32 de tunuri),
care opera in directia principald (spre Bag-
dad), a devenit mai activ. Acest detasament
a capturat Hamadan — pe 19 februarie/2 mar-
tie, Kangavar — pe 20 februarie/3 martie, iar
pe 27 februarie/10 martie, dupd o lupta cu
unitétile turcesti de ariergardd, a intrat in
Kermanshah. La randul sdu, acest succes a per-
mis flancului drept al corpului (Detasamentul
Sultanabad) si intre in orasul Dauletabad pe
19 februarie/4 martie”¥ (tr. n.). La inceputul
lunii aprilie, trupele ruse ale generalului Bara-
tov au ajuns la Kizil-Rabat, langé raul Diyala,
unde au ficut legitura cu britanicii. In acelasi
timp cu Corpul I Cavalerie caucazian s-au pus

in miscare si unitétile Corpului VII Armata ca-
ucazian®. Acesta a trecut la ofensiva in sudul
lacului Urmia, pe directia Saqqiz si Penjwin, in
trei coloane: ,Pe aripa dreapts, la sud de lacul
Urmia, au atacat 12 sotnii de cazaci, in centru,
in directia Savujbulak (Mahabad)-Rawandiz,
alte 12 sotnii de cazaci, iar pe aripa stangd, in
directia Saqqiz-Baneh, 24 de sotnii de cazaci
si batalioanele 4 si 6 armenesti” (tr. n.). La
4/17 martie 1917, Corpul VII Armati caucazi-
an a ocupat orasul Baneh si a ficut jonctiunea
in sectorul Sulaymaniyah cu Corpul I Cava-
lerie caucazian al generalului Baratov. Intre
timp, in Rusia a avut loc Revolutia din februa-
rie care a dus la abdicarea tarului Nicolae al
II-lea (2/15 martie 1917). In ciuda asigurarilor
date de noul guvern provizoriu de la Petro-
grad® ca Rusia ,isi va onora pe deplin angaja-
mentele asumate fatd de aliatii din Antanta”!
(tr. n.), in luna mai 1917 toate ofensivele din
Caucaz si Persia ale armatei ruse au fost oprite.
Cauzele au fost multiple: lipsa aprovizionarii
trupelor ruse®, haosul care a apirut odata cu
revolutia din primévara anului 1917, refuzul
soldatilor de a mai lupta etc. Cu toate aces-
tea, planul unei noi operatiuni care ar duce la
cucerirea Mosulului si scoaterea Turciei din
razboi a fost discutat de rusi si britanici in pri-
mévara anului 1917. Conform intelegerii®, la
noua operatiune planificatd urmau sé partici-
pe Corpul VII Armata caucazian (directia de
atac Saqqiz) si Corpul I Cavalerie caucazian
(directia de atac Senne). ,Ofensiva urma sa fie
condusi in directiile Penjwin-Sulaymaniyah si
Kirkuk, adica in Kurdistanul irakian de astazi.
Conform planului, fortele ruse urmau s dis-
tragd atentia unui numar semnificativ de turci
din nordul Mesopotamiei, oferind britanicilor
o sansd buna de a avansa cu succes spre nord
dinspre Bagdad, in directia Mosulului”>* (tr.
n.). Dupé perfectarea detaliilor, ,ofensiva a
fost lansatd de detasamente separate in sec-
torul Corpului VII caucazian pe 10/23 iunie
1917, iar in sectorul Corpului I Cavalerie al lui
Baratov, pe 13/26 iunie. Cu toate acestea, pe 22
iunie/5 iulie 1917, turcii au lansat o contrao-
fensiva si i-au fortat pe rusi si revind la pozitia
initiald™® (tr. n.). Avand mari lipsuri de provi-
zii si munitie, trupele ruse au fost obligate sa
se opreasca pe pozitiile atinse. In ciuda nego-
cierilor prelungite si a promisiunilor oferite,
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britanicii nu au putut aproviziona trupele
celor doua corpuri ruse care au participat la
ofensiva. Acest lucruy, asociat cu dezintegrarea
tot mai puternicd a unitatilor rusesti si refu-
zul constant al soldatilor de a mai participa la
lupte, a dus la amanarea Operatiunii Mosul pe
parcursul verii anului 1917. Intr-un final, ,pe
5 octombrie, guvernul provizoriu de la Petro-
grad, prin vocea lui A.F. Kerenski, a propus
Londrei ca ofensiva de la Mosul si fie ama-
natd pand la inceputul anului 1918”% (tr. n.).
Dupd cum se stie, la 25 octombrie/7 noiem-
brie 1917, partidul bolsevic a preluat puterea
la Petrograd. Sub conducerea noului guvern,
Rusia a incheiat un armistitiu cu Puterile Cen-
trale si a rupt legaturile cu Antanta. O reluare
a Operatiunii Mosul in prima parte a anului
1918 a devenit astfel imposibila.

4. Concluzii

Dupa caderea Bagdadului, otomanii au
inceput si inteleagd cd nu mai pot rezista
foarte mult pe fronturile din Mesopotamia,
Caucaz si Persia. Inaltul Comandament oto-
man nu a reusit s pund in aplicare un plan
eficient pentru a rezista atacurilor ruso-brita-
nicilor. Lipsa rezervelor umane si materiale,

slaba pregatire a ofiterilor, dar si resemnarea
care cuprinsese majoritatea soldatilor turci au
condus la o diminuare vizibild a rezistentei pe
fronturile asiatice pe care lupta Imperiul Oto-
man. Ofensiva din Persia, pornita la sfarsitul
lunii mai 1916, nu a dat roadele scontate.
Rdzboiul sfant nu a fost imbratisat de cea mai
mare parte a poporului persan, iar cele cateva
unitati de jandarmi persani care s-au aldturat
turcilor nu au fost suficiente pentru a duce la
bun sfarsit ideile fanteziste ale lui Enver Pasa,
ministrul turc de razboi. Deciziile gresite lua-
te de Inaltul Comandament otoman au favori-
zat pierderea Bagdadului si iminenta cadere a
Mosulului. Turcii nu au fost salvati de o mare
victorie pe campul de luptd, ci de izbucnirea
revolutiei ruse din primavara anului 1917.
Aceastd miscare revolutionard a reusit sa ras-
toarne situatia de pe frontul caucaziano-per-
san in favoarea otomanilor. In vara si toam-
na anului 1917, principalele unitati rusesti
de pe acest front, aflate sub influenta ideilor
revolutionare, au parasit campul de lupta.
Otomanii au mai putut rezista astfel inca un
an pana cand au fost infranti definitiv si au
semnat armistitiul cu Antanta la Moudros (30

octombrie 1918).

Operatiunea Mosul in 1916
siin 1917, adaptare dupa
N.G. Korsun, Ilepsas
Muposas Boiina Ha
Kaska3sckom ¢pponme (Primul
Rdazboi Mondial pe frontul
caucazian. Schitd strategicd si
operationald),
Editura Militara a URSS, 1946
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NOTE

! Tripla Aliantd — denumirea aliantei care s-a
format intre Germania, Austro-Ungaria si Italia la
20 mai 1882 pentru izolarea Frantei, pe o perioa-
dé de 5 ani. Statele semnatare, denumite si Puteri-
le Centrale, au luptat impotriva Antantei in timpul
Primului Rézboi Mondial.

2 Antanta cordiald de la 8 aprilie 1904 este o
intelegere franco-britanicd. Cele doua puteri isi
garantau reciproc atat frontierele, cat si coloniile.
Intelegerea dintre Anglia si Rusia de la 31 august
1907, la care a aderat si Franta, prin care se stabileau
sferele de influenta din Persia si Asia Centralg, a fa-
vorizat aparitia Antantei, un bloc politico-militar
indreptat impotriva Triplei Aliante (sau Puterilor
Centrale).

% Rusia a notificat oficial Imperiul Otoman des-
pre starea de rdzboi dintre cele doud imperii la 2 no-
iembrie 1914, iar Anglia, pe 5 noiembrie.

* APOC (Anglo-Persian Oil Company) detinea
in Persia rafiniria de la Abadan si exploatarea pe-
troliera aflatd langd Ahwaz. Productia rafinariei de-
venise foarte importantd intrucat marina de rizboi
britanicé a inceput sa foloseasca derivati ai petro-
lului in locul carbunilor pentru a pune in miscare
navele de lupta.

® Expeditionary Force ,D” avea in compunere
»Brigada 16 Infanterie a Diviziei 6 (Poona) indie-
ne. Generalul de brigadd W.S. Delamain, coman-
dantul Fortei Expeditionare «D», a condus un total
de 4.731 de ofiteri si soldati” (tr. n.). (Matthew W.
Williams, The British Experience in Iraq from 1914-
1926: What Wisdom Can The United States Draw
from its Experience?, teza de master, Faculty of the
US Army Command and General Staff College, Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas, 2004, p. 22)

¢ ,Comandantul Diviziei a 38-a, Suphi Bey, im-
preund cu 45 de ofiteri si 989 de oameni, a cizut in
mainile britanicilor” (tr. n.). (Tarik Sarioglu, Birinci
diinya savasinda Irak cephesinde son kale: ikinci
kutii'lamdre muharebeleri 12/13 aralik 1916 - 26
subat 1917 (Ultima fortdreatd de pe frontul din
Irak in Primul Rdzboi Mondial: a doua batdlie de
la Kut al-Amara 12/13 decembrie 1916 - 26 februa-
rie 1917), in Davud Kapucu (editor), Birinci Diinya
Harbi — Farkli Konularla Yiizbesyilin Ardindan
(Primul Razboi Mondial — Diferite subiecte aborda-
te dupd un secol si jumdtate), Paradigma Akademi
Yayinlari, Canakkale, 2023, p. 347)

7 In aprilie 1916, Armata a 6-a otomani,
dupa ce primise intariri de la Constantinopol, era
compusi din Corpul XIII Armaté (diviziile 2 si 35
infanterie) si Corpul XVIII Armatd (diviziile 45, 51
si 52 infanterie), cu un total de 19.536 de soldati,
43 de mitraliere si 86 de tunuri. (***, Birinci Diinyd

Harbi'nde Tiirk Harbi, Irak-Irén cephesi 1914-1918,
3'tincii cilt 2'nci kisim (Rédzboiul turc in Primul Réiz-
boi Mondial, Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, vol. 3,
partea a II-a), Tipografia Statului Major General al
armatei turce, Ankara, 2002, p. 727, in continuare se
va cita Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918)

8 La Kut al-Amara s-au predat ,13.309 bérbati,
dintre care 272 de ofiteri britanici si 204 ofiteri
indieni, 2.592 de soldati britanici si 6.988 de soldati
indieni, precum si 3.248 de soldati necombatanti”
(tr. n.). (Edward J. Erickson, Ordered to Die. A His-
tory of the Ottoman Army in the First World War,
Greenwood Press, 2001, p. 151)

® Francis W. Halsey, The Literary Digest. History
of the World War, vol. VIII, Funk & Wagnalls Com-
pany, New York, 1919, p. 166.

10 La 30 august 1907, Rusia taristd si Anglia
au semnat o conventie prin care teritoriul Persiei
era impartit in sfere de influenta: nordul era ofe-
rit Rusiei, iar partea sudicd — Angliei. Prin aceasta
conventie, britanicii s-au asigurat ca nicio mare pu-
tere nu putea folosi teritoriul persan pentru a pune
in pericol India, cea mai importanti colonie a co-
roanei britanice la acel moment.

11 Frank A. Mumby, The Great World War: A
History, vol. V, The Gresham Publishing Company
Ltd., Londra, 1917, p. 211.

2- A1 Gotovtev, Bopvba 3a Meconomamuio u
Ilepcurwo 8 Boiine 1914-1918 e2. (Lupta pentru Me-
sopotamia si Persia in rdzboiul din 1914-1918), in
Boennas mvicav (Gandirea militard) nr. 8, 1940, p. 93.

13 Corpul expeditionar era condus de generalul
N.N. Baratov si era format din 39 de sotnii, 2 bata-
lioane de infanterie, 2 drujini de gréniceri si 20 de
tunuri (cca 14.000 de oameni, in principal cazaci).

!4 Principalii sustinatori ai germanilor erau jan-
darmii persani. Institutia jandarmeriei a fost creata
imediat dupd Revolutia din Persia din 1905-1911.
Jandarmii erau nationalisti (adicd antirusi si anti-
britanici), fiind devotati Majlisului (Parlamentului)
de la Teheran. ,Jandarmeria persand, impréstiata
in detasamente separate in toata tara, era forma-
td in vara anului 1915 din 7.224 de soldati si 75 de
ofiteri. Din acest personal de comand4, 30 erau sue-
dezi, alaturi de germani si turci” (tr. n.). (A.V. Sisov,
Iepcudexuii ¢pponm (1909-1918). HesacrymeHHo
3abvimpie nobeov: (Frontul persan (1909-1918).
Victorii uitate pe nedrept), Editura Vece, Mosco-
va, 2010, p. 148) O alti forti care exista in Persia in
1915 era brigada cazacilor persani. Aceasta fusese
creatd pentru garantarea sigurantei sahului si imita
unitatile de cazaci din Imperiul Rus. Fiind condu-
sa de un ofiter tarist, a devenit ,garantul influentei
rusesti in aceastd regiune” (tr. n.). (***, BoopymeHHvte
Cuawt Poccuu 8 Ilepsoti Muposoti Botine 1914-1917
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(Fortele armate ruse in Primul Rdzboi Mondial
1914-1917), vol. 1I, Editura Megapolis, Moscova,
2014, p. 10, in continuare se va cita Fortele armate
ruse in Primul Rézboi Mondial 1914-1917)

15 Frank A. Mumby, op. cit., p. 214.

6 Hans-Joachim von Loeschebrand-Horn, Der
Feldzug der Suleimanije — Gruppe in Kurdistan
im Sommer 1916 (Campania grupdrii Sulayma-
niyah in Kurdistan in vara anului 1916), in Zwis-
chen Kaukasus und Sinai (Intre Caucaz si Sinai),
Jahrbuch des bundes der Asienkdmpfer (Anuarul
Ligii Luptdtorilor Asiatici), vol. 2, Deutsche Ori-
entbuchhandlung Mulzer & Cleemann, Berlin,
1922, p. 113-114.

7 [bidem, p. 116.

8 Ibidem, p. 119.

¥ AL Gotovtev, op. cit., p. 87.

2 N.G. Korsun, Ilepsas Muposas Bouina Ha
Kaskasckom ¢pponme. OneparuBHO-CTpATEr-uye-
ckuit ouepk (Primul Razboi Mondial pe frontul cau-
cazian 1914-1917. Schitd strategicd si operationald),
Editura Militara a URSS, 1946, p. 60.

2 Reformat din diviziile 2 si 6 infanterie care au
fost trimise din zona Constantinopol in februarie
1916.

2 Ambele grupuri erau formate din unitéti ale
Diviziei 4 Infanterie otomana.

% Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 242.

2 Formatd din Divizia a 4-a Infanterie (care in-
cludea regimentele 10, 11 si 22), trimisé in zona Mo-
sul in luna iunie 1916 de la Armata a 2-a.

% AL Gotovtev, op. cit,, p. 95. Enver Pasa
mentiona ca de la actiunea Corpului XIII Armata
astepta doud beneficii: ,Fie rusii trimit forte mari
impotriva noastrd — in acest caz, ne vom usura po-
vara de pe oricare dintre fronturile unde luptim, fie
nu o vor face, iar in acest caz vom salva Iranul de
rusi si ii separam de britanici” (tr. n.). (Frontul Irak-
Iran 1914-1918, p. 255)

% Care avea in compunere peste 18.000 de
infanteristi, peste 7.000 de cavaleristi si 38 de tu-
nuri. Pe langd diviziile 2 si 6 infanterie, Corpul XIII
Armata includea si o brigada de cavalerie (formata
mai ales din célareti kurzi) si cateva unitati de vo-
luntari persani.

7 Al Gotovtev, op. cit., p. 95. N.G. Korsun
afirma ca Detasamentul Baratov avea in iulie 1916:
»11 batalioane de infanterie, 2 drujini graniceri,
64 de escadroane de cavalerie si sotnii, 44 de mi-
traliere, 24 de tunuri si 3 vehicule blindate (9.851
de infanteristi, 7.857 de cavaleristi)” (tr. n.). (N.G.
Korsun, op. cit., p. 69)

% Prin ordinul Stavkii din 23 aprilie/6 mai 1916,
Corpul de Cavalerie Expeditionara introdus in Per-
sia a fost redenumit Corpul de Cavalerie caucaziana,

iar prin ordinul din 26 iunie/9 iulie a fost redenumit
Corpul 1 de Cavalerie caucaziana. (Fortele armate
ruse in Primul Razboi Mondial, nota 164, p. 223)

% Detasamentul Azerbaidjan-Van avea in com-
punere, in luna mai 1916, ,11 % batalioane infante-
rie, 14 drujini graniceri, 54 de sotnii, 60 de mitralie-
re, 42 de tunuri, 3 companii de muncitori, 6 vaporase
ce formau flotila de pe lacul Urmia; in total: 17.750
de infanteristi si 6.991 de cavaleristi” (tr. n.). (N.G.
Korsun, op. cit., p. 69) La 4 iulie 1916, Detasamentul
Azerbaidjan-Van a fost redenumit Corpul IT Cavale-
rie caucazian, iar la 15 februarie 1917, acesta a deve-
nit Corpul VII Armati caucazian.

3 Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 243.

31 Ibidem, p. 254.

2 In luna iulie 1916, Gruparea Sulaymaniyah
era formatd din: Regimentul 37 Infanterie (4 bata-
lioane), comandat de locotenent-colonelul Abbas
Hilmi, care a preluat si comanda Grupului Sulayma-
niyah; Grupul Omer Naci Bey (500 de oameni);
compania de mitraliere grele (6 mitraliere); bate-
ria de artilerie (6 tunuri). In plus, exista o unitate
mobild formatd din membri ai unor triburi kurde,
al caror numar varia intre 500 si 3.000 de calareti.
(Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 245) Din picate,
calitatea unitétilor otomane din compunerea Gru-
parii Sulaymaniyah era inferioard celor rusesti. O
madrturie releva faptul ca doar infanteria turca, cca
1.500 soldati, era complet echipatd pentru rézboi.
De asemenea, tunurile turcilor aveau o razi de
actiune mult mai mica decat cele ale rusilor. (Hans-
Joachim von Loeschebrand-Horn, op. cit., p. 120)

¥ La 14 august 1916, Gruparea Mosul (forma-
td din regimentele 10, 11 si 22 infanterie), ,situata
la vest de paraul Laven, avea 172 de ofiteri si 8.644
de soldati cu 6.318 pusti Mauser de calibru mic, 12
mitraliere si 8 tunuri de munte cu foc rapid”. (Fron-
tul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 257) in lupta de la Rayat,
Corpul II Cavalerie caucazian a angajat ,,7 batalioa-
ne infanterie, 12 sotnii, o drujind graniceri si 13 tu-
nuri” (tr. n.). (N.G. Korsun, op. cit., p. 74)

3 Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 264-265. in
lupta din 22 august 1916, ,Gruparea Mosul a avut
3.796 de victime, inclusiv 151 de morti (5 ofiteri si
146 de soldati), 514 réniti (10 ofiteri si 504 soldati),
3.044 de prizonieri si disparuti (44 de ofiteri si 3.000
de soldati). Au fost pierdute 2.958 de arme: 2.355
de pusti Mauser de calibru mic, 513 pusti Mauser
de calibru mare si 90 de pusti de alte tipuri. In plus,
s-au pierdut 2 mitraliere si 2 tunuri” (tr. n.). (Fron-
tul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 265) Hans-Joachim von
Loeschebrand-Horn, aflat in Gruparea Sulayma-
niyah, a descris mai térziu dezastrul suferit de
Gruparea Mosul: Jn jurul pranzului, pe 23 august
1916, au sosit mai multe telegrame. Divizia a 4-a
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otomana suferise o infrangere foarte grava si era
in plind retragere. In acelasi timp, Halil Pasa ne-a
atras atentia cd si grupul nostru se afla in pericol,
in special flancul nostru stang, cauzat de retragerea
Diviziei a 4-a, si ne-a ordonat si stim pe loc si sa
asteptdm instructiuni suplimentare” (tr. n.). (Hans-
Joachim von Loeschebrand-Horn, op. cit., p. 148)
In lupta de la Rayat, pierderile rusilor au fost de 83
de morti, 291 de raniti si 5 soldati disparuti. (Vezi
Raportul Detasamentului Savujbulak din cadrul
Corpului IT Cavalerie caucazian despre operatiunile
desfasurate in perioada 6-9/19-22 august 1916
trimis comandamentului frontului caucazian, in
RGVIA — Poccuiickuit focyaapcTBeHHbI BoeHHO-
Ncropuueckuit Apxus (Arhiva Istorico-Militara de
Stat a Rusiei), fond 2100, opis 1, delo 916)

% Comanda noii Grupari Mosul a fost pastrata
de colonelul Sevket Bey. Ulterior, spre sfarsitul anu-
lui 1916, in Gruparea Mosul au mai intrat si parti
ale Regimentului 132 Infanterie. In decembrie 1916,
Gruparea Mosul (comandant locotenent-colonel
Ibrahim Bey) era formata din regimentele 22 infan-
terie si 33 cavalerie, plus o serie de unitati mai mici
din Regimentul 132 Infanterie.

% Tarik Sarioglu, op. cit., p. 354.

3 Matthew W. Williams, op. cit., p. 36.

3 AV. Sisov, op. cit., p. 297. In ofensiva din de-
cembrie 1916, generalul Maude s-a putut baza pe
,45.000 de infanteristi, 3.500 de cavaleristi si 174 de
tunuri” (tr. n.). (Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 90)
In schimb, otomanii nu i-au putut opune decat Cor-
pul XVIII Armatd, care avea 10.500 de soldati si 50
de tunuri.

% A1 Gotovtev, op. cit., p. 96.

 Ibidem, p. 97. ,In faza finald a celei de-a doua
batalii de la Kut al-Amara (12 decembrie 1916 - 25
februarie 1917), dispozitia trupelor otomane a fost
urmétoarea: Corpul XVIII Armati otoman avea Di-
vizia a 45-a (regimentele 3, 141 si 142) in regiunea
Garraf; Divizia a 51-a (regimentele 7 si 9) in pozitia
Felahiye; Divizia a 52-a (regimentele 40 si 43) in
jurul orasului Kut al-Amara ca rezerva, iar Divi-
zia 14 (regimentele 3, 64 si 142) langd raul Diyala,
care asigura legatura cu Gruparea Mosul. Divizia
a 2-a a Corpului XIII Armata se afla la Khanakin,
la granita cu Persia” (tr. n.). (Tarik Sarioglu, op. cit.,
p- 355) Pozitia trupelor anglo-indiene a fost urma-
toarea: ,Divizia a 7-aa Corpului, cu cele trei brigdzi
ale sale, se afla pe malul stang al Tigrului (Brigada
a 21-a, vizavi de Sinaiyat; Brigada a 19-a, in spate-
le Brigazii a 21-a, si Brigada a 28-a, mai in spate, la
Arap Koy); Divizia a 3-a, pe malul drept al Tigrului
(Brigada a 7-a, de la Felahiye la canalul Nazifiye; bri-
gazile 8 i 9, in deplasare spre nord). Brigazile 35, 36
si 37 din Divizia a 14-a, atasata Corpului I1I, se aflau

pe malul drept, intre canalul Nazifiye si raul Tigru.
Divizia a 13-a se afla in zona Imam Mansur” (tr. n.).
(Tarik Sarioglu, op. cit., p. 354-355) Pe 23 februa-
rie 1917, britanicii au inceput s ameninte rutele
de retragere si liniile de aprovizionare ale Corpu-
lui al XVIII-lea otoman. Corpul nu a mai avut alta
optiune decat sa evacueze orasele Felahiye si Kut al-
Amara. (Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 290)

4 Corpul era format la 1 ianuarie 1917 din: divi-
ziile de cavalerie caucaziand si una de cazaci cauca-
zieni, Brigada 2 din Divizia 3 Cavalerie din Kuban,
brigada persani (o sotnie cu 2 tunuri), Brigada 9
Puscasi din Turkestan si brigada separatd de ca-
zaci din Kuban. (E.V. Maslovski, Beaukas BoiiHa Ha
Kaskasckom pponme. 1914-1917 2e. (Primul Réizboi
Mondial pe frontul caucazian. 1914-1917), Editura
Vece, Moscova, 2015, p. 488-489)

2 Sotnie — veche unitate de cavalerie cazaceascé
compusd din o sutéd de soldati (escadron cazacesc).

“ N.G. Korsun, op. cit., p. 75.

* Drujind — forma de organizare a unitétilor de
voluntari armeni si a trupelor din rezerva, inclusiv
graniceri, incadrate in armata caucaziana.

% D.G. Martirosyan, Poccuiicko-Typeykuti
@ponm Ilepsoti Muposoti Botinve (Frontul ruso-
turc din Primul Razboi Mondial), teza de doctorat,
Universitatea din Saratov, 2006, p. 176.

16 Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-1918, p. 290. In aceeasi
lucrare s-a mentionat ca ,,aventura iraniand de noua
luni a costat Corpul XIII Armatid otoman peste
1.000 de morti si aproape 2.000 de raniti” (tr. n.)
(p. 290).

* D.G. Martirosyan, op. cit., p. 177. in luna mar-
tie 1917, Divizia 4 Cavalerie cazaca din Kuban a in-
tarit Corpul I Cavalerie caucazian din Persia.

% Corpul era format la 1 ianuarie 1917 din: di-
viziile combinata caucaziana si 4 cavalerie de cazaci
caucazieni, brigizile 2 si 3 cazaci de langd Marea
Caspica, regimentele georgian, 3 de frontiera si 2
Kars, 4 batalioane de puscasi armeni cu un total de
16 batalioane infanterie, 54 de sotnii, 5 companii de
muncitori, 48 de tunuri si o grupa auto. (E.V. Mas-
lovski, op. cit., p. 487-488) In total, corpul dispu-
nea de 13.000 de infanteristi si 8.000 de cavaleristi.
(N.G. Korsun, op. cit., p. 80)

¥ G. Korganoft, La participation des Arméniens
a la Guerre Mondiale sur le front du Caucase (1914-
1918), Imprimerie Massis, Paris, 1927, p. 65.

% Numele purtat de orasul Sankt-Petersburg in
timpul Primului Razboi Mondial.

*L AV. Sisov, op. cit., p. 299.

52 In primele sase luni ale anului 1917, pe frontul
caucaziano-persan, ,aprovizionarea trupelor ruse
a scazut cu 55%, numarul animalelor de povara, cu
péna la 24%, iar al cailor, cu pand la 24%” (tr. n.).
(Ibidem)
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% Comandantul frontului caucazian, generalul
N.N. Iudenici, care avea autoritate si peste trupele
rusesti din Persia, si-a exprimat dezacordul total
pentru o noud operatiune impotriva Mosulului. Ca
urmare, la 31 mai/13 iunie 1917, guvernul provizo-
riu de la Petrograd 1-a demis din functie.

% AV. Sisov, op. cit., p. 300.

5 #xx Uemopus Iepsoui Muposoti Botinw: 1914-
1918 ee. (Istoria Primului Réizboi Mondial 1914-
1918), vol. 2, Editura Nauka, Moscova, 1975, p. 365-
366. Singura realizare notabila a ofensivei ruse a fost
cucerirea orasului Penjwin, la 30 iunie 1917. Rusii
au fost nevoiti sa pardseascd Penjwin dupa 3 zile,
fiind atacati de ,4.000 de turci, 2.000 de kurzi cé-
lare si doud batalioane de voluntari persani” (tr. n.).

(A.V. Sisov, op. cit., p. 300) In cursul operatiilor mi-
litare din vara anului 1917, Armata a 6-a otomana
din Mesopotamia si Kurdistan a putut opune anglo-
rusilor Corpul XIII Armata (diviziile 2, 6 si 46 infan-
terie) si Corpul XVIII Armaté (diviziile 14, 51 si 52
infanterie), cu un total de 42.000 de soldati, 458 de
mitraliere si 134 de tunuri. (Frontul Irak-Iran 1914-
1918, p. 737)

% AV. Sisov, op. cit., p. 301. Vezi si Raportul
colonelului Satilov din Cartierul General al arma-
tei caucaziene, datat 11 septembrie 1917, stocat in
RGVIA — Poccuitckuii focyaapcTBeHHbI BoeHHO-
Vcropuueckuit Apxus (Arhiva Istorico-Militara de
Stat a Rusiei), fond 2100, opis 1, delo 321 p. 44-47,
publicat de D.G. Martirosyan, op. cit., p. 262-263.

]
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Abstract

This article analyses the representation of Kaiser Wilhelm II in the Romanian satirical
magazine Furnica during the first months of the First World War. It explores how visual satire
translated wartime violence and imperial authority into accessible symbolic forms for a Roma-
nian audience during a period of national neutrality, functioning not merely as illustration but
as a framework for interpreting and evaluating political events.

The study shows that the Kaiser is constructed as the central embodiment of Imperial Ger-
many’s role in the conflict. Through visual personification, abstract concepts such as milita-
rism, political responsibility, and destruction are condensed into a single, recognisable figure,
enabling a simplified yet powerful interpretation of the war.

At the same time, grotesque and satirical strategies — such as exaggeration, inversion, and
animalisation — are used to undermine the symbolic prestige of imperial authority and con-
struct a critical image of the German ruler. These representations combine a moralising regis-
ter, which attributes responsibility for violence to political leadership, with a grotesque register
that erodes its legitimacy.

Finally, the article situates these visual constructions within the context of Romania’s neu-
trality, emphasising that Furnica interpreted the war through a national lens shaped by de-
bates on foreign policy and national unity. Caricature thus emerges as both a form of satire
and a medium of political interpretation linking international conflict to domestic concerns.

Keywords: First World War, visual culture, political caricature, Kaiser Wilhelm I, Furnica
magazine, Romania, neutrality
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* Researcher, Institute for Political Studies of Defence and Military History, Ministry of National De-
fence, Romania.
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Introduction

The political, diplomatic, and military dy-
namics that characterised the First World
War marked a turning point in the develop-
ment of European visual culture, reflecting
the growing need to translate the realities of
modern warfare into visual forms that could
be readily understood by the public. From
1914 onwards, illustrated newspapers, politi-
cal posters, and satirical caricatures assumed
an increasingly prominent role in represent-
ing and interpreting the conflict. Rather than
simply documenting wartime events, these vi-
sual media actively participated in construct-
ing and contesting the meanings of violence,
political responsibility, and the legitimacy of
military action®.

Within this context, political caricature
became a significant medium through which
the complexities of international politics were
expressed through a visual language accessible
to a broad audience®. By personifying states
and political leaders, caricatures transformed
complex geopolitical processes into easily rec-
ognisable visual forms, enabling audiences
to understand and morally evaluate the war.
Rather than simply reflecting events or serv-
ing as instruments of propaganda, caricatures
also contributed to political debate by present-
ing complex issues in a simple and memorable
form, thereby encouraging public engagement
with political affairs?®.

This paper examines the portrayal of Kai-
ser Wilhelm II as the main visual embodiment
of Imperial Germany in the Romanian satirical
magazine Furnica during the first months of
the Great War. Although Romania remained
neutral until August 1916, and despite the
political sensitivity surrounding its German-
born monarch, King Carol I, the magazine de-
veloped a coherent visual discourse that asso-
ciated Germany with militarism and violence,
thereby concentrating political responsibility
for the dynamics of the war in the figure of the
Kaiser.

Methodologically, the paper is based on a
corpus of caricatures published in Furnica be-
tween the outbreak of the First World War in
July 1914 and the end of the year. It focuses

on the visual representation of the German
emperor as a recurring symbolic figure, pay-
ing particular attention to the visual strate-
gies through which satire conveyed political
meaning, including repetition, exaggeration,
and symbolic coding. Drawing on approaches
from visual culture studies and the history of
political imagery, the article analyses Kaiser
Wilhelm II not as a historical actor but as a
visual construct through which imperial au-
thority, political responsibility, and wartime
violence were represented and interpreted for
Romanian audiences.

Romania’s Neutrality
and the Representation of War in Furnica

Following the outbreak of the First World
War, the neutrality adopted by the Romanian
government stimulated intense public debate
regarding the country’s foreign policy orien-
tation and future geopolitical alignment®. In
this context, the satirical press and political
caricature functioned as important arenas for
interpreting, framing, and communicating in-
ternational developments to a broad public.
Rather than merely reporting events, illus-
trated magazines provided visual frameworks
through which readers could access and inter-
pret the political and military developments
in Europe.

The analysis of the caricatures appearing
in Furnica magazine indicates that the repre-
sentation of Germany was embedded within
a broader vision of the European balance of
power. Although the figure of the Kaiser oc-
cupies an important place in war-related im-
agery, he is frequently portrayed alongside
other imperial actors, particularly those rep-
resenting the Russian and Austro-Hungarian
empires. This distribution of visual references
suggests that the magazine interpreted the
war primarily through the lens of Romania’s
political and territorial interests, rather than
through a simple opposition between the En-
tente and the Central Powers. The magazine
therefore situated the international conflict
within a specifically Romanian framework of
interpretation, one primarily concerned with
the future of the national project.
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A particularly relevant example is the al-
legorical representation of Bessarabia and
Transylvania, in which the two regions appear
as contested territories subject to different
imperial powers. Bessarabia, annexed by the
Russian Empire in 1812, symbolises Roma-
nian communities living under Tsarist rule,
while Transylvania, incorporated into the
Austro-Hungarian Empire, represents Roma-
nians living under the Habsburg administra-
tion®. The accompanying motto “Neither with
the Tsar, but with the Country; Neither with
the German, but with the Nation” articulates
a perspective centred on national interest and
underscores the subordination of interna-
tional alignments to the question of national
unity. From this perspective, the magazine’s
portrayal of Germany cannot be reduced to
an expression of sympathy or hostility toward
a particular alliance but must be understood
within a wider discourse concerning Roma-
nia’s political and strategic priorities.

The personalisation of responsibility for
the war allowed the caricaturists to translate
abstract political concepts into recognisable
visual forms®. Through the recurring figure of
Kaiser Wilhelm II, the caricatures transformed
ideas such as imperial authority, militarism,
and political responsibility into a single visual
symbol that enabled readers to interpret Ger-
many’s role in the conflict and assign responsi-
bility for the development of the war’.

The magazine further reinforced this in-
terpretative strategy by integrating symbols,
allegories, and political motifs specific to the
Romanian cultural and political space, indi-
cating that the European war was interpreted
through a national framework of meaning.
Therefore, the war was continuously reframed
in relation to Romania’s strategic interests,
while the representation of the Great Pow-
ers acquired significance according to their
perceived relevance to the Romanian as-
pirations for national unity and territorial
reconfiguration.

During the period of Romania’s neutral-
ity, this visual discourse should be understood
within a broader public debate concerning the
country’s future foreign policy orientation®

Caricatura in striinatate. (Depe £'fisino.)

Visul , Kaiserului
Wwivw.dacoromanica.ro

“Visul Kaiserului” (The Kaiser’s Dream),
Furnica, no. 5/1914, p. 12

The decision of the Romanian leadership to
remain neutral did not suspend political dis-
course, but rather created the conditions for
competing interpretations of Romania’s stra-
tegic interests and possible alignment. In this
context, the satirical press offered a visual
framework through which international de-
velopments were viewed in relation to Roma-
nian political interests, strategic concerns, and
national aspirations.

Alongside its portrayals of the belliger-
ent powers, Furnica frequently satirised the
personal ambitions, rivalries, and allegations
of corruption surrounding Romanian politi-
cal elites in debates over the country’s even-
tual entry into the conflict’. Consequently, the
satirical representations of Kaiser Wilhelm II
and Imperial Germany should be understood
alongside these domestic debates, as compo-
nents of a broader visual discourse through
which international events were interpreted
in relation to Romania’s political choices and
national aspirations.

m Revista de istorie militara m

[To3 |
1.93 |




Kaiser Wilhelm II and the Personification
of Wartime Violence

The representation of Kaiser Wilhelm Il oc-
cupies a prominent position within Furnica’s
visual interpretation of Imperial Germany’s
role in the First World War. Throughout 1914,
the magazine repeatedly employed the em-
peror’s image to address broader ideas about
political authority, violence, and warfare, sug-
gesting a sustained tendency to personalise
the German role in the conflict through a
single symbolic actor. This approach is ar-
ticulated in one of the covers of 1914, where
Kaiser Wilhelm II is depicted in dialogue with
the personification of Death. The satirical ex-
change reads:

Death: Master, I am exhausted... let me
rest for a little...

Kaiser Wilhelm: Impossible, old hag! Keep
reaping: can’t you see how many mouths I
must feed?!”

“Kaiserul si Moartea” (The Kaiser and Death),
Furnica, no. 6/1914, cover
The significance of this dialogue lies in the

way it structures the relationship between
political authority and violence. Death is not
portrayed as an autonomous force produced
by war but as a subordinate figure acting un-
der the Kaiser’s command. By visually placing
the emperor in a position of authority over the
forces of destruction, the caricature attributes
the responsibility for wartime destruction
directly to political leadership'. Violence is
therefore presented not as an external conse-
quence of military conflict but as an instru-
ment articulated through political authority
itself. The image thus transforms the emperor
into the symbolic administrator of death, es-
tablishing a visual association that recurs
throughout Furnica’s wartime caricatures'.

A similar process of moral inversion char-
acterises the caricature entitled “The Kaiser’s
Motto in War’, in which Wilhelm II advances
across a field of corpses under the slogan “For-
ward with God!”". God is represented in front
of the Kaiser, bound and dressed in rags, re-
duced to a powerless and humiliated figure.
“Mottoul Kaiserului in rizboi” (The Kaiser’s Motto This inversion is central to the meaning of the

in War), Furnica, no. 12/1914, cover caricature. Rather than affirming a religious
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justification of violence, the image stages the
collapse of divine authority within the space
of warfare. The Kaiser does not appear as a
leader guided by moral legitimacy, but as a fig-
ure who advances across a landscape of death
while subordinating even the divine itself. The
presence of God in a degraded and immobi-
lised position suggests the suspension of mor-
al order, emphasising that war has displaced
any higher normative framework. The image
therefore reverses the conventional relation-
ship between political and divine authority:
instead of acting under God’s protection, the
emperor visually subordinates the sacred to
his own military ambitions. The juxtaposi-
tion of sacred language and desecrated imag-
ery produces a deliberate irony: the motto of
divine guidance is contradicted by the visual
representation of divine helplessness. As a
result, the caricature reinforces a reading of
the Kaiser as the central agent of destruction,
positioned above both human and divine au-
thority.

A different dimension of this visual dis-
course emerges in the caricature depicting the
Kaiser in conversation with a butcher regard-
ing the shortage of meat'. Here, the logic of
war is translated into an economic and indus-
trial register. The analogy between slaughter
and commercial distribution reframes mass
violence as a regulated process embedded
in systems of production and consumption.
Without depicting combat directly, the im-
age relies on everyday economic language to
render destruction both intelligible and part
of a wider system, suggesting that death oper-
ated within a continuous supply chain.

Taken together, these caricatures reveal a
coherent visual framework through which the
satire personalises the cause and responsibil-
ity for modern warfare. Rather than depicting
violence as an abstract characteristic of the
conflict, they locate the origins of violence in
the figure of Kaiser Wilhelm II. Across politi-
cal, economic, and religious registers, the em-
peror functions as the central symbolic figure
through whom militarism, violence, and de-
struction are communicated by means of “vi-
sual metaphor”?®. Rather than constructing a

SFARSITUL KAZBLIULUI

Reinloar¢aip.dhalsmulay la Berlin

“Sfarsitul razboiului. Reintoarcerea Kaiserului
la Berlin” (The End of the War. The Kaiser’s Return
to Berlin), Furnica, no. 9/1914, p. 12

CARICATURI STREINE

RAETS . (23 ANVERS

3 T LOUVAIN T

“Kaiserul in oglinda” (The Kaiser in the Mirror),
Furnica, no. 7/1914, p. 12
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APOTEOZA KAIZER m
—Traeasca.noul nostru imparat !

www.dacoromanica.ro

“Apoteoza Kaiserului” (The Apotheosis of the Kaiser),
Furnica, no. 10/1914, p. 11

portrait of the emperor, these images employ
his figure to interpret the causes, consequences,
and moral implications of the war.

The Grotesque and the Visual
Delegitimisation of Imperial Authority

Beyond portraying Kaiser Wilhelm II as
a figure associated with the administration of
violence, the caricatures published in Furni-
ca during 1914 frequently employ the visual
registers of the grotesque and satire to con-
struct a delegitimising image of German im-
perial authority. These representations com-
plement the moralising dimension analysed
above and emphasise how caricature contrib-
uted to diminishing the symbolic prestige of
the German ruler.

Wilhelm II is depicted in situations that
contrast with the traditional iconography of
the military sovereign'®. A representative ex-
ample is the caricature in which he appears as
a hare retreating toward Berlin"’. By associat-
ing the emperor with an animal traditionally

linked to timidity, the image subverts the con-
ventional attributes of authority and military
success, suggesting vulnerability and a loss of
control over the course of the conflict.

A similar approach is reflected in the rep-
resentation of the Kaiser gazing into a mirror
and seeing his reflection transformed into a
skull’®. The visual composition establishes a
direct association between the emperor and
the destructive consequences of war, imply-
ing that the exercise of political power is in-
separable from the production of death. In this
instance, the grotesque functions not merely
as a satirical instrument but also as a form of
political commentary*.

In the caricature “The Apotheosis of the
Kaiser”®, the emperor is surrounded by wild
animals in a composition that situates him
within a symbolic universe defined by aggres-
sion and violence. The association between the
ruler and the animal world contributes to the
erosion of conventional attributes of imperial
authority while constructing a critical repre-
sentation of the political power he embodies.

The grotesque register is further empha-
sised in caricatures addressing the conduct
of military operations. When depicting the
German offensive towards Paris or the devel-
opments on the Western Front, the Kaiser is
placed in situations that highlight the contrast
between military ambitions and outcomes.
Through irony and visual exaggeration, the
caricatures comment on the dynamics of the
war while undermining narratives of invin-
cibility associated with the German imperial
leadership.

These different forms of representation de-
monstrate that Furnica systematically employed
visual instruments to delegitimise imperial
authority. Whereas the first analytical register
presented the Kaiser as the principal figure as-
sociated with responsibility for wartime vio-
lence, the second register shifts the emphasis
toward the erosion of his symbolic prestige
and authority. The grotesque and satire do not
replace the moralising dimension of these im-
ages; rather, they reinforce it through visual
strategies that enable a critical portrayal of the
imperial figure.

At the same time, these strategies may be
understood within the broader tradition of
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European political caricature during the First
World War, in which political leaders were fre-
quently represented through grotesque exag-
geration, animalisation, and symbolic degra-
dation. Such representations interconnected
the attribution of responsibility for the mili-
tary conflict with the continuous erosion of
political legitimacy.

Within the context of Romania’s neutral-
ity (1914-1916), these visual constructions
were part of a broader discursive environment
through which public perceptions of Germany
and, implicitly, of the Central Powers were
shaped. By consistently associating Kaiser
Wilhelm II with defeat, violence, and symbolic
erosion of imperial authority, Furnica con-
tributed to the construction of an interpretive
framework that encouraged a critical reading
of German political and military leadership.

Conclusion

The analysis of Furnica magazine demon-
strates the development of a visual narrative
in which Kaiser Wilhelm II functioned as the
main symbolic embodiment of Imperial Ger-
many during the first months of the Great
War. Rather than representing the emperor as
a historical figure, the caricatures employed
his image as a visual construct through which
the political, moral, and military dimensions
of German participation in the conflict were
interpreted and explained to a broad public.

The two analytical registers examined in
this article highlight complementary strate-
gies of representation. On one hand, the Kai-
ser is consistently portrayed as embodying
the symbolic responsibility of wartime vio-
lence, exercising authority over death, and
subordinating divine authority to the politi-
cal one. On the other hand, the grotesque un-
dermines the symbolic prestige of imperial
authority through animalisation, visual deg-
radation, and irony. Together, these strategies
construct a coherent political image in which
German imperial power appears simultane-
ously responsible for the conduct of the war
and deprived of the moral legitimacy.

At the same time, these representations
should be understood within the specific

context of Romania’s neutrality, when Furni-
ca interpreted the European conflict through
visual references closely connected to Roma-
nian political and strategic objectives. The
representations of Kaiser Wilhelm II therefore
functioned as a means of situating interna-
tional events within a Romanian interpreta-
tive framework shaped by debates over foreign
policy options in the projection of achieving
national unity by joining one of the belligerent
camps.

More broadly, the caricatures published in
Furnica in the first months of the First World
War illustrate the capacity of political satire to
translate complex geopolitical developments
into coherent visual narratives through which
warfare could be understood and morally
evaluated by a broad audience. In this context,
caricatures functioned not only as a form of
entertainment but also as a medium of visual
interpretation of the warfare. By personifying
political responsibility and employing alle-
gory, irony, and the grotesque, the caricature
transformed the complexities of international
conflict into accessible visual narratives.
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Abstract

This paper can be considered a continuation of the article The Professional Training of
Reserve Officers, 1938-1940. The Valorisation of Oral History Testimonies in which we de-
scribed how Constantin Ndstase and losif Rus received their military training as reserve infan-
try officers of the Royal Romanian Army between 1938 and 1940.

In this article, we aim to describe how the two officers mentioned above, along with Gheor-
ghe Chioreanu, a brave mountain infantry officer (light infantry trained in mountain warfare),
performed their duties during World War II, particularly while serving on the Eastern Front.
A common thread among the three officers is that they were trained in the use of weapons
before the arrival of the German Military Training Mission in Romania and, consequently,
before the change in combat doctrine. The primary sources used for this article were the officers’
personal files held at the Romanian National Military Archives in Pitesti and oral history
interviews conducted by the author in 2022 and 2024, as well as the 2016 interview with Ghe-
orghe Chioreanu, that was included by Mr. Dan Ramf in the 3rd volume of Our Grandparents,
Our Heroes.

All of them commanded subunits under exceptionally difficult conditions, particularly dur-
ing the shift in the balance of power between 1942 and 1943. Gheorghe Chioreanu and losif Rus
fought in the Kuban and the Caucasus Mountains until they were wounded and evacuated,
while Constantin Ndstase led his men through the encirclement of the Don Bend. The awards
they received, both Romanian and German, stand as a recognition of their combat skills.

Keywords: Royal Romanian Army, World War II, combat behaviour, infantry reserve of-
\ﬁcers, oral history, war veterans )

*Articolul valorifica o parte din cercetarea realizati pentru teza de doctorat a autorului, ,,invitamantul
militar si specializarea ofiterilor Armatei Regale Romane in perioada 1939-1945, sustinutd in cadrul Scolii
de Studii Avansate a Academiei Roméne, Scoala doctorald istorie si arheologie, sub indrumarea domnului
dr. Ioan Chiper, cercetitor stiintific gradul I la Institutul de Istorie ,Nicolae Iorga” Articolul este al cincilea
studiu care va fi continuat prin publicarea unor materiale in care vor fi prezentate informatii despre activi-
tatea scolilor de ofiteri de rezerva in intervalul 1939-1945, raporturile dintre membrii corpului profesoral
si elevii ofiteri etc.

** Dr., muzeograf gradul I A in cadrul Muzeului National de Istorie a Roméniei.
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Prezentul material poate fi considerat o con-
tinuare a articolului Formarea profesionald a
ofiterilor de rezervd, 1938-1940. Valorificarea
unor mdrturii de istorie orald' in care am de-
scris, intr-o maniera concisa, modul in care
Constantin Nastase si Iosif Rus? au urmat doud
programe distincte de pregatire in domeniul
armelor ca ofiteri de infanterie de rezerva ai
Armatei Romane intre anii 1938 si 1940.

In acest articol ne propunem si prezentim
felul in care cei doi ofiteri amintiti mai sus,
impreund cu Gheorghe Chioreanu, un brav
vandtor de munte, si-au ficut datoria in anii
celui de Al Doilea Razboi Mondial, mai ales in
primele linii ale Frontului de Est. Ca numitor
comun, cei trei Comandanti au avut contact
cu mediul cazon inainte de sosirea Misiunii
Militare Germane de Instructie in Romania
si, implicit, inainte de schimbarea doctrinei
de luptd. Pentru scrierea acestui articol s-au
folosit ca surse principale dosarele persona-
le ale ofiterilor pastrate la Arhivele Militare
Nationale Roméne — Depozitul Central de
Arhiva ,General Grigore Costandache” din
Pitesti si interviuri de istorie orala realizate de
autor in anii 2022 si 2024, precum si convorbi-
rea inregistratd dintre Gheorghe Chioreanu si
domnul Dan Ramf®.

Cei trei ofiteri si-au exercitat autorita-
tea asupra unor subunitéti in conditii deose-
bit de dificile, mai ales in etapa de schimbare
a raporturilor de forta dintre 1942 si 1943.
Gheorghe Chioreanu si Iosif Rus au luptat in
Kuban si muntii Caucaz, pana au fost raniti
si evacuati, in timp ce Constantin Nastase
si-a condus oamenii prin infernul de la Cotul
Donului. Distinctiile pe care le-au primit —
atat romanesti, cat si germane — reprezinta o
recunoastere a calitatilor combative si a modu-
lui in care acestia s-au raportat la misiunile de
lupta care le-au fost incredintate.

In continuare considerim ca este necesar
sa oferim si cateva date din biografia ofiterului
Gheorghe Chioreanu, unul dintre ofiterii de
rezerva ai armatei romane care au participat
la efortul de razboi incd din primele sapta-
méni ale desfasurarii Operatiunii Barbarossa
in 1941 si pana la finalul conflictului, cand a
ajuns pe inaltimile Muntilor Tatra. Originar
din mediul rural, dintr-un sat aflat in centrul

Transilvaniei, Gheorghe Chioreanu a avut o
situatie materiald care i-a permis sa isi com-
pleteze studiile primare, astfel incit si doban-
deasca o calificare. La fel ca losif Rus si Con-
stantin Nastase, tandrul din comuna Spélnaca
nu si-a dorit s urmeze o carierd militara prin
inscrierea la o scoala de ofiteri activi, ci a optat
pentru o cariera didacticid. Dupa ce a absolvit
cursurile Scolii Normale Greco-Catolice din
Blaj si a lucrat pentru o scurta perioada la pri-
maria din localitatea natald, acesta si-a efectu-
at stagiul militar ca militar in termen la Batali-
onul 8 Vanatori de Munte din Bistrita. Timp de
aproape un an de zile, intre 1 noiembrie 1935
si 21 octombrie 1936, tanarul invatator a fost
incadrat in plutonul 1 din Compania 4 Vana-
tori de Munte fiind avansat fruntas pe 1 apri-
lie 1936 si caporal cu cateva zile inainte de a fi
lasat la vatra®.

Conform autobiografiei care a fost redac-
tatd pe 15 iulie 1951 si pastratd in memoriul
original, Gheorghe Chioreanu a lucrat ca in-
vatitor in satele Ciugudul de Sus si Hiria pana
cand a fost din nou concentrat la aceeasi unita-
te, in doua etape: intre 23 martie si 19 mai 1939,
respectiv intre 8 septembrie 1939 si 1 aprilie
1940. In baza Ordinului de zi nr. 742 din 1940
dascélul a fost trimis la Centrul de Instructie
al Infanteriei din Sfantu Gheorghe pentru a
urma cursuri timp de doua luni, astfel incat sa
fie activat ca ofiter®. Dupa incheierea stagiului
de formare a primit gradul de plutonier T.R. si
a revenit la batalionul sau, inaltarea la gradul
de sublocotenent de rezerva intrand in vigoare
prin Inaltul Decret Regal nr. 2215 din 1 iulie
1940°.

Avand noile trese pe epoleti, Gheorghe
Chioreanu a primit comanda unui pluton de
puscasi din cadrul Companiei 1 Vanitori de
Munte, grija acestuia fata de soldati fiind obser-
vatd de ofiterii superiori. Pentru urmétoarele
patru luni sublocotenentul a incercat s isi com-
pleteze cunostintele militare prin studierea re-
gulamentelor si a lucrarilor de specialitate, dar
mai ales prin participarea la activitati practice,
precum trageri si exercitii militare. La sfarsitul
lunii octombrie 1940, Gheorghe Chioreanu si-a
reluat activitatea la catedrd, ca invatator in satul
Podeni, pani la finalul anului scolar’.
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Gheorghe Chioreanu alituri de camarazii sai in timpul studiilor militare, 1940,
fotografie, colectia familiei domnului colonel (rtr.) Gheorghe Chioreanu

Campania de eliberare a Basarabiei, a nor-
dului Bucovinei si a tinutului Herta in vara
anului 1941 a determinat alocarea unor efecti-
ve semnificative si a unui numar corespunzitor
de cadre de conducere. Astfel, prin Ordinul de
zi nr. 2112, dascélul Chioreanu a trebuit s pa-
raseasca din nou sala de clasi pentru a imbraca
uniforma militard. Desi initial a fost numit in
functia de ofiter de legéitura intre Batalionul
8 Vanatori de Munte si esaloanele superioa-
re, ulterior a primit comanda unui pluton de
transmisiuni de a carui instructie s-a ocupat
cu multd responsabilitate. De asemenea, asa
cum reiese din notatia locotenent-colonelului
Dumitru Carlan, comandantul Grupului 4 Va-
natori de Munte, sublocotenentul Chioreanu
s-a evidentiat si pe durata unor importante
confruntari ,foarte disciplinat si-a indeplinit
serviciul in mod foarte laudabil. Are un spirit
pronuntat de orientare in teren. Toate ordine-
le le aduce la timp datoritd constiinciozitatii
in indeplinirea serviciului precum si calmu-
lui pe campul de luptd. De multe ori a venit
cu ordine, desi strabdtea bombardamente de
artilerie, iar altd datd cum a fost la Malaja-
Belosjorka a trecut printre tancurile ruse ce
erau in spate”®. Aceste prime acte de curaj i-au
fost recunoscute fird nicio rezerva de ofiterii

superiori care au hotérat acordarea ordinului
Coroana Romdniei clasa a V-a cu spade si pan-
glica de Virtute Militard.

Dupd ce a revenit in tara, in garnizoana
de resedinta a unitatii, sublocotenentul de
vanatori de munte a fost numit instructor pen-
tru un pluton format din tineri ai contingentului
1942/1943. Pentru o scurta perioada de timp,
intre 10 ianuarie si 15 februarie 1942, Gheor-
ghe Chioreanu a urmat un curs de specializa-
re organizat la Centrul de Instructie din Deva,
seriozitatea si competentele sale pedagogice
recomandandu-l ulterior pentru preluarea unei
noi subunitati de recruti care apartinea Com-
paniei 2 Véanatori de Munte. Militarii aflati sub
autoritatea sa au fost beneficiarii unui program
de instruire atent urmarit si coordonat, care a
avut ca principal obiectiv trecerea de la o iden-
titate solitara la o vointd comuna, la construirea
unui set aseménator de valori si la dobandirea
unor reale capacitéti de lupta.

La mijlocul lunii iulie a fost trimis din nou
pe Frontul de Est unde, inca o datd, si-a ara-
tat preocuparea constantd pentru sdnatatea
ostasilor, ingrijirea animalelor, intretinerea
echipamentului si functionarea armamentului,
aspecte esentiale care influentau capacitatea
ofensiva si posibilitatea de reactie defensiva a
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subunitatii pe care o comanda. Impreuni cu
plutonul sdu a luat parte la actiunile ofensive
din vara anului 1942 pe directia de inaintare
spre Kuban si Caucaz’, demonstrand initiativa,
curaj si devotament, asa cum s-a intdmplat
pe 23 august la traversarea raului Staraya
Krepost™. Contextul in care s-au desfisurat
confruntérile cu militarii Armatei Rosii a fost
evocat chiar de supravietuitorul ajuns la var-
sta centenarului. ,Capitanul Negru conducea
doua plutoane la cota 1000 in muntii Caucaz,
eu trebuia sa-i asigur spatele, sd nu fie luati prin
surprindere. De departe se auzeau niste bubu-
ieli infernale, le-am zis bdietilor sd-si pund ba-
ionetele la pusca si sa pregateasca grenadele de
ména. Se trigea pe flancuri cu artileria, rusii
erau si ei la pdmant. Transeele au fost stricate
de bombardament, a doua zi le-am reparat cu
ostasii mei’!!

In continuare, veteranul de rizboi a descris
momentul in care a fost ranit in timpul unui
atac sustinut de vanatorii de munte pentru cu-
cerirea unei pozitii aflate la inaltime ,,cAnd am
coborét in vale, s-a deschis focul de pe creas-
td. Un glont m-a nimerit, a intrat de la stan-
ga la dreapta pieptului, mi-a atins plaménul, a

=

Gheorghe Chioreanu imbracat in uniforma militara,
cu gradul de locotenent, 1945, fotografie, colectia
familiei domnului colonel (rtr.) Gheorghe Chioreanu
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trecut pe sub inima. Mare noroc am avut cd nu
a fost cu cétiva centimetri mai sus, acum eram
mort. Cartusul m-a lovit de undeva din stanga,
am cazut jos, eram pe marginea unei paduri,
voiam sd ajung la plutonul meu sus, pe deal.
Am cézut si am amutit, nu mai puteam vorbi.
Am avut noroc cd cineva de la noi a dat ordin
sd se ducd munitie la pozitia aia de sus, soldatii
au luat fiecare cate o lada, doud, si asa m-au
descoperit™.

Pentru a avea o imagine de ansamblu asu-
pra calitatilor care il caracterizau pe Gheor-
ghe Chioreanu reddm un fragment mai amplu
din foaia calificativa din perioada 1 noiembrie
1942-31 octombrie 1943 cu aprecierile co-
mandantului de batalion. ,In teren se prezin-
td foarte bine. Se orienteazd usor si rezolva
cu multd indemanare orice situatie tactica.
Cu hotérare si mult sdnge rece, vointd pu-
ternicd, conceptie sdndtoasd, o mare putere
de munci si perseverenta in orice activitate.
Caracter frumos, demn si increzitor in sine,
cu mult curaj si indrazneald, ceea ce a dove-
dit pe campul de lupta... Foarte disciplinat cu
superiorii, drept si bun cu subalternii. Foar-
te muncitor, lucreaza cu mult devotament si
spirit de sacrificiu. Modest si foarte manierat.
Sincer si un prea bun camarad. Are o condu-
itd ireprosabild in orice ocaziune’** Locote-
nent-colonelul Cétalin Lucescu a continuat
astfel descrierea ofiterului sau: ,pe campul
de lupta a savarsit frumoase acte de bravura,
remarcandu-se pe ziua de 9 septembrie 1942
in luptele de la Sajukowo, unde prin avantul
si iuresul fara seamén patrunde cu plot. sdu in
lupta corp la corp in pozitia inamica si-1 pune
pe goana. Cade insa ranit in aceste lupte. Pen-
tru aceste fapte a fost propus la ord. «Mihai
Viteazul». Concluziuni: Este un ofiter de re-
zerva exceptional de bun, foarte bine pregatit
si cu un mare suflet de romén care face cinste
institutiei”’*. O opinie similara a fost expri-
mata si de locotenent-colonelul Ciubotariu,
comandantul Permanentei Diviziei 2 munte.
,In lupti s-a comportat ca un brav. La coman-
da de pluton a dat rezultate prea bune. Va-
loarea plutonului séu ca pregatire de razboiu
— Foarte bund — Grija foarte multa de soldat,
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armament si echipament. Concluzie: Foar-
te bun ofiter de rezervd”'® Din motive inca
neidentificate distinctia nu i-a mai fost acor-
data sublocotenentului, insa simpla propunere
venitd din partea comandantului reprezenta o
performanté notabila.

Evacuat din prima linie, Gheorghe Chioreanu
a fost mai intdi transportat la spitalul din
Piatigorsk pentru acordarea ajutorului medical
in regim de urgentd, dupa care a fost transferat
la Lemberg unde, pentru o perioada de timp,
s-a aflat in grija medicilor germani. Dupa ce
starea sa de sandtate a devenit stabild sublo-
cotenentul a fost adus in tard, la Arad, unde a
ramas internat pand in data de 14 noiembrie.
Dupd externare a avut un concediu medical de
90 de zile care i-a permis o refacere aproape
completa.

Gheorghe Chioreanu a facut parte din pri-
ma serie de ofiteri care intre 1 si 24 iunie 1943
a urmat, la Centrul de Instructie al Infante-
riei din Fagaras, cursul pentru aruncatoare
romanesti de calibru 120 mm, arma a carei
productie incepuse la Resita in anul 1942. In
perioada de timp amintitd au fost parcurse
urmétoarele cursuri: Cunoasterea wmateria-
lului, Instructia tehnicd, Instructia de luptd
si Instructia tragerii, iar in urma evaluarilor
luptatorul din Caucaz a fost notat cu media
generald 7 si cu urmatoarele aprecieri ,a de-
pus mult interes. Si-a insusit bine cunostintele
necesare. Poate sd comande in conditiuni bune
un ploton de aruncétoare de 120 mm”™®.

Cunostintele dobandite au fost valorificate
dupa revenirea sa la partea sedentari a bata-
lionului, unde datoritd numérului restrans
de ofiteri cu studii de specialitate, Gheorghe
Chioreanu s-a ocupat de instruirea unui plu-
ton dotat cu aruncatoare de calibru 81,4 mm,
dar si a unei sectii care folosea aruncétoare de
calibru 120 mm. Inci o dati, formatia sa pro-
fesionala initiala, de dascil, s-a dovedit deose-
bit de utila si, de asemenea, interesul sau per-
manent fatd de militarii alaturi de care lucra
in cazarma si in poligonul de trageri. Efortu-
rile investite timp de mai multe luni au avut
ca rezultat aparitia unei legaturi stranse intre
ostasi si comandant, un raport care avea si
isi demonstreze importanta in timpul bataliei
pentru apararea Moldovei.

La sfarsitul lunii aprilie 1944 ofiterul din
Spélnaca a ajuns pe front la nord de Iasi unde,
alaturi de plutonul sau, a organizat din punct
de vedere defensiv sectorul alocat, prin ame-
najarea unor transee si a unor amplasamente
pentru armamentul din inzestrare, astfel incat
planul de foc sa permité respingerea atacurilor
sovietice. In paralel, a continuat, cu aceeasi de-
dicare, sa isi instruiasca militarii, astfel incat
acestia sd fie capabili sa opuna rezistenta folo-
sind atat aruncatorul, cat si armamentul porta-
tiv, inclusiv pentru situatiile in care s-ar fi ajuns
la cea mai brutald forma de interactiune, lupta
corp la corp. Insi raportul de forte defavorabil
aparatorilor si asalturile repetate sustinute de
tancurile Armatei Rosii au determinat replierea
succesiva a unitatilor roméne. Chiar si in aces-
te situatii extrem de dificile, Gheorghe Chio-
reanu a avut o atitudine demna si, asa cum a
mentionat comandantul batalionului, locote-
nent-colonelul Catilin Lucescu, ,a condus cu
pricepere, curaj si spirit de sacrificiu, plutonul
sau in luptele din zilele de 21-24 august 1944,
scapand din incercuire cu o parte de oameni”"’.

Schimbarea de aliantd a Roméniei a in-
fluentat destinul ofiterului de vanatori de
munte care a continuat si isi faci datoria si pe
durata campaniei din Apus, participand activ
cu Batalionul 8 Vanatori de Munte la elibera-
rea nord-vestului Transilvaniei, la luptele din
Ungaria si la cele purtate pe teritoriul ceho-
slovac. Prin Inaltul Decret Regal nr. 619 din
24 decembrie 1944 a fost avansat la gradul de
locotenent de rezervé, in aceeasi luna fiind nu-
mit comandant de companie si ofiter respon-
sabil cu aprovizionarea’®. La finalul razboiului
Gheorghe Chioreanu era in mijlocul oameni-
lor sai, cérora le castigase nu doar respectul si
increderea, ci si 0o anumita formd de atasament
care poate fi intalnita doar in mediul cazon, in
contextul luptei pentru supravietuire colectiva
care este invariabil influentata de calitatea ac-
tului de comanda. Intors in tari, locotenentul
si-a indeplinit atributiile pana cind a fost lasat
la vatrd conform Ordinului de zi nr. 242 din
1 noiembrie 1945. Incheierea conflictului i-a
permis ofiterului sa revind la catedra, alaturi de
elevii sii, avind sentimentul datoriei implinite
in calitate de comandant, dar mai ales de om.
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Constantin Niastase imbracat in uniforma militara,
cu gradul de sublocotenent, 1942,
fotografie, colectia familiei domnului general-maior
(rtr.) Constantin Nastase

In continuare o si il evocim pe Constantin
Nastase care, in prima jumatate a anului 1941,
lucra ca invatéitor in comuna Negru Voda din
judetul Constanta. Asemeni multor dascali a
fost concentrat pe 8 iunie, in baza Ordinului
de zi nr. 348, la cazarma Regimentului 19 In-
fanterie din Caracal si mobilizat, pe 22 iunie,
la partea operativa a unititii, la comanda plu-
tonului 4 din Compania 8 Infanterie, odatd cu
intrarea in vigoare a Inaltului Decret nr. 1798".
Sublocotenentul nu a participat la trecerea
Prutului pentru alungarea fortelor sovietice
din Basarabia, fiind trimis la partea sedenta-
ra a regimentului si incadrat la Batalionul 1
Instructie si Mars.

Dascalul originar din Mioveni a ajuns in
zona de conflict in contextul desfasurérii béta-
liei pentru Odessa, un obiectiv strategic deose-
bit de valoros de la Marea Neagr4, care, potrivit
decidentilor politico-militari de la Bucuresti,
trebuia sd devind o mare victorie a armatei
roméane. Ordinul de zi nr. 28 din 3 septembrie
1941 atestd mutarea lui Constantin Nastase
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la partea activa a unitétii, la comanda pluto-
nului 2 din Compania 12 Infanterie, insd in
mai putin de o sdptdméni acesta a primit in
responsabilitate plutonul 3 din structura or-
ganicd a Companiei 8 Infanterie?. Colonelul
Constantin Voiculescu, comandantul regi-
mentului, a scris urmétoarele in foaia califica-
tiva a ofiterului de rezerva in legitura cu par-
ticiparea acestuia la actiunile militare purtate
dincolo de raul Nistru: ,bun instructor. Au-
toritar in fata frontului. Muncitor si cu multa
bunivointa si perseverenta... disciplinat, bun
camarad. Sincer si cu spirit de sacrificiu. Bun
executant al ordinelor... a comandat plot. 1
mitr. Compania a 8 luand parte la luptele de la
Pelijova, Amestova, Odesa. in tot timpul lup-
telor a dat dovada de curaj si hotérare. A depus
mult interes si suflet. Punctual la serviciu si
constiincios”. Dupi aceasta prima experienta
a frontului Constantin Néstase a fost descon-
centrat pe 16 noiembrie conform Ordinului de
zi nr. 940 si si-a reluat activitatea ca invatator,
de aceasta datd in comuna Cosernita din ju-
detul Orhei.

Declansarea operatiunii Fall Blau a insemnat
angajarea unor noi structuri ale armatei romane
care s lupte alaturi de diviziile Wehrmachtului
pentru inaintarea in interiorul URSS. Avand in
vedere pierderile semnificative inregistrate in
timpul campaniei din anul anterior, mai ales
in randurile ofiterilor subalterni??, un numar
semnificativ de ofiteri de rezerva au primit or-
dine de mobilizare. Constantin Nastase a fost
concentrat pe 1 august 1942 si trecut in zona de
operatii pe 1 septembrie, prin aplicarea Ordinu-
lui de zi nr. 1114, la comanda unui pluton care
avea in dotare piese de artilerie antitanc®.

Pentru urmétoarele cinci luni sublocote-
nentul de rezerva a triit o experienta care i-a
marcat nu doar cariera militard, ci si intreaga
existenta. Batalia de la Cotul Donului a repre-
zentat una dintre cele mai ample confruntri la
care a participat armata romand in decursul is-
toriei sale, o inclestare intre oponenti cu forte
inegale in timpul céreia superioritatea tehni-
cd, diferenta de efective si conditiile meteo-
rologice extreme au influentat in mod decisiv
deznodamantul. Ostasii romani, in majoritate
infanteristi, s-au regasit in situatia de a lupta
intr-un net raport de inferioritate, folosind
armament cu un calibru subdimensionat si
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uneori obiecte rudimentare (unelte), pentru a
se opune blindatelor sovietice?.

Dupa aproape 80 de ani de la desfasurarea
evenimentelor, Constantin Nastase, unul din-
tre ultimii supravietuitori ai batéliei de la Cotul
Donului, a descris tensiunea si dramatismul pe
care le-a trdit alaturi de oamenii sdi in prima
linie a frontului, unde au suportat duritatea
ofensivei sustinute de unitétile inamice: ,seara
pe la ora opt au inceput ei atacul. Deci, intéi a
trecut infanteria. Ne-a atacat, am respins-o...
asta in timpul zilei, iar spre seard un grup de
tancuri rusesti a trecut peste noi. Ne-au dis-
trus si armele... si dupa aceea a venit grosu!
Tancuri, tancuri, artilerie si cate si mai céte
si am avut noroc si n-a cazut niciun obuz pa
mine... nu mai judecam. Nu mai judecam.
Adica eram pierduti, eram pierduti... veneau
mai multe (tancuri). Si unul dintre ele sigur cé
era pe directia mea. Eram disperati”.

Crearea unor brese in dispozitivul de apa-
rare a permis patrunderea in adancime si rea-
lizarea unei manevre ample care avea ca scop
incercuirea, izolarea si neutralizarea unitatilor
romane si germane. In contextul dominat de
haos au existat exemple de curaj, de lideri care
au preluat initiativa pentru organizarea unor
pozitii defensive (in asteptarea unor forte
de sprijin care, din pacate, nu au mai ajuns),
dar si cazuri in care solidaritatea anumitor
comandanti cu propriii militari a fost relati-
vi. In climatul de nesiguranti si incertitudine
Constantin Nastase a avut o atitudine demna,
oferind contemporanilor sdi o adevératid do-
vada de verticalitate: ,am iesit din incercuire,
am vrut s plec, ca se vedea drumul, soseaua
principald pe unde nemtii cérau catre front si
catre casa si o datda am tresdrit si am zis — Ce
fac eu? Adica eu sd ma salvez, s mé duc aca-
sa si ostasii mei sd rimana prada la rusi? — si
m-am intors si cu ordonanta am puricat... prin
imprejurimi si atata am mai gésit din astia (7)
si cu ei am plecat cétre tard... cum om fi scé-
pat? Larisc! La risc asa taras si eu, si ostasii mei
tot asa au procedat... era o noapte intunecoasa
si ningea si un ger de trosneau pietrele”*.

Intrebat daci a simtit pentru un moment
ca era posibil sa isi piarda viata, veteranul de
razboi a oferit un raspuns care a demonstrat

taria sa de caracter: ,Nu. Nu am avut timp de
asa ceva. Acolo cénd esti in atac, cind esti pe
front, cand esti in rdzboi, nu mai tii cont de tre-
burile astea si esti asa ca un model de om”%.
Apreciem ca exemplul sdu este unul demn de
admiratie in conditiile in care la Cotul Donu-
lui au fost ofiteri activi, oameni care facusera
din purtarea uniformei o profesie, comandanti
care, folosindu-se de grade si de accesul la anu-
mite facilitati (cai, autoturisme, camioane), au
decis sa isi abandoneze oamenii pentru a se
salva, lasand responsabilitatea de conducere a
subunitatilor in grija unor ofiteri inferiori sau
a unor subofiteri.

Iesirea din incercuire nu a insemnat ince-
tarea calvarului, rimasitele fortelor de odini-
oard fiind in pericol si fie ajunse din urma de
avangarzile Armatei Rosii si sd cadd intr-un
prizonierat pe care si pana atunci il evitasera
cu greu. Inaintand spre vest, multe grupuri de
ostasi romani s-au intilnit, formand treptat
subunitati de dimensiunile unor grupe, plu-
toane sau companii, care insa nu aveau mij-
loacele necesare pentru a opune o rezistenta
semnificativd in eventualitatea unui atac. Ast-
fel, anumiti ofiteri, ludnd in consideratie posi-
bilitatea de a fi privati de libertate intr-un vii-
tor apropiat, au decis si renunte la elementele
specifice care ii diferentiau de trup4, fiindu-le
teama cd vor primi un tratament diferit din
partea sovieticilor.

Pentru a evita o astfel de situatie, alt ofiter
i-a recomandat lui Constantin Nastase sd isi
indepérteze reciproc tresele de pe mantii si
vestoane. Propunerea a fost initial acceptata de
sublocotenentul de rezervd, insa dupa taierea
primului rand de insemne acesta a avut o reactie
care a evidentiat inca o daté setul sdu de valori si
demnitatea de militar. ,,O tresarire m-a cuprins
si-n sinea mea mi-am spus: Ce fac eu? De ce eu
insumi sd ma degradez? Ce am facut eu rdu? Cu
ce-am gresit in acest razboi? Sa uit consemnul
si jurdmantul de ofiter, primul lucru invétat la
scoala de ofiteri din Ploiesti?! Nu! Nu! Nu se
poate! La veston nu mi le mai tai. Mi se rupea
inima de supdrare pentru ci mi-a trecut prin
minte sa ma degradez! Le-as pune la loc, dar nu
am ac si nici atd. Pe parcursul drumului le-am
pus la loc, prinzandu-le cu bolduri. Sunt ofiter
si de-o fi s& mor, s mor ofiter si nu ca un las!”*
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Dupa parcurgerea unui drum epuizant care
a presupus numeroase obstacole, momente de
epuizare sievenimente neprevazute, Constantin
Nastase si militarii din plutonul sdu au ajuns la
inceputul anului 1943 in sigurantd, aproape de
granita de odinioara a Romaniei Mari: ,eu cdnd
am venit de acolo de la incercuire si am cazut in
genunchi pe malul Nistrului s-am zis — Astazi
m-am ndscut a doua oard — si aici am sarutat
imediat cadnd am cézut in genunchi, am sérutat
pamantul”®. Gestul cu o puternica valoare de
simbol consideram cé este relevant pentru un
patriot care credea cu tarie in valorile nationale
si in justetea cauzei pentru care luptase. Dintr-
0 anumita perspectiva reusise sa invingd moar-
tea, iar revenirea in patrie dupa o lungé odisee
echivala cu o a doua sansé de a trai pentru a-si
face in continuare datoria.

Comandantul regimentului, locotenent-
colonelul Dumitru Stefinescu, a ficut urma-
toarele notatii in foile calificative ale subloco-
tenentului de rezerva: ,Trage bine cu arma-
mentul infanteriei. In fata frontului se prezinti
in general bine. Energic si bun instructor, cu
vointa si putere de munca. Disciplinat si bun
camarad. Devotat, leal, sincer si drept. Bun
executant al ordinelor. A instruit si comandat
pluton anticar din compania anticar insotire cu
rezultate multumitoare... A luat parte la luptele
grele din luna Noiembrie si Decembrie de la
Cotul Donului unde a incurajat si imbarbatat
pe oameni in toate situatiile grele. Iubeste
soldatii si stie si le capete increderea™.

Réndurile ofiterului superior pot fi considera-
te o veritabild caracterizare a unui militar cu
vocatie de lider care a stiut cum sa se raporte-
ze la realitatile din teren, intelegand sa acorde
importanta cuvenitd celor cu care impartea
acelasi destin.

La 4 februarie 1943, Constantin Néstase
s-a prezentat la partea sedentara a unittii sale
primind un concediu de odihna de 14 zile in
baza Ordinului de zi nr. 2308. Avand o stare
de sanatate precard, o consecinti directa a sta-
giului pe front, s-a internat la Spitalul Militar
din Craiova unde a fost diagnosticat cu debili-
tate pulmonara si ulcer la stomac®. Operat de
apendicita si externat dupé aproape o luni, me-
dicii i-au recomandat un concediu de 30 de zile
pentru o refacere cat mai completé. Pe 13 aprilie
sublocotenentul a venit la cazarma din Caracal
si a fost desconcentrat, dupa cum atesta Or-
dinul nr. 72/1943. In perioada care a urmat
si-a continuat activitatea didacticd in comuna
Cosernita, mai intai ca invatator si ulterior ca
director. Detinerea functiei de conducere a im-
piedicat trimiterea sa in zona de operatii, desi
au fost emise mai multe ordine de concentrare,
care nu s-au mai aplicat datorita prevederilor
Ordinului nr. 143.564/1943 al Marelui Stat
Major care excepta directorii scolilor pri-
mare de la serviciul militar, asa cum preve-
dea si Ordinul Inspectoratului Scolar Orhei
nr. 3684/1943%.

Apropierea frontului in primavara anului
1944 a determinat retragerea administratiei

Extras din copia memoriului
original al locotenentului
Constantin Nastase,
in care este mentionata
participarea sa la batilia
de la Cotul Donului
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din Basarabia, Constantin Nastase fiind ne-
voit sa isi lase dincolo de Prut scoala, elevii
si persoanele apropiate. In acest context ten-
sionat a fost avansat la gradul de locotenent,
odata cu intrarea in vigoare a Inaltului Decret
Regal nr. 619 din 20 martie 1944%, si rasplatit
cu Ordinul Coroana Romdniei, clasa a V-a cu
spade si panglica de Virtute Militard in baza
Ordinului de zi nr. 45 din 10 aprilie®’. Reve-
nit in tard, Constantin Nastase a primit un
post de invatator in satul Clucereasa, aflat in
apropierea localitatii sale natale din judetul
Muscel. Prin lectiile predate, in doar cate-
va luni a dobandit, in egald mésura, simpatia
cursantilor sdi, respectul parintilor si apreci-
erea autoritatilor. Concentrat inca o datd pe
12 iulie a venit la Detasamentul 61 lucru C.ER.
unde a primit comanda unui pluton din cadrul
Companiei 4. Comandantul structurii I-a apre-
ciat astfel pe ofiterul de infanterie: ,sanitos,
rezistent, poate suporta greutitile unei cam-
panii. Inteligent, cinstit, cu suficientd putere
de munca, lipsit de energie. Se ingrijeste de oa-
menii de sub comanda sa”*. Mentionam faptul
cé ,lipsa de energie” se datora problemelor de
sandtate in curs de tratare, unei ,scleroze pro-
gresive muschiulara cu anemie si debilitate™®
care nu a permis concentrarea la o unitate de
infanterie.

In primavara lui 1945, Constantin Nastase
a fost chemat pentru ultima datd la cazarma
Regimentului 19 Infanterie din Caracal cu
scopul de a fi trimis pe Frontul de Vest, insi
i-a fost desemnatd comanda unui pluton de
la Compania Mars. Comandantul partii se-
dentare a unitatii a consemnat astfel in foaia
calificativd pentru intervalul 13 martie - 16
aprilie: ,merita a fi avansat la gradul de capitan
in rezerva fiind apt a comanda o companie pe
campul de lupta si in zona interioard”. Aceas-
ta apreciere poate reprezenta o dovadi a fap-
tului ca ofiterul a demonstrat reale competente
de conducere si gestionare eficientd a resurse-
lor, desi din punct de vedere medical nu era re-
facut complet nici la momentul respectiv. Desi
in aparentd sfarsitul conflictului echivala cu re-
venirea la o viatd normala, stabilitd pe coordo-
nate mai accesibile si feritd de pericole majore,
Constantin Nastase a suportat, asemeni unor
rani, consecintele participérii sale la batalia de
la Cotul Donului pani la finalul vietii.

In paginile urmétoare vom prezenta faptele
de arme ale ofiterului losif Rus, ultimul veteran
de razboi al armatei roméane, supravietuitor
al bataliilor care s-au dat pentru inaltimile
muntilor Caucaz. Din toamna anului 1940
si pand in primévara anului 1942 tanarul din
Ghiolt a lucrat ca invétator in comuna Baciu din
judetul Brasov unde, datoritd competentelor
sale pedagogice, a reusit sd ii atragd spre stu-
diu pe elevii sai si totodaté sa se integreze in
comunitatea locald, fiind vazut de tinerii din
localitate ca un model demn de urmat.

Pe 20 mai in acelasi an i s-a comunicat prin
telegraf ordinul de concentrare la Regimen-
tul 95 Infanterie din Turnu Severin, de unde,
peste putin timp, a fost trimis la Centrul de
Instructie al Infanteriei din Fagaras, pentru a
urma cursul dedicat ofiterilor de rezerva®. in
intervalul 4 iulie - 5 august, losif Rus a facut
parte din a patra serie de cursanti care au par-
ticipat la prelegeri si la exercitii demonstrative
al céror principal obiectiv erau reactualizarea
cunostintelor de specialitate si insusirea unor
notiuni utile pentru viitoarea campanie. La

FOIO-ROYAL™.
NTH it

Iosif Rus imbracat in uniforma militara, cu gradul
de sublocotenent, 1943, fotografie, colectia familiei
domnului general de brigada (rtr.) Iosif Rus
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incheierea ciclului de studii, sublocotenentul a
fost notat cu 7 la cele patru categorii: Instructia
tehnicd, Instructia de luptd, Cunoasterea si
aplicarea regulamentelor si Aptitudini de lup-
ta®. In foaia calificativa semnati de colonelul
Stefan Bardan, comandatul centrului, si loco-
tenent-colonelul Miltiade Stoenescu, directo-
rul de studii, existd urmétoarea mentiune: ,a
urmat cursul pregatitor depunand interes si
pricepere. Si-a insusit in bune conditiuni pre-
gatirea de rdzboiu necesara. Este un bun co-
mandant de pluton”®. Revenit in cazarma afla-
ta in orasul de pe malul Dunrii, losif Rus a fost
trecut la armata de operatii, asa cum reiese din
Ordinul de zi nr. 432 din 13 august.

Partea activd a regimentului a fost trimisa
mai intai in Crimeea, de unde a fost transfe-
ratd in Kuban dupa trecerea stramtorii Kerci.
La inceputul lunii septembrie a fost numit la
comanda unui pluton de puscasi din cadrul
Companiei 6 Infanterie, pe care 1-a condus in
lupté pentru cucerirea localitatii leriwansky si
a Cotei 1942. Debutul confruntirilor din Cau-
caz a reprezentat o primd ocazie pentru sublo-
cotenent de a se face remarcat pentru calititile
sale militare* care au fost réisplatite prin acor-
darea Ordinului Coroana Romdniei clasa a V-a
cu spade si panglica de Virtute Militard, asa
cum reiese din Ordinul nr. 16.362 din 13 no-
iembrie 1942 al Diviziei 19 Infanterie si din Or-
dinul de zi nr. 68 al partii active a Regimentului
19 Infanterie*

In cadrul unui interviu de istorie orali, Io-
sif Rus a descris, dupa mai mult de opt decenii,
conditiile in care a participat la luptele purtate
de armata roména in cel mai indepartat punct
geografic de pana atunci: ,in linia intéi opt luni,
de toamna pénd primavara... noi din 42 am
atacat din octombrie, dar n-am atacat mult,
numai un pic. Am oprit fiindca s-o facut gar-
duri de sarmd si o incetat luptele in Caucaz...
am atacat intr-o zona impadurita. Acolo se ur-
cau dstia (sovieticii) prin copaci cu pistoalele
lor, ei aveau pistoale atunci. Se urcau in pom...
o parte din pddure pe care o stipaneau ei nu
puteai sa te duci. Oricum am tras noi si am stat
si am pus artileria pe ei”®. Totodata, acesta a
facut unele preciziri in legdturd cu originea
militarilor care indeplineau functii de coman-

da la nivel de pluton si companie: ,am avut
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un caz séracu, un batran comandant de plu-
ton, aveam si tineri si mai in etate. Intelegeti?
Rezervisti, care nu erau activi, ca erau si ac-
tivi dar mai putin recruti care ficeau stagiul
atuncea cand am purtat razboiul... numai un
ofiter era activ. Toti erau rezervisti, invatatori,
avocati, doctori, toti erau rezervisti”.

Amintim faptul ca putini membri ai pro-
motiei 1942 ,Intregirea” au ajuns pe front dupi
inéltarea la ,gradul de sublocotenent, ma-
joritatea fiind trimisi la partile sedentare ale
unitatilor la care au fost repartizati unde si-au
desfasurat activitatea ca instructori. Totodata
acestia au ajuns in centrele de instructie pen-
tru a urma cursuri de specializare pentru di-
ferite arme si specialitati care incepeau si fie
folosite mai mult la nivelul armatei. In acest
context factorii de decizie de la nivelul Minis-
terului Apérérii Nationale au decis concentra-
rea unui numdr apreciabil de ofiteri de rezerva
cu o pregatire profesionald cat se poate de
variatd si varste cuprinse intre 22 si peste 30
de ani. De asemenea, au existat situatii in care
din cauza lipsei unor cadre de conducere sau
a indisponibilitétii acestora (cauzata de rini,
boli contractate in timpul campaniei, ciderea
in lupta ori prizonierat) comanda unor plutoa-
ne a fost preluatd de subofiterii care aveau o
experienta indelungatd a frontului.

Veteranul de rizboi a facut referire si la
conditiile dificile cu care s-a confruntat in tim-
pul stagiului si resursele limitate pe care a con-
tat pentru indeplinirea misiunilor incredintate:
»paduchi multi, padduchi si soareci in Caucaz.
Nu erau lemne. Intelegeti? Erau lemne rar, dar
tu te chinuiai si faci adapost pentru pusca-
mitralierd, sa faci sa nu te ploud, sa stai. Nu?
Sa faci legdtura comandantului sa mearga de la
un post la altul. Erau mai multe posturi. Dupa
varful dealului pand jos am rdmas numai vreo
16 oameni dintr-un pluton si cu dia trebuia sa
asiguram toati paza. Intelegeti?”®. Intrebat
in timpul interviului cand a trait cel mai greu
moment acesta a raspuns astfel: ,cand m-o
ranit. In primévara lui '43 atuncea intr-o zi o
trecut o femeie de la ei (sovietici) si o spus —
Maine aveti grija cd incepe atacu’ — si adeva-
rat asa o fost. Dimineata, 57 de tunuri razant,
adica razant plus si artileria grea... pe prima-
vard, pe 4 aprilie, atunci cind au inceput ei
m Revista de istorie militara m
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de dimineata si am véazut batélia ca-n filme™.
Actiunile ofensive ale Armatei Rosii s-au pro-
dus intr-un context mai larg care viza replierea
trupelor germane si romane dintr-un areal ge-
ografic mai extins dupa incheierea bétaliei de
la Stalingrad.

Pentru a avea o imagine cat mai fideld asu-
pra participarii lui Iosif Rus la campania arma-
tei romane din Caucaz, precum si a modului in
care acesta s-a raportat la situatiile din cAmpul
tactic reddm in continuare nota colonelului
Mosteoru, comandantul Regimentului 95 In-
fanterie, din foaia calificativa intocmitd pentru
perioada cuprinsa intre 1 septembrie 1942 si
31 octombrie 1943: ,ofiterul a dat dovada in
luptele din Caucaz de mult curaj, destoinic si
[cu] sdnge rece in fata inamicului... A luat par-
te la toate luptele din Cuban: Eriwnaski, Abin,
Schptalski, Moldowanskaja. In toate aceste lup-
te ofiterul a fost animatorul plutonului siu,
dand dovada de mult curaj si spirit de jertfa,
multa pricepere si deosebitd tenacitate in lup-
td. S-a distins in luptele dintre 4 si 17 ianua-
rie 1943. Cand inamicul a atacat cu forte mult
superioare si dupd o pregatire foarte puternica
de artilerie si branduri. Cu toatd aceastd pu-
ternicé pregitire atacul n’a reusit sa strapunga
pozitia apératd de plotonul de sub comanda
Sublt. Rusu care a rezistat eroic, oprind atacul
inamic si pricinuindu-i pierderi f. mari. Aceeas
soartd au avut si celelalte incercari ale inami-
cului de a strapunge pozitia. In acelas mod s-a
distins si in atacul si contraatacul de la 4 aprilie
1943 la padurea Scherptaesky (Est Kurskaia)
unde a contraatacat in flanc inamicul ce pa-
trunsese in sectorul vecin german; cade rénit si
este evacuat... In concluzie slt. rez. Rusu losif
este un luptitor viteaz pe care se poate conta
in situatiuni grele*’

Suntem de pérere ca aceastd opinie expri-
mata asupra valorilor si calitatilor lui Iosif Rus
este elogioasa si intregeste portretul unui lup-
titor cu calitdti remarcabile. Astfel de apreci-
eri nu erau des intalnite pentru ofiterii activi
si cu atat mai putin pentru cei de rezerva. De
asemenea considerdm ca este util sd facem
o precizare referitoare la losif Rus, pentru a
intelege mai bine valoarea cuvintelor consem-
nate in foaia calificativa. Acesta nu si-a propus
niciodata sa imbratiseze cariera militara, nu a
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Extras din memoriul calificativ original
al locotenentului Iosif Rus, care atesta distinctiile
primite pentru faptele sale de arme

avut o afinitate pentru mediul cazon si nu s-a
aflat intr-o competitie cu alti comandanti de
subunititi. Inca din copilarie Iosif Rus a fost un
caracter introvertit, un om cu inclinatii artis-
tice, pasionat de muzica clasici si studiul vio-
rii pentru care avea o fascinatie aparte. O fire
discretd care si-a gasit refugiul in lectura si
pedagogie, un intelectual in devenire, Iosif Rus
a dorit si fie un om care sa impértaseasca din
cunostintele sale celor care doreau si il ascul-
te. Aceasta trecere de la statutul de invétator
la cel de luptitor demonstreazi capacitatea de
adaptare si profunda intelegere a datoriei pe
care o avea de indeplinit, chiar cu pretul pro-
priei vieti.

Vointa de a lupta pentru patria sa a fost afec-
tatd doar de rana cédpatata in primele zile ale lu-
nii aprilie, atunci cand a fost lovit in soldul drept
de o schija de proiectil de aruncator de mine.
Ca o forma de apreciere pentru sprijinul oferit,
camarazii sai din Wehrmacht l-au evacuat in re-
gim de urgentd cu ambulanta 97 german4, iar pe
12 aprilie a fost internat in spitalul de campanie
nr. 454. Dupa ce a fost evaluat din punct de ve-
dere medical, pe 21 aprilie a fost evacuat cu tre-
nul sanitar nr. 3 si transferat la spitalul din zona
interioara nr. 352*. Exemplul siu de vitejie, spi-
ritul de solidaritate si dovezile de camaraderie
nu au ramas neobservate, losif Rus fiind distins
cu Ordinul Steaua Romdniei clasa a V-a cu spa-
de si panglicd de Virtute Militard prin Ordinul
nr. 21.305 al Diviziei 19 Infanterie si Ordinul
de zi nr. 145 din 19 aprilie al regimentului sau.
Totodata, autoritétile militare germane au ho-

tarat acordarea distinctiei Crucea de Fier clasa
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a II-a dupa cum atestd Ordinul de zi nr. 154 din
10 mai 1943 al unitatii de care apartinea®.

Din fericire, rana s-a vindecat fara sd ne-
cesite o interventie chirurgicala complexa, ci
doar o extractie minor4, fiind evitat pericolul
ca losif Rus sd dezvolte o infirmitate: ,schija
o mutat-o muschii cum s-o intdrit o mutat-o
intr-afara, dar tot pe locul pe unde o intrat.
Intelegi?... muschiul s-o reficut, organismul
s-o refacut. O mai stat si o impins schija in
afara si o bagat (doctorul) un cleste si o tras-o.
Zice — Uite asta. Ai avut un noroc de unu la
mie. Ramaneai schiop. Nu putea sa te opere-
ze (chirurgul)™®. Dupa ce a fost externat pe
22 septembrie si a beneficiat de un concediu
de 45 de zile, ofiterul s-a prezentat la partea se-
dentara a regimentului, preludnd responsabili-
tatea unui pluton la scoala instructorilor pe ai
cdrui membri i-a pregitit temeinic, asigurand
transferul cunostintelor cu profil militar®!.

Pentru perioada cuprinsi intre 1 noiembrie
1943 si 3 aprilie 1944, comandantul partii se-
dentare a Regimentului 95 Infanterie, locote-
nent-colonelul Puicea i-a realizat lui losif Rus
o caracterizare intemeiatd pe realitatile si fap-
tele observate in interiorul cazarmii: ,sdnatos
si rezistent, cu toate ca a fost ranit in luptele
din Caucaz, poate face inca o campanie... In-
teligent, punctual si foarte constiincios in ser-
viciu. Foarte muncitor si zelos. In toati activi-
tatea zilnic§, la instructie, pune mult interes si
pasiune. Se orienteaza usor si le aplica bine in
teren [notiunile — n.n.]... cunoaste bine regula-
mentele si le aplica judicios in teren. In campul
tactic a dat dovada de pricepere, bun simt si
de hotarari repezi si precise... foarte discipli-
nat, foarte bun camarad. Foarte manierat si cu
o educatie aleasa... Este foarte moral, modest,
serios, drept si devotat. Are simtul onoarei si al
demnitatii foarte desvoltat™>

Asemeni altor ofiteri din generatia sa care
au supravietuit Frontului de Est, Iosif Rus a
fost avansat la gradul de locotenent de rezer-
vd in conformitate cu prevederile Inaltului
Decret nr. 619 din 20 martie 1944%. Avand
in vedere firea sa calculatd si meticulozitatea
de care diadea dovadi pentru indeplinirea mi-
siunilor, superiorii sai I-au investit cu o noud
responsabilitate. Astfel, incepand cu luna oc-

tombrie, ofiterul s-a ocupat de identificarea,
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inventarierea si restituirea capturilor de razboi
care fusesera aduse din Uniunea Sovieticd in-
cepand cu anul 1941, bunuri care se aflau in
proprietatea mai multor unitati militare din
orasele Turnu Severin, Orsova si Targu Jiu.
Desi complexa, sarcina de serviciu a fost tra-
tatd cu multa seriozitate si cu rezultate foarte
bune, asa cum reiese din nota de carnet sem-
nata de colonelul Nicolae Olaru, comandantul
Cercului Teritorial Mehedinti: ,s-a ocupat in
foarte de aproape de primirea, inregistrarea,
repararea acestor capturi, cum si predarea lor
la Galati, care din afirmatiile ofiterului delegat
al Comisiei Roméne au fost cele mai bine am-
balate si inventariate... muncitor si disciplinat.
Este un ofiter foarte bun si de mare incredere.”>*

in vara anului urmitor, pe 6 iunie 1945,
Iosif Rus a fost trecut in evidentele Cercului
Militar Teritorial Brasov si inscris conform
Ordinului nr. 53.800 al Marelui Stat Major.
Peste putin timp locotenentul de rezerva avea
sd revind in localitatea Baciu pentru a-si face
datoria in continuare, nu ca un temerar ofiter
de rezerva, ci ca un dascal cu vocatie care isi
dorea sa formeze caracterele elevilor care ur-
mau si intre in sala de clasa.

In incheiere dorim si mentionim ci mi-
litarii evocati in acest articol nu au fost alesi
in mod particular pentru meritele obtinute pe
campul de lupts, ci pentru faptul ca sunt repre-
zentativi pentru o categorie distincta de per-
sonal, cea a ofiterilor de rezervi care au luptat
in anii celui de Al Doilea Razboi Mondial. Cei
trei veterani au avut experiente asemdnatoare,
care in timp au influentat conturarea unor va-
lori comune. Originari din mediul rural, pro-
venind din familii care si-au céstigat existenta
si din practicarea agriculturii, Gheorghe Chio-
reanu, Constantin Nastase si Iosif Rus au avut
incd din copilarie o legitura speciald, chiar
afectiva cu pamantul. Locuind printre oameni
de conditie modestd, acestia au ajuns sa cu-
noasci, sa inteleags si sa aprecieze taranul ro-
man in simplitatea si spiritualitatea sa. Aceste
elemente au influentat raportarea pozitivda a
ofiterilor fati de ostasii (in majoritate tarani)
pe care i-au avut in grija. Desi au fost formati
in domeniul armelor, avand la baza principiile
doctrinei defensive, cei trei comandanti de plu-
toane s-au adaptat situatiilor intalnite pe front.
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In cazurile lui Gheorghe Chioreanu si losif
Rus o contributie la 0o mai bund cunoastere
a realitatilor militare au avut-o cursurile de
specializare, insa deosebit de relevanta a fost
experienta dobandita in linia intéi. Combativi-
tatea celor trei ofiteri poate fi evaluata ludnd
in consideratie aprecierile comandantilor si,
de asemenea, ordinele si medaliile care le-au
fost oferite. Dragostea de tara le-a fost dublata
de credinta in Dumnezeu, o credintd care i-a
insotit cat timp au imbrécat uniforma armatei
romane, dar si ulterior, pAnd au atins si depasit
varsta centenarului.
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Abstract

The present study examines the complex relationship between collective memory and polit-
ical identity in the European space, by highlighting the way in which historical violence shapes
contemporary political behaviour as well as exploring the contrasting trajectories of Germany
and Russia. Drawing on the case studies of post-war Germany and post-Soviet Russia, the
essay argues that societies which address past acts of atrocity are able to establish durable
frameworks for creating institutions governed by legal norms and democratic cultures that
prevent the resurgence of political authoritarianism. Germany'’s post-1945 trajectory, char-
acterised by Vergangenheitsbewdltigung, denazification and significant educational reforms,
demonstrates how deliberate immersion in memory can foster democratic resilience. In con-
trast, Russia’s selective memory and failure to hold itself publicly accountable for historical
violence have facilitated the persistence of imperial narratives and ongoing territorial ambi-
tions. The research incorporates the collective memory theories of Maurice Halbwachs and Jan
Assmann along with the civilisational thinking of Nikolai Danilevskii and Oswald Spengler,
illustrating ways in which memory can either constrain or legitimise political power. The study
concludes that memory becomes politically constructive only when it is acknowledged, con-
textualised and translated into ethical and institutional accountability, drawing lessons for
contemporary European security and identity formation.

-

Keywords: collective memory, historical memory, comparative history, identity )

1. Introduction

In Europe, memory and identity are deeply
intertwined and inseparable from the legacy
of decades of atrocities. The main theatres
of military operations were situated on the
European continent, along with concentra-
tion camps, imperial expansions and acts of
genocide, all of which have left deep traces in

states’ narratives. National identity is directly
influenced by history; the latter represents an
essential component of the sense of belonging.
However, it is crucial that present-day political
interactions are not dictated by it. When un-
critically internalised, history anchors unre-
solved or outdated narratives in contempo-
rary actions, influencing both international

* Jurist, politolog in domeniul relatiilor internationale si studiilor europene, cu specializare in istorie
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and domestic dynamics in a destructive way.
Russia, for example, represents the perfect
candidate for explaining this phenomenon,
by avoiding confronting the truth about its
past, the state continues to act based on a self-
constructed imperial image developed from
earlier periods of dominance rooted in his-
torical expansion, mostly during the Cold War
and preserved through a process of selective
memory.' In contrast, Germany illustrates an
alternative path. Its post-World-War II trajec-
tory demonstrates how confronting the past
represents in fact a positive transformation.
According to contemporary global freedom
indexes, by reinterpreting its traumatic expe-
riences, Germany succeeded in institutional-
ising a lasting democratic reform and stands
today among the states with the strongest
democratic institutions, having a 40/40 score
on political rights.?

2. Theoretical Approaches to Collective
Memory and Power

In the years following the Second World
War, many influential political leaders, includ-
ing Konrad Adenauer, Robert Schuman and
Jean Monnet, argued for grounding European
identity in international cooperation as a re-
jection of political violence.* Consequently,
collective memory became an explicit concern
within European politics, used as a tool for
greater understanding and statecraft, in order
to prevent dangerous rhetoric from recrystal-
lising.*

The concept of collective memory is as-
sociated mostly with the French sociologist
Maurice Halbwachs, but it was expanded by
many other scholars, such as Tzvetan Todorov,
who analysed the political function of memory
and warned about the abuse of memory or its
absence, emphasising that societies that fail to
confront their past are doomed to relive the
past through nostalgia or denial.® This dynam-
ic is particularly visible in states where histori-
cal crimes were never fully acknowledged, like
Russia, whose Soviet-era repression illustrates
a clear case of selective memory that con-
tributes to the persistence of imperial narra-
tives.

3. Vergangenheitsbewiltigung and the
Foundations of German Democracy

After 1945, Germany’s image had been ir-
revocably tarnished, and the country faced an
unprecedented rupture within the system, due
to Nazi crimes, genocide and war crimes. The
Nuremberg trials (1945-1946), the first of their
kind, played an immense role in the democrat-
ic transformation of the state by establishing
individual criminal responsibility for crimes
against humanity and for the other charges in-
cluded in the indictment.® Holding Germany
accountable was one of the most significant
actions undertaken by the international com-
munity, a change that contributed to a lasting
transformation in German society, leading
later generations to increasingly demand ac-
countability and transparency.” For example,
the adoption of the Grundgesetz (Basic Law)
in 1949 explicitly reflected lessons drawn from
the failure of the Weimar Republic and the
abuses of the Nazi state. More precisely, Arti-
cle 1 functions as a direct normative response
to Nazi practices of dehumanisation and es-
tablishes human dignity (Menschenwiirde) as
inviolable.®

Another fundamental change in Germany’s
post-war narrative was the process of Vergan-
genheitsbewiltigung (coming to terms with
the past), a mechanism that implied denazifi-
cation policies (Entnazifizierung), outlined in
documents such as the Potsdam Agreement
(1945), which aimed to completely erase Nazi
ideology from all aspects of life.” Educational
reforms were the most extensive; through the
“Neulehrer” programme the Allies replaced
teachers influenced by the vicious doctrine,
changing the curricula as well, ensuring that
subjects related to Nazism and the Holocaust
became mandatory. Assisted by memorial in-
stitutions such as the Dachau Concentration
Camp Memorial Site and the Memorial to the
Murdered Jews of Europe in Berlin, the moral
perception of Germany’s actions throughout
WW2 was significantly reassessed.'® Further-
more, Germany criminalised Holocaust denial
and the use of Nazi symbols, thereby embed-
ding historical responsibility, a concept that
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Norbert Frei described as a form of “demo-
cratic self-restraint’, ensuring that the past re-
mained a constant reference point in political
decision-making."

The measures in question represented a
success, noticeable in the cautious approach to
the use of force shown by German society and
its representatives. The accession to NATO
in 1955 came a bit too early for a society that
still had the horrors of war fresh in its mind;
hence the hesitation and even the resistance
to the decision within West German society,
with strong opposition from trade unions, in-
tellectuals, and segments of the Social Demo-
cratic Party.’> Even with reassurance provided
by Chancellor Konrad Adenauer who framed
NATO membership as a mechanism of ex-
ternal constraint and democratic embedding
and argued that reconciliation with former
enemies, especially France, should be viewed
as a moral obligation derived from Germany’s
historical responsibility for the destruction
wrought in Europe; the legitimacy of NATO
membership was challenging to build in a
period of “anti-militarist strategic culture” as
Thomas Berger described.”

Along with the norms already mentioned,
the state offered support, through legal rec-
ognition, for the re-establishment of Jewish
communities, although these policies gener-
ated internal debate, with the encouragement
of scholars like Aleida Assmann, who empha-
sise the importance of reintegration, these
were possible and took shape, symbolising
the refusal to define national identity through
exclusion.’ From the admission of Gastarbei-
ter (guest workers) in the 1960s to the accep-
tance of refugees from the Balkans, Syria and
Ukraine, Germany has increasingly opened
itself to integration as part of a post-national
identity, according to political theorist Jiir-
gen Habermas.”” Today, Germany hosts one
of the fastest-growing Jewish communities in
Europe. Alongside the integration of diverse
communities, public commemoration, Holo-
caust education and legal protections against
antisemitism, Germany has ensured that his-
torical violence remains a negative moral
reference.'

4. From Soviet Silence
to Imperial Nostalgia

Unlike post-war Germany, Russia never ex-
perienced a comprehensive process of politi-
cal or moral reckoning with its own history of
state violence. Although Nikita Khrushchev’s
“Secret Speech” in 1956 acknowledged cer-
tain abuses like the crimes of Stalinism, none
of them were ever judicially addressed or in-
stitutionally acknowledged.'” Unlike the pro-
cess of denazification, Soviet and later Russian
memory remained selective, oscillating be-
tween partial acknowledgment and deliberate
silence.’®

Russia represents a case that demonstrates
deeply rooted selective memory, continuing
to emphasise Soviet victory in the Second
World War, producing a “warped mourning’,
as scholar Alexander Etkind stated.’” Such a
transformation was impossible even when the
events were recent, during the Nuremberg
trials, figures like Alfred Rosenberg explicitly
pointed to Soviet actions, including mass de-
portations and the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact
of 1939, as evidence that responsibility for
the war and its crimes did not belong exclu-
sively to the Germans.” Although later histo-
rians, including Norman Davies and Timothy
Snyder, have analysed in depth the positions
of the Soviet Union and concluded it was far
from being a victim or liberato, but more of an
imperial power pursuing territorial expansion,
no argument proved convincing.?! Ultimately,
the state continues to resist despite the efforts
of organisations, such as Memorial, to docu-
ment political terror and preserve the memory
of victims.?

Timothy Snyder, for example, has high-
lighted how unresolved imperial narratives
enable the normalisation of coercion, particu-
larly toward neighbouring states, historically
situated within Russia’s sphere of influence.?
Russia, weakened economically and politically
throughout the 1990s, appeared less threat-
ening as a global power and so the West did
not treat it as a potential long-term security
threat. The failure of Western actors allowed
narratives that preserved elements of Soviet
and Tsarist geopolitical thinking, particularly
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the notion of a privileged sphere of influence
in the post-Soviet space, to continue and to
spread. This pattern resurfaced once Rus-
sia regained economic and military capacity
in the 2000s, culminating in policies aimed
at reasserting control over independent and
sovereign states formerly incorporated into
the Russian Empire or the Soviet Union. Rus-
sia’s claims over Ukraine, Georgia or the Baltic
region reflect the delayed manifestation of
imperial ambitions that were insufficiently
confronted during the formative years of the
post-Soviet order.*

5. Two Contrasting Models of Politics
in Europe

The contrast between Germany and Rus-
sia becomes particularly visible when exam-
ined through the perspectives of their intel-
lectual founders: Nikolai Danilevskii, in Russia
and Europe (1869), introduced an alternative
to Enlightenment universalism by creating
the Pan-Slavist theory and framing history
as a struggle between distinct civilisations.”
This conception profoundly influenced later
thinkers, including Oswald Spengler, whose
vision of inevitable civilisational decline rep-
resented the backbone of the Nazi system.?
Oswald Spengler openly acknowledged Dani-
levskii’s influence when developing The De-
cline of the West (1918-1922), adopting the
idea of cyclical civilisations governed by des-
tiny and without moral agency.” Nazi ideology
selectively appropriated such ideas, combining
them with racial biology and Social Darwinism
to construct a mythic vision of destiny.”® Yet,
even firmly committed, in interwar Europe,
post-war Germany ultimately rejected civilisa-
tional determinism, moving away from its past.
In contrast, encouraged by an entire history
based on pseudo-scientific notions, namely
Leo Gumilev’s theory of passionarity (which
defines periods of expansion and conquest as
natural expressions of a civilisation’s vitality),
Russia, being rooted in these narratives, has no
choice but to continue on the same path, al-
lowing imperial ambition to persist as a legiti-
mate expression of national identity.?

Conclusion
In conclusion, the comparison between
Germany and Russia reveals that history does

not determine outcomes. Germany represents
a notable exception to the rule. Under the
Third Reich, every aspect of life was systemati-
cally subordinated to Nazi doctrine, with inde-
pendent journalism dismissed as Liigenpresse
and legal norms redefined according to racial
ideology.®® Despite this level of ideological
saturation, post-war Germany succeeded in
constructing a stable democratic identity and
sustained memory work. Although the legacy
of Soviet occupation in East Germany still
manifests in certain political and social at-
titudes, Germany as a whole has undeniably
overcome its authoritarian past.®’ Russia, by
contrast, was never the subject of an equiva-
lent process of de-imperialisation, thereby pre-
serving imperial narratives easily observed in
the way it conducts its contemporary politics.
In the end, Germany represents a rare example
of a society that managed to dismantle a total-
ising ideology embedded across all spheres of
existence. Without a conscious rupture similar
to Germany’s post-war transformation, Russia
risks reliving those cycles.? Memory becomes
a prison of identity only when it remains static
and unquestioned. When actively engaged,
however, it functions as a dynamic resource
for political learning.*
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TREI ANI CARE AU MODELAT CARACTERE.
O PROMOTIE, UN LEGAMANT,
PATRU DECENII DE CONTINUITATE
(1983-1986)°

Motto

»Unicul dor al vietii mele

este sd-mi vdd natiunea fericitd.”
Avram Iancu

In anul 1983, in cadrul Scolii Militare Superioare de Ofiteri ,Nicolae Balcescu” din Sibiu,
a inceput scolarizarea prima promotie feminina de ofiteri activi, iar studiile au durat trei ani.
Pentru institutie, acest moment a reprezentat un pas important in evolutia procesului de
pregitire militard, iar pentru noi a fost inceputul unui drum care avea sd ne modeleze nu doar
cariera, ci si caracterul.

Asa a apédrut o mare provocare si tot astfel a inceput aventura promotiei 1986, intr-o lume
consideratad pana atunci preponderent masculina.

Decizia Ministerului Aparérii Nationale de a introduce o forma de scolarizare egala ca durata
si exigentd pentru femei si barbati a marcat o schimbare semnificativa in sistemul militar al
vremii. Pana atunci, femeile care optau pentru o cariera militard urmau programe de pregitire
mult mai scurte. Incepand cu acel moment, standardele au devenit identice pentru barbati si
femei, deopotriva: aceeasi programa, aceleasi cerinte si aceeasi responsabilitate profesionala.

In acest context, pentru fete au fost infiintate trei plutoane in cadrul Scolii Militare Superioare
de Ofiteri ,Nicolae Bélcescu” din Sibiu: doud plutoane de intendenta si un pluton de finante.
Aceastd organizare a stat la baza formarii primei promotii feminine pregitite dupéd aceleasi
standarde si cu aceeasi duraté de scolarizare ca promotiile masculine.

Admiterea — prima incercare

Admiterea a fost o adevirata provocare. Concurenta a fost impresionantd — 32 de candidate
pe un loc, fapt care i-a surprins pe multi la acea vreme. Dupé probele eliminatorii — probele
sportive, limba romana si vizita medicald — au ramas 16 candidate pe un loc.

Pentru fiecare dintre noi, intrarea in scoald a insemnat inceputul unei perioade intense de
formare, traita cu emotie, cuidealurisi cu dorinta de a demonstra ca putem onora responsabilitatea
pe care urma sa ne-o asumam.

Anii formarii
Pe 12 septembrie 1983 ne-am intalnit pentru prima data. Eram 90 de eleve intr-o institutie in

care studiau aproape doud mii de barbati. Alegerea unei asemenea cariere pentru o tanéra de 18
ani parea, pentru multi, o indrizneald. Pentru noi era insa o vocatie.
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Colegii si profesorii ne-au privit cu atentie si curiozitate, intrebandu-se dacd vom rezista
provocirilor care ne asteptau. Si am rezistat. Astfel, scoala militard a devenit pentru noi, incepand
cu anul 1983, locul care avea sé ne fie casa timp de trei ani.

Primul an de pregitire a fost unul dintre cei mai solicitanti. Instructia de front, instructia
tragerii, topografia militard, aplicatiile in teren si marsurile ne-au pus la incercare rezistenta si
vointa. La finalul primului an am constatat cé, deplasindu-ne catre cAmpurile de instructie si
poligoane, parcurseseram aproximativ 800 de kilometri pe jos. Am invatat atunci cé disciplina
inseamna asumare, cd rigoarea construieste incredere si ca statutul de ofiter presupune echilibru,
fermitate si integritate. Am fost formate in spiritul respectului fata de lege, institutie si Tara.

Ceremonia depunerii jurdmantului militar a reprezentat pentru fiecare dintre noi un moment
definitoriu — un legdmant care ne-a insotit intreaga viata profesionala. In acea zi am rostit cu
emotie cuvintele care ne-au legat pentru totdeauna de uniforma militara si de datoria fata de
patrie: ,Jur sd-mi apér tara chiar cu pretul vietii!”

Pentru noi, aceste cuvinte nu au reprezentat doar o formuld ceremoniald, ci un angajament
profund, asumat cu demnitate in toti anii care au urmat.

Camaraderia unei generatii

Camaraderia a fost unul dintre pilonii generatiei noastre. In anii de scoali s-au legat prietenii
trainice, bazate pe incredere, respect si sprijin reciproc.

Dupa absolvire, am fost repartizate in unitati din intreaga tara, fiecare dintre noi ducand mai
departe valorile insusite in perioada de formare si responsabilitatea fatd de comunitatile pe care
le-am slujit. Privind astézi in urma, la patru decenii de la absolvire, putem afirma cu obiectivitate
ca promotia 1983-1986 a insemnat mai mult decit o schimbare a duratei scolarizarii. A fost o
generatie care a demonstrat cd profesionalismul, competenta si devotamentul nu tin de gen, ci
de caracter.

A fost, totodatd, promotia care a deschis drumul tuturor generatiilor de femei ofiter care au
urmat. In anul 1984, a fost constituitd pentru prima data in istoria militarda Garda de Onoare
eleve, sub comanda It.-col. Rita-Maria Constantin.
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Ne exprimam recunostinta si respectul fata de cadrele didactice, comandantii si comandantele
care au contribuit la formarea noastra profesionala si umana. Cu deosebita pretuire le amintim pe
comandantele noastre de pluton: Petrov Margareta, Delcea Veronica si Rita-Maria Constantin,
precum si pe comandanta companiei, Nicolicea Mariana.

Prin exigentd, disciplind si exemplul personal, ne-au format in spiritul responsabilitatii, al
onoarei militare si al devotamentului fatd de Armata Romana si fata de Tard. Valorile insuflate
atunci au ramas repere pentru fiecare dintre noi, de-a lungul intregii cariere si al vietii.

Patru decenii mai tarziu, in data de 30.05.2026, am intrat din nou pe portile Academiei
Fortelor Terestre. Revederea noastrd, la 40 de ani de la absolvire, nu a fost doar un moment
aniversar. A fost confirmarea faptului ca valorile primite atunci au rdmas vii si ca timpul nu a sters
ceea ce s-a construit in anii formarii. Dincolo de functii, grade sau distante, raman apartenenta la
aceeasi promotie si respectul reciproc care ne-a unit.

Promotia noastrd nu a fost doar prima promotie feminina formata in trei ani de scolarizare.
A fost generatia care a demonstrat cd uniforma nu se poartd doar pe umeri, ci mai ales in
constiintd. Iar ceea ce s-a construit in acei ani continud sa traiasca prin fiecare dintre noi, ca
dovada ca adevarata fortd a unei generatii nu st doar in inceputul ei, ci in valorile pe care le duce
mai departe.

Revederea noastra a fost mult mai mult decat o simpla intéalnire aniversara. A fost o intoarcere
in timp, pe coridoarele scolii in care ne-am format ca oameni si ca ofiteri. Fiecare pas facut prin
institutia care ne-a fost casd timp de trei ani a readus la viata amintiri, emotii si chipuri pe care
timpul nu le-a sters din suflet. Ne-am privit cu bucurie si curiozitate, incercand sa o regasim
in fiecare dintre noi pe tanara de odinioara, cea care, in septembrie 1983, pisea cu emotie in
curtea scolii. Poate ca fiecare si-a pus aceleasi intrebéri inaintea intalnirii: Cum va fi? Ce vom
simti? Ne vom regési dupd atatia ani? Rdspunsul l-am aflat impreuna. Emotiile au fost autentice,
imbrétisarile sincere, iar timpul parca s-a comprimat intre trecut si prezent.
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Momentul prezentérilor din sala de festivitati a fost unul aparte. Am fost onorate si il avem
aldturi de noi pe rectorul Academiei, domnul colonel Dumitru Todosiuc. Fiecare a incercat s
cuprinda in cateva cuvinte o viata intreagé: cariera, familia, implinirile, incercérile si anii care au
trecut de la absolvire. Au fost momente in care vocea a tremurat, emotia a invins cuvintele, iar
lacrimile au vorbit mai mult decat orice discurs.

La final, ne-am despartit cu sufletele pline de bucuria revederii si cu sentimentul ca legatura
creatd in anii formarii a ramas la fel de puternici. Dupé patru decenii, am inteles inca o data ca
adevarata valoare a unei promotii nu std doar in anii petrecuti impreund, ci in legaturile care
déinuie peste timp.

Promotia 1983-1986 raméne pentru noi nu doar o fila de istorie, ci o parte vie din sufletul
fiecéreia.

Din nou impreuna, o promotie, un legdmant!

x i) '7“:“:‘;3.
»
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- ACADEMIA FORTELOR TERESTRE ,NICOLAE BALCESCU”
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IN MEMORIAM

Lt.-col. (rtr.) Rita-Maria Constantin — un nume care raméne in istoria primei promotii de
femei ofiter, comandanta Plutonului 3 Finante din Compania Eleve, din pécate, decedat.

La revederea noastra, prilejuita de implinirea a 40 de ani de la absolvirea Scolii Militare de
Ofiteri Activi ,Nicolae Bélcescu” din Sibiu, gandurile ni se indreaptd cu emotie cétre colegele
care nu mai sunt astizi printre noi, dar care continud sa traiasca in memoria si sufletele noastre.

Dintre acestea, un loc aparte il ocupé colega noastra, locotenent-colonel (rtr.) Maria-Rita
Constantin, una dintre femeile care au contribuit la afirmarea si consolidarea statutului militar al
primei generatii de femei ofiter din Armata Romaniei.

La intélnirea organizatd la 25 de ani dupa absolvire, doamna Maria-Rita Constantin ne-a
transmis un mesaj care avea sd ramana peste timp o adevarata lectie de demnitate militara. Vorbea
cu dragoste despre generatia alaturi de care s-a format, despre anii de muncé, despre sacrificii
si impliniri profesionale, despre camaraderie si despre responsabilitatea purtarii uniformei
militare. Cuvintele sale exprimau respectul profund pentru profesia armelor si convingerea ci
viata de militar presupune onoare, discipling, vigilenta si devotament fata de tard. Ne indemna sa
nu uitdm niciodata ca am avut privilegiul si datoria de a deschide un drum nou pentru generatiile
care au urmat.

Pentru Maria-Rita Constantin, uniforma militard nu a reprezentat doar o profesie, ci o
misiune. Ea credea cu térie ca faptele si valorile unei generatii trebuie pastrate vii, iar memoria
celor care au slujit cu credintd Roménia nu trebuie lasata si se piarda in uitare.

Mesajul sdu de atunci pare astazi un testament moral adresat tuturor:

»S& nu lasdm si se astearnd praful peste amintirile noastre. Am fost si vom rdmane ostenii
acestei tari, legati prin aceeasi credintd, aceeasi onoare si aceeasi datorie”

La fiecare revedere intelegem mai bine cé timpul trece peste oameni, dar nu poate sterge
valorile care ne-au unit. Colega noastra raméne parte din istoria promotiei noastre si din istoria
inceputurilor femeilor ofiter in Armata Romaniei.

Astazi ii aducem un pios omagiu si ne inclindm cu respect in fata memoriei sale.

Dumnezeu si o odihneasca in pace!

Cuvant-inainte, sau carcotasilor mei!!!

Azi mi vedeti, sunt printre voi...
Si tot la fel de vie...

Desi multi bagd ména-n foc...
Ca m-au vazut sub... glie!!
Ei, iata ca mai sunt minuni,
Fac parte dintre ele,

V4 jur cd n-am abandonat...
Ca-s bune, ori sunt rele!!
Destinul te provoac-ades,
Dar eu chiar am riscat,

El m-a lovit, eu am cazut...
Insd m-am ridicat!

Si pan-acuma l-am fentat,
N-am fost de-acord defel...
Si-am sd mé joc la cacialma
De-mi va permite el!!

Iar dacd Domnul va voi,
Cuvantul sa-mi mai tie,
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E semn cd inci trebuiesc,
Aicea... nu sub glie!!!

Séa consemnez in file vechi,
Dar pline de candoare,
Viata noastra de osteni,

Cu farmec si onoare.

Ecoul pasilor de defilare ca FARMEC si ONOARE

Trecut-au 25 de ani...
Ani tineri, nebunie,

Ce multe s-au mai intdmplat...
Ce va mai fi s fie??
Timpul s-a scurs...

Un val de fum la fel ca o parere...
Siiatd, azi ne intalnim...

Un pic schimbati de vreme.
Voi, tinere si far’ de griji,
Noi... mai bunici... ce falnicil...
Voi, méandre, verzi, ca niste flori,

Noi... pensionari nostalgici.
Ma-ncearca-n acest ceas din nou aducerile-aminte...
De comandantul de pluton, ce-am fost... nu prea ,cuminte”!!!
La fel de sugubeat-atunci, ca si acum, se pare,
Nu-mi era greu, dar ce dor mi-e de-un pas de defilare!!!
Cand din visare ma trezea fanfara militara,

Eram doar o fiint-atunci, cu-al meu pluton... ce fala!!!
Céci defila aliniat si méndru, pas intins...
La-ntrecere cu ostropel... si totul inadins...
Platoul lat la pas il luam, in pas de defilare,

Sa ne intrecem deci... colegi... Care va fi mai tare?
Un muschi pe fata nu clintea, cand ne canta fanfara,
Atunci cand toate defilam... de ne trecea sudoarea!!
Nu mai pérea ranita grea si nici mitraliera,
Atunci cand Rita vé canta de rasuna liziera!!
Padurea toata fremata, cind md urma plutonul...
Oh, Doamne-ntoarce-ma din drum... si-mi vad din nou odorul!!!
De la Poplaca la Sibiu, pe jos mergand agale,
Vedeam si soare rasarind... si luna cdnd apare.
Calite-n ploaie ori in ger, toate-ncercari pe ,punte”..
Ati strans din dinti... si ati rdbdat
C-ati vrut sa fiti de frunte.

Adesea, Daia o gaseam in zori cu gene-n roud,

Si taiati Dealul Ddii-n sus si poligonu-n doua.

Nu doar Valea Sapunului pastreaza si azi, jur!!!
Stangacele comenzi dintai... ,Drepti si stanga-mprejur!!!”
Imi amintesc, cu-n dor nebun... de garda de onoare
Cu cei mai falnici camarazi si fete diafane...

De Mitroescu — general, brav comandant de osti,
Ce doar un ordin scurt a dat spunénd cd ,nu vrea... prosti!”..

Il 132 Il m Revista de istorie militara m




In doua zile si ceva... Totul sclipeste soare
si uite-asa s-a infiintat ,frumoasa garda de onoare”!
Cu fetele — mandre pépusi, frumoase si cochete,

Cu gene fluturand in vant si pas de majorete.
Ministrul chiar le-a remarcat la trecerea-n revista,
si-a exclamat extaziat... ,M4i Tache, nu exista...

Eu mé uitam ca omul, deh, si-am luat-o de la ghete...
Dar frate... Tu m-ai facut praf, vizand ca-aici sunt... fete!!!
Ma si miram... Asa flacai... Cu talie subtire,

Si cu zulufii fluturand... Tu ti-ai iesit din fire???”
Obrajii rosi, muscati de ger, dar toate-nversunate,
de-a defila ca niste zmei... Copile minunate!!!

Asa a fost... Am inghetat... Dar n-am cedat un pas,
Cu-ai nosti colegi ne-am intrecut... Si asta a rimas...
Botezul focului a fost... Nu dansul de salon...
Si-asa intrarea v-ati ficut ca-ntr-un cotilion...

In lumea aspri de ostean, cu alarmi si rezbel,
unde nu-i loc de suguit, nici timp pentru greseli!!!
De-aceea, astizi si nicicind, n-o si permit vreodat,
Sa se barfeasca despre noi si haina ce-am purtat.
Am fost ostenii-acestei téri, si-o spunem cu mandrie,
Am céstigat grad dupa grad, muncind cu strésnicie.
Asa a fost destinul nost... Si noi am deschis vraful...
De-aceea vreau sd v-amintesc, sd nu se-astearna praful!!!
Da, eram mandre, ce frumos, s-ai doudzeci de ani...
Eu am ficut nici nu stiu cati, si multi au fost amari!!!
Soldatul credincios ce sunt, mereu pe metereze,
va spune astazi ,La multi ani” si Domnul sé vegheze...
Parte s-aveti de ce-i frumos si bun in lumea asta,
Sa n-aveti parte de dusmani, sa nu stiti ce-i ndpasta...
Prieteni buni si credinciosi sa adunati cu carul,

De sénatate si noroc, si nu stiti ce-i amarul!!!
Si-n drumul vost;, de veti gasi un loc de rugiciune,
Puneti genunchiul la pamént, gandind si-un pic la mine,
Aprindeti lumanare-apoi, si-n semn de pietate,

Rugati pe Domnul sa ne dea un strop de sanatate!!!
Acum pun punct, iertare cer cd v-am pus la-ncercare,
dar nu-i nimic intdmplétor in lumea asta mare!!!
Doresc sa ne-ntalnim din nou, pan’ la suta de ani,
Séa fim cu totii sdnatosi si tineri veterani!!!
Atétea ar mai fi de spus, dar timpul se grabeste,
Duc ména a salut la toti, si toate ostaseste!!!

Un ordin am indeplinit... Caci mi-ndemna ispita...
Va spun la toti ca vi iubesc, si va sarutd Rita!!!

Lt.-col. (rez.) Maria-Rita Constantin

* Material intocmit de absolventele din Plutonul 2 Intendentd, DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22207283.
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