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Abstract

In 1918, Romania’s fate was closely linked to that of the Great Powers of the
Entente. However, for Romania, the consequences were a lot harsher. Despite their
1916 alliance with the Entente, the Romanian authorities were forced to sign a separate
peace treaty with the Central Powers in May 1918. Afterwards, they struggled to find a
compromise between the aggressive policy of the temporary victors and the
expectations of their initial Allies, and were finally able to re-enter military combat
actions towards the end of the First World War. Romania’s “reversal of fortune” took
place with the assistance and collaboration of its Entente Allies, more exactly, through
the activity of the Diplomatic Missions of the Entente to lasi. In this alliance, a
particular role was played by Italy, as a state that shared most of Romania’s relations
with the Great Powers participating in the World War. Italy’s support for the
establishment of the Romanian Legion, which consisted of former Romanian
combatants in the Austro-Hungarian army, was a concrete and direct contribution to the
fulfillment of Romania’s national objectives.
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In May 1918," Germany and its Central Powers Allies were winning the
World War. In fact, there was no Eastern Front anymore, and the German military
colossus could easily reach France, its historical opponent. And yet, an important
number of factors and events have delayed the conclusion of the First World War,
so that it could not end in the spring of 1918.2 Moreover, in only six months, the

* Mihail Dobre, PhD, historian and diplomat. He works at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs
and he is also a lecturer at the Faculty of History of Bucharest University. Among other works, he
authored Romdnia la sfarsitul Razboiului Rece. Statut geopolitic si optiuni de securitate [Romania at
the End of the Cold War. Geopolitical Status and Security Options] (Bucuresti, 2011) and Relatiile
diplomatice romdno-italiene in timpul Primului Razboi Mondial 1914-1918 [Romanian-Italian
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!'In this text, historical dates are expressed according to the New Style, which was based on
the Gregorian calendar, although Romanian documents were generally registered according to both
styles (i.e. to the Julian and Gregorian calendars, respectively). However, in the critical apparatus we
maintained the original dates of the quoted documents. Romania adopted the Gregorian calendar later,
on 1 April 1919.

2 David Stevenson, 1914-1918. The History of the First World War (Penguin Books, 2012),
421-500.
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course of the war changed radically, so that the victor/vanquished relation reversed,
and the hypothetical “vanquished” of spring 1918 triumphed in November of the
same year, which allowed them to subsequently dictate the operating rules of the
international system.’

I. Romania’s transition from agony to ecstasy in the final year of
World War One

In 1918, Romania has also experienced a “reversal of fortune” in its relation
to the world conflict. Left alone on the Eastern Front after the conclusion of the
Brest Litovsk Peace Treaty between the Central Powers and Bolshevik (or
“Maximalist”) Russia, Romania had no other choice but to also agree to a separate
peace treaty with Germany and the other states in its power system. In Bucharest,
on 7 May 1918, Romania signed the Peace Treaty for leaving the First World War.
Its provisions were the accurate reflection of the dictate imposed upon this country
by the Central Powers, with dramatic consequences for Romania. According to
Article 10 of this Treaty, Romania ceded to Bulgaria “the Bulgarian territory that
was assigned to it by the 1913 Peace Treaty of Bucharest, with a border correction
in favor of Bulgaria,” which in fact meant the Dobrogea part south of the city of
Constanta; the rest of Dobrogea was ceded to the Central Powers, with the
specification that “they will take care that Romania receives a dedicated
commercial route to the Black Sea through Cernavoda-Constanta.” Also, according
to Article 11, Romania consented “to subject its border to a rectification in favor of
Austria-Hungary,” which actually meant subjecting the Romanian segment of the
Carpathian Mountains to foreign domination. These territories were ceded “without
compensation and without obligations” (Article 12). However, “for dealing with
war losses, special conventions will be made” (Article 13). In fact, Romania was
imposed war indemnities according to the legal-political treaties it had concluded
with each of the Central Powers when the Peace Treaty was signed.” In conclusion,
Romania’s territory was mutilated, and the country was going to be totally
subordinated to the Central Powers.

However, at the end of World War One, Romania returned to the status of
war participant as an ally of the Entente, the side it had taken after August 1916.
On 10 November 1918, King Ferdinand proclaimed a new mobilization of the
Romanian Army, and military operations were resumed together with the Entente.

3 Ibid. See also Robert Gerwarth, The Vanquished. Why the First World War Failed to End,
1917-1923 (Penguin Books, 2017), 48-65, whose analysis focuses on the fate of the Central Powers.

4 Archive of Romania’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs (henceforth, Archive MFA), 71/1914, E2,
part 1, vol. 175, dossier no. 217 on the “Publishing of the Peace Treaty in Bucharest, signed on 24
April-7 May 1918,” fol. 11.
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The fate of the Romanian state changed miraculously. However, this “reversal of
fortune” could not have happened without the assistance and collaboration of
Romania’s Entente Allies. Among these, a particular role was played by Italy, a
state sharing most of Romania’s relations with the Great Powers participating in
the World War.

I1. Romania’s approach to the World War and the “Italian model”

To be specific, at the beginning of the World War, there was a high similarity
of status and interests between Romania and Italy. Before 1914, both countries
were part of the alliance system dominated by the two empires of German origin:
Italy was a member of the Triple Alliance, together with Germany and Austria-
Hungary; Romania was a part of the same strategic configuration given the fact
that Germany and Italy had joined the 1883 Romania-Austria-Hungary Secret
Treaty. Yet in 1914, neither Italy nor Romania applied the alliance mechanisms,
both of them invoking the offensive character of the Austro-Hungarian War
Declaration on Serbia in order to opt for a neutral position.’

This specific feature triggered the concrete desire of the two countries to
develop a type of collaboration for which there was no precedent in the history of
their bilateral relations. The Romanian-Italian collaboration at the beginning of the
war has led to the conclusion of two secret agreements that were signed on 23
September 1914 and 6 February 1915, respectively. Based on these agreements, the
two parties undertook to work together “for adopting the same position in order to
safeguard their respective interests in their actions, with the purpose of maintaining
neutrality, as well as in the event of mediation, or in case it would not be possible
to preserve neutrality due to the fact that their respective interests would be
threatened or harmed.”® However, in 1915, the Romanian government’s attempt to
synchronize its endeavors for approaching the Entente with those of Italy did not
succeed. Italy joined the war alone, in accordance with the terms of the treaty it had
concluded with the Entente in London, on 26 April 1915, and it proceeded in that
manner without informing its Romanian partners.

In Bucharest, the fact that Italy joined the war separately was perceived as
painful.” More importantly, after that moment, the Romanian side basically relied

5> The news about the Italian neutrality was essentially used in the debates during the Crown
Council of 3 August 1914 as an argument in favor of Romania’s neutrality. See lon Gheorghe Duca,
Memorii, vol. I (Bucuresti: Expres, 1992), 52—-67.

¢ In conformity with Article 3 of the Agreement of 10/23 September 1914, National Archives
of Romania (henceforth, ANR), Royal House Collection, Official Documents, vol. II, Inventory 726,
dossier no. 61/1914, fol. 1.

7 Tonel Britianu vehemently accused the Italian Minister to Bucharest, Baron Carlo Fasciotti,
that he did not properly inform Bucharest about Italy’s negotiations with the Entente (cf. ibid., fols.
7-8, Bratianu-Fasciotti conversation of 2/5 May 1915). On the other hand, I. G. Duca did not hesitate
to label Italy as “a power that one cannot count on” (Duca, Memorii, vol. 1, 177-79).
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on the relations it had developed with France, in order to influence the political-
strategic choices of Tsarist Russia, keeping in mind that Russia negotiated
Romania’s war participation on behalf of the Entente. Yet, after only another year,
in the summer of 1916, the Entente explicitly asked Romania to join the war “now
or never,”® and the Romanian government decided to face this challenge and give
up its neutrality. In that particular time, an “Italian model” in Romania’s wartime
political behavior emerged. It regarded the priorities of the Bucharest government
in connection with at least two crucial issues: The first one was the formal way in
which the Romanian state was supposed to join the Entente (the Romanian
government wished to join the 1915 Treaty of London), and secondly, Romania’s
War Declaration (in the sense that Romania, like Italy in 1915, wanted to declare
war only against Austria-Hungary). In both cases, under Russian pressure, the
Great Powers of the Entente opposed the Romanian requests, even if in the end, the
Romanian War Declaration was addressed only to Austria-Hungary. However, it is
worth mentioning that the very content of this Declaration included a significant
indication for the role played by the “Italian model” in the decision-making process
of the establishment in Bucharest: “When the current war broke out, Romania, like
Italy, declined to join the Austro-Hungarian War Declaration, on which it had not
been informed in advance by the Vienna Cabinet. In the spring of 1915, Italy
declared war on Austria-Hungary, so the Triple Alliance ceased to exist. The
reasons that had determined Romania to join this political system disappeared
altogether.””

Romania’s entry into war in August 1916 brought this country on the side
of the Entente, which allowed for the deepening of Romanian-Italian relations.
In fact, beyond war participation, which was a traumatic experience for both
Italians and Romanians, the political decision-makers of the two countries
found themselves in quite similar positions in their policy of opposing
any separate peace initiative. These initiatives had an Austro-Hungarian origin,
and as a consequence, they were dangerous, for they obstructed the fulfillment
of the territorial aspirations of Romania and Italy, as both countries were
fighting for territories which then belonged to the Austro-Hungarian monarchy.
Such an initiative was the Peace Note proposed by Pope Benedict XV on 1
August 1917, a suggestion clearly rejected by the Romanian and Italian
governments. 10

8 ANR, Royal House Collection, dossier no. 16/1916 (Telegram of General Alekseeff, no. 3253
of 18 June 1916) and no. 17/1916 (abstract of the Telegram of 2 July 1916, General Joffre to the
French Military Attaché to Bucharest, for supporting the Russian position).

% ANR, Royal House Collection, dossier no. 19/1916, War Declaration against Austria-
Hungary, 14/27 August 1916.

10 See our essay, “Romania in the Entente Political and Diplomatic Mechanism. Diplomatic
Echoes to Pope Benedict XV’s Peace Appeal of 1 August 1917,” in Bataliile de la Marasti, Marasesti
si Oituz in dinamica Primului Razboi Mondial (Bucuresti: Editura Militara, 2018), 69-80.
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Nevertheless, the Bolshevik coup d’état of 7 November 1917 was the crucial
event that directly changed Romania’s participation in the war. Essentially,
Bolshevik Russia’s interest in leaving the war had profound effects on Romania’s
capacity to continue fighting on the side of its Allies. In fact, Romania was the only
member of the Entente, whose bases of military supplies lied thousands of
kilometers away, thus having to resort to receiving war material only on the
territory of its Russian Ally. As a result, the Focsani Armistice of 9 December
1917, and then the Separate Peace Treaty of Bucharest, on 7 May 1918, were the
logical consequences of the dramatic changes in the Tsarist Empire, which rapidly
transformed from Romania’s current Ally into a former one.

III. The political-diplomatic role played by Italy and the Entente in
Romania’s 1918 “reversal of fortune”

After the signing of the Separate Peace Treaty in Bucharest, Romania’s
attitude towards the World War changed profoundly. The state “enjoyed” the
position of a defeated country, as stipulated by the provisions of this Treaty, and
consequently returned to a neutral status, thus being isolated from its previous
Allies in the Entente. However, Romania’s political leaders were partisans of two
completely opposed attitudes, which were based on different views and
expectations concerning the outcome of the World War: One was shared by the
government, and the other one by the Romanian King together with the Royal
House.

It is worth mentioning that King Ferdinand has successfully used all means at
his disposal in order to delay the entry into force of the Bucharest Peace Treaty,
and he did so in strong contrast to the aspirations of his own government, led by
the Conservative pro-German political leader Alexandru Marghiloman. The
Romanian Sovereign—with the support of his consort, Queen Marie, and of the
influential group represented by Prince Barbu Stirbey, the traditional confidant of
the Liberal leader Ionel Bratianu—drew the attention of the pro-Entente forces in
the country and abroad, which were watching the fierce clash between the warring
Great Powers, hoping for a change in the status that the Central Powers had
reserved for Romania according to the terms of the Bucharest Peace Treaty. In fact,
in those particular circumstances, King Ferdinand was the only official
representative of the Romanian state with whom the Entente could have maintained
a dialogue on the perspective of some common goals, since no diplomatic
representative of Romania’s previous Allies in the Entente camp could have
entertained illusions on the political orientation of the Marghiloman government.
This situation became evident both in Rome and in lasi, where the leaders of the
Romanian government had taken refuge in December 1916, when Bucharest was
occupied by the armies of the Central Powers.
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a) The Entente’s diplomatic reaction to the activity of the Marghiloman
government

From a political-diplomatic perspective, the Separate Peace Treaty and the
fact that Romania was led by a pro-German government have considerably
narrowed the political space for the activity of the Entente’s Diplomatic Missions
to Romania. Moreover, even before the signing of the Bucharest Peace Treaty,
Prime Minister Marghiloman started an argument with the diplomatic
representatives of the Allies in Iasi, after his April 1918 decision to put a ban on
the transmission of ciphered radiograms by these Diplomatic Missions, on the
grounds of a scrupulous respect for Romania’s neutrality.'' The communication
difficulties of these Missions and the aversion of the Entente’s diplomats to the
new Romanian government, which was perceived as playing in favor of their
opponents, have led to an extremely critical approach in their relations with the
Marghiloman Cabinet. This attitude was reflected in their reports containing very
harsh assessments with regard to the political decisions of the Romanian
government. In most cases, those reports were prepared jointly by the French,
English, Italian, and North American Missions, and were transmitted to their
capitals with great difficulties. For example, there were situations when the reports
sent by Carlo Fasciotti, the Italian Minister to lasi, arrived in Rome via . . . Paris.

In this context, the diplomatic note sent by the Marghiloman government on
the conclusion of the Bucharest Separate Peace Treaty and the proclamation of
Romania’s neutrality'? received a firm collective response on 14 May 1918. The
Allied Missions thereby specified that “they consider null and void all the
stipulations of this Peace, which are against the principles whose violation forced
the Entente to resort to arms, and which are contrary to the rights and interests of
the Powers we represent.”’® Soon afterwards, the four Allied Missions provided
their authorities with an ample and detailed report on the content, character, and
consequences of the Bucharest Peace Treaty, which in their view was meant to
highlight the “monstrous hypocrisy and the insatiable greed of German
imperialism.” Thus, the Italian Minister Fasciotti and his colleagues pointed out
that the territorial corrections at Romania’s expense could not be motivated by the
strategic reasons of the Central Powers, because “as a German colony, Romania
cannot be a danger to them.” The diplomats of the Entente concluded that “the
treaty imposed on Romania is the most cynical invalidation that Germany’s deeds
have ever brought to its own statements. It involves the barely disguised

T There was a collective Protest Note of the Allied Missions, which made reference also to the
government’s failure to observe the provisions of the 1907 Hague Convention, see I Documenti
Diplomatici Italiani (henceforth, DDI), serie quinta: 1914-1918, vol. X (Roma: Libreria dello stato,
1985), doc. 745 (Telegram no. 1150 of May 1918, Fasciotti to Sonnino), 591-92.

12 Archive MFA, 71/1914, E2, part 2, vol. 55, “The Bucharest Peace,” fol. 8.

13 [bid., fol. 9. See also DDI, vol. X, doc. 731 (Telegram no. 167/57 of 22 May 1918, Fasciotti
to Sonnino), 584.
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annexation of the entire country, the confiscation of the public domain, and, after
the establishment of peace, the most barbaric and exhausting exploitation. It turns
Romania into a prison in which the whole population is condemned to forced labor
to the benefit of its enemies.” It is interesting that the report of the Entente’s
diplomats ended with a warning about the German type of behavior towards the
defeated states, revealed during its negotiations with the Romanian side: “This
example of German peace deserves even more to be reflected upon, as the German
delegates declared when seeing the astonishment of the Romanian delegates, that
these conditions are very moderate as compared to the ransom envisaged in the
draft treaties to be imposed on France, England, and Italy after the victory of the
Central Empires.”"*

In the subsequent months, Baron Fasciotti and the other diplomats of the
Entente continued to draw their governments’ attention to the political tendencies
and the activity of the Romanian government. They were also preoccupied with
the developments related to the fate of the Romanian political forces, i.e. of the
members of the former government headed by lonel Bratianu, with whom they
had been in close contact during the time in which Romania participated in war
operations. Thus, it is not surprising that, in the joint report of 25 July 1918,
among various subjects, there was a note on the prosecution of the Bratianu
government, with the specification that Gazeta Bucurestilor [The Bucharest
Gazette], an institution of the German command, demanded in its issue of 23 July
that the trial be judged quickly, even at the risk of incomplete evidence
submission.”" In another joint report of 23 September 1918, the Allied Ministers
informed on the adoption of the amnesty law by the Chamber of Deputies, and
they noted with concern a series of paragraphs from the explanatory
memorandum of the parliamentary initiative proposed by the governmental
majority, which seemed to refer to the former pro-Entente war government:
“Although the present project covers dishonest or criminal acts with the veil of
forgetfulness, it also represents a fair compensation for many injustices and
abuses committed in the circumstances and the unfortunate conditions in which
this war was carried out, and regarding those who are truly guilty, even if they
put themselves under the protection of this law, they will not escape the supreme
verdict of the public opinion.”'°

It was obvious that the Entente’s Diplomatic Missions to Iasi maintained
close contact with the representatives of the former Bratianu government, with
the hope, shared by all, to witness a radical change in the course of the World
War. As the fall of 1918 brought such a radical and dramatic change, and

14 DDI, serie quinta: 1914-1918, vol. XI (Roma: Libreria dello stato, 1986), doc. 92 (Telegram
no. 1320/345 of 20 June 1918, Bonin to Sonnino—re-transmission of the collective Telegram of the
French, British, Italian, and American Ministers to lasi, via Paris), 80-82.

15 Ibid., doc. 265 (Telegram no. 1712/64 of 25 July 1918, Fasciotti to Sonnino), 225-26.

16 Ibid., doc. 560 (Telegram no. 2003 of 23 September 1918, Fasciotti to Sonnino), 416-17.
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Germany’s Allies began to seek armistice conditions for leaving the war, the
Entente’s decision-makers reactivated the relations with the Romanian political
forces that were favorable to them. In this particular context, the Italian
ambassador to Paris, Count Lelio Bonin, while carefully following the endeavors
relating to Romania, notified that at the end of his meeting of 27 September 1918
with French Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau, he saw Foreign Minister
Stephan Pichon, “who accompanied [Victor] Antonescu, Romania’s former
minister to Paris, who had resigned after the Bucharest Peace. I exchanged a few
words with the latter who told me that he hoped for a Romanian insurgence.” The
Italian diplomat, who was aware of Antonescu’s views and this moment’s
imperatives for the leaders in Paris, assumed that “the French government intends
to avail itself of him for a mission on the Bulgarian front.”'” In fact, this was the
time in which Romanian-French relations were reactivated with the aid of the
Clemenceau-Bratianu axis, while Victor Antonescu left Paris for an audacious
mission in Thessaloniki, and then in lasi, where he was going to be secretly
hosted by French Minister Saint-Aulaire, and protected by a confidentiality
regime that was rigorously observed by Bratianu’s collaborators and all
Diplomatic Missions of the Entente to lasi.'

On 5 November 1918, Romania’s revival at the end of the First World War
has also led to the dismissal of the government headed by Alexandru Marghiloman.
However, it is worth mentioning that King Ferdinand dismissed the government in
confidential agreement with the Entente’s Diplomatic Missions to lasi. The
identical report of 3 November 1918, as prepared by Fasciotti and the other Allied
Ministers, was explicitly pointing in this direction: “After the King has expressed
the desire to justify the dismissal of the Marghiloman Cabinet based on the
endeavor of the Entente, we sent him a statement . . . outlining our last grievance,
namely the sending to Bukovina, without prior agreement with us, of police troops
requested by the National Council of that province, for maintaining order against
the Bolsheviks.”"” The protest of the Allies triggered Marghiloman’s resignation
after King Ferdinand had told him directly that the Ministers of the Entente did not
trust his government.”® Later, Marghiloman realized that the Romanian Sovereign
had been informed in advance about the endeavors of the Allied Ministers, so he
wrote in his Political Notes that “the Entente sent me . . . an ultimatum with his
consent.”?!

17 Ibid., doc. 574 (Telegram no. 1867/505 of 27 September 1918, Bonin to Sonnino), 426.

18 In this regard, see Count de Saint-Aulaire, fnsemndrile unui diplomat de alti datd. In
Romdania, 1916—1920 (Bucuresti: Humanitas, 2016), 246-47.

19 DDI, vol. XI, doc. 817 (Telegram no. 2237 bis/S.N. of 3 November 1918, Fasciotti to
Sonnino), 667—68.

20 ANR, Royal House Collection, dossier no. 101/1918. The resignation letter of 5 November
1918.

21 Alexandru Marghiloman, Note politice, vol. Il (Bucuresti: Machiavelli, 1995), 216.
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b) The 1918 Italian support for the work of the Romanian Legation to
Rome

The developments in Romania along 1918 had consequences regarding also
the functioning of the Romanian Legation to Rome. Without major objectives to be
promoted in the context of the pro-Central Powers orientation of the Marghiloman
government, Romania’s Diplomatic Mission recorded the various manifestations of
solidarity with the Romanian people that appeared in Italian society in the summer
and fall of 1918.%

At the same time, diplomatic reporting has decreased consistently after
Romania left the War, and the limitations imposed on the transmission of ciphered
radiograms had negative repercussions to the extent that the Legation to Rome was
not notified in due time about the relevant developments in Romania’s relations with
the parties to the World War. In this respect, it may be quite important to point out
that even the instructions transmitted from Iasi on 11 November 1918, which referred
to the ultimatum addressed to General August von Mackensen, commander of the
German occupation Army, the new mobilization of the Romanian Army, and
Romania’s re-entry into the war, were received in Rome only on 18 November 1918,
and then were expeditiously submitted to the Italian Foreign Ministry.*

Diplomatic reporting recovered only in the fall of 1918, and it was closely
related to a new dimension of Romania’s interest in Italy (and vice versa), namely
in the establishment of the Romanian Legion in Italy, which consisted of former
Romanian combatants in the Austro-Hungarian Army. Obviously, the problem was
not a new one. In January 1917, the Romanian Minister to Rome, Dimitrie Ghica,
reported that a part of the prisoners of Romanian origin from the Austro-Hungarian
Army wanted to join the Romanian Army. The April 1917 reply of War Minister
Vintila Bratianu suggested the option of obtaining the Italian government’s
consent, so that the prisoners would be handed over to the Romanian side and sent
afterwards to the Allied Army in Thessaloniki.”* The Italian reaction was reluctant,
with Foreign Minister Sidney Sonnino considering it more appropriate for
prisoners to remain in Italy, including as a further way of dealing more successfully
with the issue regarding the Austro-Hungarian Army’s attitude towards the Italian
soldiers in captivity.”® At the same time, however, the Italian side granted a

22 For instance, the protest of the Florentine Political and Patriotic Associations (4ssociazioni
Politiche e Patriottiche Fiorentine) against the Bucharest Peace Treaty, or the organization on 25
August 1918, by the Italian Committee for Romanians (Comitato Italiano Pro-Romeni) of a meeting
in support of the Action Committee of the Romanians. Archive MFA, Legations, Rome, vol. 43, First
World War - 1918, Letters no. 373 of 10/23 May 1918 and no. 2014 of 3/16 August 1918,
respectively.

23 Ibid., Verbal Note no. 2240 of 5/18 November 1918 (handwritten document).

24 Ibid., 71/1914, E2, part 1, vol. 87, dossier 118, fol. 216, Telegram no. 840 of 18 April 1917,
Vintild Bratianu to Ghica.

%5 Ibid., fol. 252, Telegram no. 666 of 2 July 1917, Ghica to Vintild Bratianu.



68 Mihail Dobre 10

favorable treatment to prisoners of Romanian origin, who were gathered in separate
camps, the officers being kept in a special camp at Cittaducale, near Rome. In
1918, under the impetus given by the Action Committee of the Romanians in
Transylvania, Banat, and Bukovina—which was constituted on 18 June 1918—and
by its Chairman, Professor Simion Mandrescu, appeals were addressed to the
Italian leaders in order to support the foundation of a Romanian Legion. As a
result, on 5 July 1918, Italian Prime Minister Vittorio Emanuele Orlando accepted
the establishment of the Romanian Legion, and two weeks later, the Minister for
Military Assistance and War Pensions, Leonida Bissolati, issued the release order
for all the officers of Romanian origin imprisoned in Cittaducale, who had applied
for enlistment into the Legion.?® The Italian government continued to support the
actions promoted by the aforementioned Romanian Committee, and on 9 August
1918, the representatives of this entity of the Romanian irredenta were received by
Prime Minister V. E. Orlando. Subsequently, on 15 October 1918, the Italian
government issued the official decree establishing the Romanian Legion, and
appointed General Luciano Ferigo as its Commander-in-Chief, a former Italian
military attaché to Bucharest during the time Romania joined the World War.?’” The
same month, the Action Committee of the Romanians in Transylvania, Banat and
Bukovina addressed an appeal saying that “the Italian government, as a good
parent, . . . has allowed us to organize in legions on the holy ground of Italy, and to
start the liberation of the ancestral land from the same territory the Roman
legionaries had left for occupying the lands inhabited by us today, between the
rivers Tisa and Nistru.” The appeal urged the Romanians to gather around the
banner of the Romanian Legion in Italy.*®

Italy’s attitude towards Romania as a former ally currently led by a pro-
Austrian and pro-German government was reflected in the options of the
government in Rome: Italy promoted the establishment of the Romanian Legion
as a form of support for the general aspirations of the Romanian people, and
provided operational leadership to this Romanian military entity founded on
Italian soil. Therefore, there is no doubt that the Italian decision-makers have
clearly understood the purpose of sending this Legion to Romania. In this
respect, it may be relevant to mention that on 16 November 1918, the Romanian

26 Eliza Campus, Din politica externd a Romdniei 1913—1947 (Bucuresti: Editura Politic,
1980), 158-62. Also, Francesco Guida, “Il compimento dello Stato nazionale romeno e 1’Italia:
opinione pubblica e iniziative politico-diplomatiche,” Rassegna storica del Risorgimento LXX, no. 4
(1983): 425-62; Francesco Guida, “Romania e Italia dalla pace di Bucarest alla vigilia della
Conferenza della pace (1),” Transylvanian Review XVII, no. 4 (2008): 102—121.

27 Decision no. 22630-G of 15 October 1918, issued by the Italian War Ministry, signed by
Minister Vittorio Zupelli, Archive MFA, Legations, Rome - 1918, vol. 43 (document without
registration number).

28 Ibid., Appeal “To all the Romanians from Transylvania, Banat, Crisana, Maramures, and
Bukovina, residing in Italy.”
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs in lasi addressed a note to the Italian Legation,
requesting that the Romanian Legion should not be licensed as a result of the
cessation of military operations at the end of the World War, since it was
preferable that this Legion be made available to the National Council of the
Romanians in Transylvania. More explicitly, on the same date, the Romanian
Minister to Rome, Alexandru Lahovary, received (via the Paris Legation) a
message from the Chairman of the National Council of Romanian Unity, Take
Ionescu, with the request to ask the Italian government “to speed up the
recruitment, to send these soldiers to Transylvania in order to function as an army
occupying the Romanian territories in Hungary.” %

At the end of World War One, Romania and Italy were together again on the
victorious side, namely on that of the Entente. More significant in this particular
context is the fact that by supporting the Romanian national movement and,
specifically, by the setting up of the Romanian Legion, the Italian decision makers
have contributed in a direct manner to the accomplishment of the Romanian unitary
national state. It was obviously the climax of the wartime concrete cooperation
between Romania and Italy.

2 Ibid., Telegram from Paris, no. 2229 of 3/16 November 1918, Cretzianu (acting on behalf of
Take Tonescu) to Lahovary (handwritten document).



