
ANALELE BANATULUI, S.N., ARHEOLOGIE – ISTORIE, XXIII, 2015
http://muzeulbanatului.ro/mbt/istorie/publicatii/ab.htm

459

 Stalin pursued his aim to Communize 
Romania and in May 1944 Anthony Eden, 

Foreign Secretary, and Fedor Tarasovich Gusev, 
Soviet Ambassador in the United Kingdom, agreed 
the Soviet Union would become the state who 
would apply the interests of the United Nations 
in Romania, while the Great Britain would do the 
same in Greece; wishing to change the agreement 
and meeting di�culties, Cordell Hull, U.S. State 
Secretary, succeeded only to get assurances of the 
limited period of this agreement, during the war1. 

�e study was based on Foreign O�ce micro-
�ches that were analysed at the Romanian National 

 �e Middle School, Unirii 35A Street, Segarcea, Romania. 
E-mail: marianalindudoi@yahoo.com.
1 Harry Hanak, “�e Politics of Impotence: �e British 
observe Romania 6 March 1945 to 30 December 1947,” in 
Românii în istoria universală, vol. III

1, 
ed.

.
 I. Agrigoroaiei, 

Gh.  Buzatu, V. Cristian, (Iași, 1988), 427; Joseph 
F. Harrington, Bruce J. Courtney, Relații româno-americane 
(1940 – 1990), Traducere de Mihaela Sadovschi, Prefață 
de V. Fl. Dobrinescu și Kurt W. Treptow (Iași: Institutul 
European, 2002), 35 – 36.

Archives. British (Military) Mission (also called 
“British Section” or “British Element”) reported 
to War O�ce, but in most cases War O�ce sent 
copies to Foreign O�ce; the British Political 
Representative in Romania was a diplomat and 
reported to the Foreign O�ce.

While the Romanian Delegation was in Moscow 
for the conclusion of the Armistice, Foreign O�ce 
recommended to Archibald Clark Kerr, British 
Ambassador in the Soviet Union, to inquire 
Vyacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov, First Deputy 
Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars 
of the Soviet Union and People’s Commissar for 
Foreign A$airs, about the relations amongst the 
Allied Representatives in Romania, speci�cally their 
wish to send a diplomat as Political Representative. 
According to Molotov, it was not the proper time for 
a Political Representative2. In Romania, the key-role 

2 Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic 
Papers, 1944, Vol. IV, Europe, United States Government 
Printing O�ce, Washington, 1966, Harriman’s telegram 
of 6.09.1944 to U.S. Secretary of State, 223 – 224 
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(Abstract)
�e Romanian Convention of Armistice, signed in Moscow on 12 – 13 September 1944,  provided to the Soviet 
Union the right to represent all interests of the United Nations by ruling the Allied Control Commission on 
Romania, to which the United States and the United Kingdom represensatives were attached. 

British documents on micro�ches, studied at the Romanian National Archives, provided a clear insight on the 
Romanian a$airs approached by the Big �ree Powers in the autumn of 1944.

One could easily notice the fact that not only did the Soviets interfere in Romanian a$airs from the beginning 
but they also a$ected the rights, mainly economic, in Romania of all other states of the United Nations, the Great 
Britain and the United States especially. 

After Churchill-Stalin’s “Percentages Agreement”, the Soviets, using false arguments, increased their purely 
unilateral activities, in disregard even of the 10% percent British, by removing British and American-owned 
oil concerns’ equipment although His Majesty’s Government and the United States Government made serious 
unsuccessful protests.

�e United Kingdom succeeded in having the O�ce of Political Representatives, through which the Foreign 
O�ce was made known about the political developments with Romanian Government and Romanian patriots’ help, 
who sincerely believed in the generous principles of the Atlantic Charter and the Declaration by the United Nations.
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belonged to the Soviets as the Soviet Representative 
coordinated the “e�cient executive machinery” and 
“control over execution of all armistice terms which 
deals with measures of a military and non-military 
nature”, while the British and U.S. representatives 
lied “on analogy” with Soviet Representative in Italy, 
being the liaison of the Allied Control Commission 
on Romania (hereinafter ACC) and their respective 
Governments, having access to all required infor-
mation3. �e Foreign O�ce considered unworthy 
to oppose Molotov’s views but inquired again if 
their Representative, acting under the supervision 
of British Military Representative, had the right to 
contact the Romanian Government; if not, they 
were ready to send a Political Representative, as the 
Soviets had already accepted this position in April, 
the same year4. We noticed the British willing-
ness for the bilateral relations to be resumed. �e 
same answer had been received from Molotov by 
Averell Harriman, the United States Ambassador 
in Moscow5.

After King Michael’s Coup of 23 August 1944 
and Red Army occupation, British subjects in 
Bucharest sent via Swiss Legation their wish for a 
Mission in order to protect British interests against 
Soviet interferences6.

On 3 September, Captain Ivor Porter, former 
prisoner released after the coup, was not allowed 
to use the British &ag, on his car, in Bucharest by 
the Soviets, although he was a British o�cial in 
Romania, and he solicited written excuses. �e 
next day, an o�cial of the Soviet High Command 
expressed apologies for the incident but Foreign 
O�ce did not consider necessary to be delivered 
written apologies and thought even to withdraw 
Porter, although they sympatized with him7. 

(available at http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/
FRUS-idx?type=header&id=FRUS.FRUS1944v04, accessed 
on 28.06.2015).
3 Clark Kerr’s telegram no. 85 Citizen of 11.09.1944 to 
Foreign O�ce (hereinafter FO) (R. 14322 in FO). micro�che 
15, �e Micro�ches of Great Britain, Public Recotd O�ce, 
Foreign O�ce (hereinafter PRO FO), 371/44008.
4 FO’s telegram no. 237 Citizen of 12.09.1944 to Clark 
Kerr (R. 14322 in FO), mf. 17, Ibid.
5 Dennis Deletant, British Policy towards Romania: 
23 August 1944 – 6 March 1945, ” in Dennis Deletant, 
Maurice Pearton, Romania Observed. Studies in Contemporary 
Romanian History (Bucharest: Encyclopaedic Publishing 
House, 1998), 131.
6 Horton’s telegram no. 4310 of 9.09.1944 from Berne to 
FO (R. 14254 in FO), mf. 10, PRO FO 371/44033.
7 Reed and Howard’s Report “Situation in Roumania” of 
14.09.1944 and Talbot Rice’s dispatch no. EGB/RO/2044/3 
of 8.09.1944 to Howard (R 14537 in FO), mf. 85 – 87, PRO 
FO 371/44008; Ivor Porter, Operațiunea „Autonomous”: În 

Obviously, the need to look after the United 
Kingdom interests developed rapidly.

British personnel began to gather in Bari (Italy) 
on 13 September and they expected to leave for 
Bucharest three days later8. Still, on 17 September 
they hadn’t left as John Le Rougetel, proposed 
Political Representative, hadn’t got any of the 
cyphers or other diplomatic papers9.

When Romanian Envoys returned from 
Moscow to Bucharest, they complained about 
British and United States lack of support and 
Maniu even declared to an American source: “How 
can you explain why the British have let us down 
in such a manner? We expected more considera-
tion and more generous terms”10. Subsequently, 
Romanians suspected the British and the United 
States Missions of having a limited activity. 

 Molotov refused to agree with any Romanian 
proposal, made by the Romanian Legation in 
Angora, according to which Romania should be 
granted belligerency and the right to establish dip-
lomatic relations with the Allied countries; Soviet 
reason was based on Romania regulation by the 
Allied Control Commission (ACC)11.

 On 18 September 1944, Foreign O�ce and 
War O�ce made recommendations for the pro-
spective British Mission in Romania; they sup-
ported the lack of “desire to see Roumania fall 
under permanent Soviet control and any attempt 
by the Soviet authorities to encroach unnecesar-
ily on Roumanian sovereignty or independence 
should be resisted”, the “ultimate policy is to 
ensure an independent and friendly Roumania but 
it must be always remembered that Roumania is a 
conquered country which will have to work for her 
passage home”, “provided King Michael proves his 
worth, is su�ciently co-operative, and wanted by 
the majority of Roumanians, we should support 
him”, “you should not allow any members of your 
Mission to indulge in actions such as secret contact 
with members of other Roumanian parties” and 

România pe vreme de război, traducere de George G. Potra și 
Delia Răzdolescu (București: Editura Humanitas, 1991), 289.
8 Macmillan’s telegram no. 297 of 13.09.1944 to Foreign 
O�ce (R. 14545 in FO; Harold Macmillan was the British 
Resident Minister Central Mediterranean, with headquarters 
at Caserta – Italy, and by November 1944 he would become 
the Acting President of ACC Italy), mf. 78, PRO FO 
371/44008.
9 Macmillan’s telegram no. 339 of 17.09.1944 to FO 
(R. 14753 in FO), mf. 138, Ibid.
10 Broad’s telegram no. 226 of 17.09.1944 from Bari (Italy) 
to Caserta and repeated to FO as no. 656 (R. 14803 in FO), 
mf. 152, Ibid.
11 Clark Kerr’s telegram no. 2451 of 16.09.1944 to FO 
(R. 14757 in FO), mf. 145, Ibid.
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“H.M.G. will wish to recover their political posi-
tion and in&uence in Roumania which they pos-
sessed before the war. Although during the armi-
stice period Soviet in&uence will be predominant, 
there can be no question of our abdicating of our 
claims to have an equal share in the post-war period 
of all political question a$ecting Roumania”12. 

 British Mission had indepedendent supply, 
maintenance, communications, and security 
mission, as the Soviet Mission in Italy, the latter 
ranging to sixty-twenty persons and twelve aircraft13. 

On 21 September, Clark Kerr reported the 
Soviets refused to give in writing their agreement 
for bringing civilians in the British Mission14. No 
matter the Soviets’ attitude, Foreign O�ce decide 
the preparations should be carried on15. Soviets 
proposed that the Americans and the British 
should have only �ve members in the Allied 
Control Commission and they could communi-
cate with Romanian authorities only through the 
Allied Control Commission16. �e British were 
also disturbed by the �ve member limit, arguing 
they didn’t impose any number to the Soviets in 
Italy and again by the fact they weren’t allowed 
to have a political (diplomatic) representative as 
diplomat Le Rougetel did not hold any military 
rank17. Sir Orme Sargent, a high-ranking o�cial 
in the Foreign O�ce with a long career in the 
�eld, proposed that Le Rougetel should leave to 
Romania with British Military Mission and after 
their arrival, the British should try to persuade the 
Soviets of their right to have a civilian as a politi-
cal representative in Bucharest.18 Eden decided to 
remind the Soviets they demanded their Mission 
should have the right to establish direct contact 

12 [the document] “Political Directive for the British Element 
of the Allied Mission of Control (18 September 1944),” in 
Românii în istoria universală, ed. I. Agrigoroaiei, Gh. Buzatu 
și V. Cristian, vol. III

3
, Izvoare străine pentru studiul istoriei 

românilor, vol. ed. Ștefan S. Gorovei (Iași, 1988), 375; 
see also Romanian translation: “Directive Politice pentru 
Reprezentanții Britanici din Misiunea Aliată de Control din 
România,” in V. Fl. Dobrinescu, L. Nicolescu și Gh. Nicolescu, 
Relaţii militare româno-engleze (1918 – 1947) (Pitești: Editura 
Cultura, 1998), Addendum, XXXIX, 202 – 203.
13 Macmillan’s telegrams no. 13 – 14 of 19.09.1944 to FO 
(R. 14908 in FO), mf. 160, 162, PRO FO 371/44008.
14 Clark Kerr’s telegram no. 145 Citizen of 21.09.1945 to 
FO (R. 14981 in FO), mf. 166, Ibid.
15 FO’s telegram no. 108 Citizen of 22.09.1944 to 
Macmillan, mf. 168, Ibid.
16 Clark Kerr’s telegram no. 140 Citizen of 21.09.1944 to 
FO (R. 14983 in FO), mf. 173, Ibid.
17 FO’s telegram no. 284 Citizen of 22.09.1944 to Clark 
Kerr (R. 15049 in FO), mf. 12, Id. 371/ 44009.
18 Orme Sargent’s Note of 22.09.1944 (R. 15049 in FO), 
mf. 5, Ibid.

with the Italian Government and because the 
British military component was forbidden to 
establish contact with the Romanian Government, 
the Foreign O�ce proposed a fully independ-
ent diplomatic British Mission in Romania; in 
London, nerves fell down as British didn’t forget in 
April the Soviets had already accepted the United 
Kingdom’s right to have a political representative 
in Romania and consequently, the British decided 
also to propose a political representative in Finland 
and a prospective fully tripartite ACC in Bulgaria, 
although the Chairman should belong only to the 
Soviets in the latter case19. On 21 September a part 
of British Mission, including Le Rougetel, left for 
Bari, preparing for the trip20. On 24 September, they 
arrived in Romania21. Stevenson and Le Rougetel 
were accompanied by a consular adviser (second 
secretary), a commercial adviser, a Russian inter-
preter, a Romanian interpreter, a personal assistant 
(a signaller), and a doctor; the men, who included 
twenty-three non-o�cers (three clerks, three trunk 
operators, one electrician, six police, eight mess sta$ 
and batman, and two cipher secretaries) and the 
equipment, which included a Jeep and a wireless 
transmitter, were carried by �ve Dakotas (the name 
used by Royal Air Force for Douglas C – 47, a mili-
tary transport aircraft); they planned another three 
trips with six Dakotas each; Special Operations 
Executive (hereinafter SOE) members, who had 
“best contacts to obtain information” in Romania, 
waited until and if the Soviets accepted their pres-
ence22. A secret note of the Directorate of Civil 
A$airs admitted the British Mission “very small”, 
representing “observers only”, as Romania “surren-
dered” to the Soviets, although they publicly stated 
the existence of diplomatic sections.23 Shortly after 
arrival, Lieutenant-General Vinogradov, Deputy 
Chairman of ACC and always in fact Chairman, 
received Stevenson, who stressed the necessity of 
increasing the number of �ve members as imposed 
by administration needs24. Finally due to Soviet 
omnipotence, SOE presence entered in liquidation 

19 FO’s telegram no. 284 Citizen of 22.09.1944 to British 
Embassy in Moscow (R. 15049 in FO), mf. 12, Ibid.
20 Macmillan’s telegram no. 379 of 21.09.1944 to FO 
(R. 15051 in FO), mf. 20, Ibid.
21 Broad’s telegram no. 255 of 24.09.1944 to FO (R. 15221 
in FO), mf. 63, Ibid.
22 Extract from Brigadier Nicholson letter’s to War O�ce 
of 27.09.1944 (R 16290 in FO), mf. 72, Id 371/44010; Le 
Rougetel’s telegram no. 43 of 5.10.1944 to Foreign O�ce 
(R. 15936), mf. 55, Id. 371/44033.
23 A.V. Anderson’s Note C.A./B.M./103 of 26.09.1944 
(R. 15390 in FO), mf. 88, Id. 371/44009.
24 Le Rougetel’s telegram no. 7 of 26.09.1944 to FO 
(R. 15452 in FO), mf. 90, Ibid.
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and Porter was forbidden to keep any contact with 
the SOE establishment of Bari25. Colonel Edward 
Greer, Head of Army Section, would have the task 
of Intelligence matters26.

Air Vice Marshal Donald F. Stevenson was the 
Head of the British Section (British Mission) in 
ACC, from the autumn of 1944 until the autumn 
of 1947; the War O�ce and the Foreign O�ce 
also called him during the activity in Romania 
with the title “Commissioner”; his military rank 
was equivalent to a two star General. His charac-
ter truly denoted the features of a gentleman and, 
because of that, he lacked the ability for com-
promises in politics27. Due to his character, he 
remained the last one in the Mission to admit, at 
the end of November, the Soviet intention to com-
munize Romania28.

Once arrived in Bucharest, Le Rougetel started to 
make steps in involving in the process of accredita-
tion of the Mission by the Romanian Government, 
with the latter’s support, and by the non-implica-
tion in the matter of the Soviet High Command29. 
Unexpectedly, the Foreign O�ce decided to stop 
this process as the persons who should become 
members of the diplomatic Mission were in the 
army, and they should have been withdrawn from 
the army; in the contrary, the latter should have 
been military in civilian posts and the Soviets had 
a predilection towards uniforms30. On 3 October, 
Le Rougetel called on Grigore Niculescu-Buzești, 
Romanian Foreign Minister; after welcoming Le 
Rougetel as �rst diplomat of the United Nations in 
Romania, the extreme cordiality reached its climax 
when Romanian Minister expressed the hope for a 
Romanian Envoy in London (that would happen 
only after a year and a half!)31. On 5 October, King 
Michael and Queen-Mother Helen, in the pres-
ence of Niculescu-Buzești, received in audience 

25 Letter of 16.10.1944 to Orme Sargent (R. 16416 in FO), 
mf. 141 and Le Rougetel telegram no. 96 of 18.10.1944 to 
FO (R. 16810 in FO), mf. 172, Id. 371/44010.
26 Stevenson’s RAC no. 437/117 of 30.11.1944 to War 
O�ce (R.19683), mf. 283, Id. 371/44033.
27 See details to Marian-Alin Dudoi, “�e Activity of Air 
Vice Marshal Donald F. Stevenson, Head of the British 
Military Mission in Romania (1944 – 1945),” AnB (SN), XX, 
2012, 355 – 360.
28 Burton Y. Berry, Romanian Diaries 1944 – 1947, Ed. 
Cornelia Bodea (Iași – Oxford – Portland: �e Center for 
Romanian Studies, 2000), 40. 
29 J. K. Arthur (C.A.6/44/220 in the War O�ce)’s dispatch 
of 3.10.1944 to FO (R. 15946 in FO), mf. 21, Id 371/44010.
30 Howard’s dispatch of 12.10.1944 to J. K. Arthur 
(R. 15946 in FO), mf. 23, Ibid.
31 Le Rougetel’s telegram no. 32 of 2.10.1944 to FO 
(R. 15777 in FO), mf. 163, Id. 371/44009.

Le Rougetel and James Marjoribanks, his deputy; 
while the Queen-Mother criticized the Soviet 
behaviour, Le Rougetel expressed worries about 
not removing all persons connected to Antonescu 
or Germans but the King told him the pro-Ger-
man elements adhered to the Communist Party32. 
�e British Political Representative continued to 
not possess diplomatic status, but he enjoyed all 
diplomatic privileges and immunities, what the 
Foreign O�ce really wanted in this matter, his 
o�cial residence was extra-territorial33.

Before 5 October, when other persons came, 
the Mission had already reached 26 o�cers and 
57 other ranks34. In order to better defend par-
ticular British interests, Stevenson proposed 
General Vasiliev, Chief of Sta$ of the Soviet High 
Command, to form a Soviet-British Commission 
and to begin civilian communication between 
Bucharest and London35.

Making use of the right to approach Romanian 
Government, Le Rougetel met newly-appointed 
Minister of Foreign A$airs, Constantin Vișoianu, 
who complained of the war e$ort, the Soviet occu-
pation and the Soviet use of rouble note which 
could have a$ected Romanian economy36.

�e presence of the Mission allowed the British 
to protest against Soviets in Galatz and Brăila 
who forbade the use of national &ag for British 
ships and to obtain the possibility for the o�c-
ers to travel inside Romania, after their itineraries 
were submitted to the Soviet High Command37. 
Consequently, Kendall, Consular Adviser, visited 
Galatz and made a memorandum for the inhabit-
ants’ deplorable state of things38.

Air Vice Marshal Donald F. Stevenson partici-
pated at the �rst plenary meeting of ACC (only 
Soviet and British representatives) on 16 October39. 
Stevenson urged Andrey Yanuarevich Vyshinski, 
First Deputy People’s Commissar for Foreign 

32 Ivor Porter, Mihai I al României. Regele și Țara, [Ediția 
a II-a], traducere de Gabriel Tudor, revizuită de Christian 
Mititelu (București: Editura Allfa, 2008), 121 – 122.
33 Parliamentary Question Mr. Malcolm Robertson – Mr. 
Law, 23.03.12945, mf. 5, PRO FO 371/48624. 
34 Stevenson’s telegram no. 2 of 6.10.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 16032 in FO), mf. 43, Id 371/44010.
35 Stevenson’s RAC no. 61/117 of 15.10.1945 to War O�ce 
(R. 16445 in FO), mf. 166 – 167, Ibid.
36 Le Rougetel’s telegram no. 182 of 9.11.1944 to FO 
(R. 18268 in FO), mf. 150, Id. 371/44033.
37 Stevenson’s RAC no. 243/117 of 7.11.1944 about the 
Fourth Meeting with General Vasiliev (R. 18369), mf. 156, 
Ibid.
38 Memorandum on visit to Galatz, mf. 192 – 195, Ibid.
39 Stevenson’s RAC no. 72 of 17.10.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 16963 in FO), mf. 75, Id. 371/44011.
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A$airs, to make steps in the formal recognition 
of ACC when the United States Mission �nally 
arrived40. �e �rst combined meeting of ACC, 
including U.S. representatives, took place only on 
20 December 194441. For about a year, the British 
and the United States Missions remained delega-
tions to ACC, and not a part of it in practice, as 
their presence at the meetings happened only after 
the invitations of the Soviet Chairmanship42.

Increasing activity of the Mission obliged to seek 
British Government approval for more personnel 
as from �fty-one clerks only eighteen could type 
and �ve could do shorthands; the Mission com-
prised of ten sections: Secretariate, Navy, Army, 
Air, Transportation, Oil, Trade, Food Industry and 
Agriculture, Finance and Consular43.

British Mission provided the Foreign O�ce 
with relevant facts about Romanian developments. 
�e Romanian administration in Moldavia func-
tioned discontinuously because of the Red Army 
interferences, Soviet forbade Romanian adminis-
tration in Northern Transylvania; the Communist 
Party refused to disarm its members, thus pro-
longing political crisis and NKVD supervised the 
removal of equipment and personnel from the oil 
�elds, including three British ones44. �e promise, 
Lieutenant General Vinogradov had made several 
days before to Stevenson that the British repre-
sentatives should be consulted before, had not 
been kept45. To Stevenson and Le Rougetel’s dis-
appointment, the Foreign O�ce took into con-
sideration “Prime-Minister [Winston Churchill] 
in two minutes has warned us to remember that 
the Soviet Government have the lead in Roumania 
in consideration to our position in Greece and the 
Secretary of State [Anthony Eden] has spoken in 
a similar sense to Sir Orme Sargent” and Sargent 
clearly admitted “I am afraid however that the per-
centage of 90 – 10 could not be construed to give 
us any right to be consulted”46. �e instructions 
sent from London recommended they continued 
to be prior consulted by ACC, not be present 

40 Stevenson’s RAC no. 326/165 of 18.11.1944 to War 
O�ce (R. 18868 in FO), mf. 148, Id. 371/44012.
41 Notes taken at the �rst combined meeting of ACC 
Romania on 20.12.1944, mf. 111, Id. 44014. 
42 Deletant. In Deletant and Pearton (1998), 135.
43 Stevenson’s RAC no. 270/1409 of 10.11.1944 to War 
O�ce (R. 18738 in FO), mf. 158, Id. 371/44033.
44 Le Rougetel telegram’s no. 154 and 155 of 3.11.1944 to 
Foreign O�ce (R. 17779 and R. 17782 in FO), mf. 3 – 4, Id. 
371/44012.
45 Stevenson’s RAC no. 192/112 of 2.11.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 17818 in FO), mf. 11, Ibid.
46 Report “Soviet Activities in Roumania” of 6.11.1944 
(R. 17819 in FO), mf. 12, Ibid.

to the meetings of ACC with the Romanian 
Government because Soviets took the lead in 
Romania in exchange of Greece but they must 
insist on Soviets that British oil concerns must be 
respected47. �e inquired Vyshinski replied the 
removal of oil equipment happened because it was 
German, brought to Romania in order to be ready 
to be sent to Baku if the city was captured, but 
the British found it untrue as it was bought from 
Germany, USA, Great Britain or elsewhere in the 
Interwar Period; the removal, especially from the 
British-Dutch giant Astra Română, reached 17500 
tons and the British expected a rapidly diminishing 
production48. Foreign O�ce rejected Stevenson’s 
proposal for combined committees of ACC but 
instructed Clark Kerr to insist on stopping remov-
ing and even returning it49. Molotov refused any 
reconsideration of Soviet point of view claiming 
as belonging to the Germans50. On 18 November, 
when the seized quantity had exceeded 23000 
tons, Stevenson approached Vyshinski unsuccess-
fully in Bucharest51.

�e disloyal Soviets did not previously con-
sulted the British when they took twenty-ships 
and submarines of the Romanian Royal Navy 
(four destroyers, three gunboats, three submarines, 
three torpedo boats, three submarine chasers, 
three landing crafts, one submarine depot and two 
minelayers), held in Constanza, on 12 October 
and transported them to Odessa and later refused 
British Mission Air Commodore Lee’s permission 
to visit the Romanian operational air�elds52. 

Both the United Kingdom and the United 
States representatives had no means to limit Soviet 
interferences in Romanian political a$airs; backed 
by the Red Army and Soviet High Command of 
ACC, Romanian Communists started to achieve 
political victories as chapters in one of Marx or 
Lenin’s books.

His Majesty’s Government did not succeed 
to achieve its task to protect (mainly economic) 
British interests in Romania as the Soviets 

47 FO’s no. 171 of 8.11.1944 to Le Rougetel (R. 17819 in 
FO), mf. 26 – 27, Ibid.
48 Stevenson’s RAC no. 246/923 of 8.11.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 18136 in FO), mf. 63, Ibid.
49 FO’s telegram no. 4227 of 10.11.1944 to Clark Kerr 
(R. 18136 in FO), mf. 71, Ibid.
50 Clark Kerr no. 3394 of 14.11.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 18379 in FO), mf. 96, Ibid.
51 Stevenson’s RAC no. 326/165 of 18.11.1944 to War 
O�ce (R. 18868 in FO), mf. 144, Ibid; Stevenson’s RAC 
no. 58/801 of 18.10.1944 to War O�ce (16717 in FO), mf. 
147 – 148, Id. 371/44010.
52 Stevenson RAC no. 271/109 of 11.11.1944 to War O�ce 
(R. 18601 in FO), mf. 130, Id. 371/44012.



ANALELE BANATULUI, S.N., ARHEOLOGIE – ISTORIE, XXIII, 2015

464

behaved in Romanian economy as in a conquered 
country and did not take into consideration 
any argument. �e Soviet Government consid-
ered they were the only ones to de�ne and apply 
the United Nations policy and believed the two 
powers’ representatives as spectators providing 
the same role as for Soviet representatives in Italy; 
the United States and the United Kingdom did 
not accept the view as Soviet representatives had 
no economic interest in Italy. �e intense activity 
of the British Mission and of the O�ce of the 
Political Representative in order to get all sort of 
information proved unnecessary in general, due 
to the outcome of the World War Two, speci�-
cally the Cold War, but useful for historians. 
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