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DISMISSAL OF NICOLAE TITULESCU. EXTERNAL PLOT
GEORGE G. POTRA

Rezumat. Cauzele demiterii lui Nicolae Titulescu, la 29 asgli936 — punct final al unei
indelungate campanii de intrigi manevre desfurate de cercuri interngi externe — rezid, in
esem, Tn ostilitatea Tnveiunatz a acestor cercuri f@ de principiile politicii externe promovate
cu luciditate, realisngi consecvefa de ilustrul diplomagi inflacaratul patriot care a fost Nicolae
Titulescu, politi¢ care l-a plasat intr-o opogé ireductibilz faza de curentele fascistei
extremjtii de dreapta dinsara si din afara ei. Regimurile fascist@ profasciste din acestgiri
vizau o nod geografie politig, militara si economi@, prin modificarea si rasturnarea
echilibrului realizat prin tratatele de pace inch& la sfasitul Primului Rizboi Mondial.
Impotriva lui Nicolae Titulescu au donat cu toa# energia Germania hitlerigt si Italia
mussoliniad, care au beneficiat de un larg concurs din pamtegimurilor fasciste din Ungariai
Bulgaria, precumi a regimurilor profasciste din Polonigi lugoslavia. Campania impotriva lui
Nicolae Titulescu a avut un caracter organizat. @tid stabilit adversarul, condutorii
regimurilor respective au antrenat in @amea anti-Titulescu institii centrale ale statului
respectiv, oficiisi servicii guvernamentalgi proguvernamentale sau de partid. Acégashtmpanie
impotriva lui Nicolae Titulescu — potat: de instaurarea hitlerismului in Germania, a
regimurilor profasciste in Polonia lui Begk lugoslavia lui Stojadinovi— va deveni mereu mai
complex, mai diversificai si mai ramificati, mai activi, mai coerent. Obiectivele precise,
convinutul si amploarea agunilor, fixarea de responsabiliti precise — in ciuda concuresi
neloiale intre toate aceste organisme — jusiifiprecierea @ s-a urnarit un adevirat program.

Abstract. The causes of Nicolae Titulescu’s dismissal, onuatug9, 1936 — a final point
of a long campaign of plots and manoeuvres condobteinternal and external circles — rely,
essentially, in the fierce hostility of those aéslagainst de principles of foreign policy promoted
with lucidity, realism, and consistency by thesdthious diplomat and the passionate patriot who
was Nicolae Titulescu, a policy which placed itgelén irreducible opposition against the fascist
currents and the right-wing extremists in this coyrand outside it. The fascist and pro-fascist
regimes from these countries aimed at a new paljtimilitary and economic geography, by
altering and subverting the equilibrium establishBadthe peace treaties after the end of the First
World War. Against Nicolae Titulescu actioned wih their energy Hitler's Germany and
Mussolini’s Italy, which benefitted of a large soppfrom the fascist regimes in Hungary and
Bulgaria, as well from the pro-fascist regimes ialdhd and Yugoslavia. The campaign against
Nicolae Titulescu had an organized character. Otfee truth established, the leaders of the
respective regimes have drawn into the anti-Tilesction some central institutions of the
respective state, governmental, or pro-governmenmttglarty, offices and services. This campaign
against Nicolae Titulescu — intensified by theansation of Hitlerism in Germany, of Beck’s pro-
fascist regime in Poland and of Stojadindipro-fascist regime in Yugoslavia — would become
more complex, more diversified and branched outenaative, more coherent. The precise aims,
the contents and amplitude of the actions, thebdistanent of precise responsibilities — in spite of
the unloyal competition between all these organismpistifies the appreciation that a real
program was aimed at.

Keywords:. Nicolae Titulescu; Hitler; Mussolini; Beck; Stojaudivic.
Director Executiv al Fundaiei Europene “Nicolae Titulescu”, Membru al Comitiei Director
al Asocialiei Roméane de PoliticExterri
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The causes of Nicolae Titulescu’s dismissal, onusi@9, 1936 — a final
point of a long campaign of plots and manoeuvrescacted by internal and
external circles — rely, essentially, in the fiehwsstility of those circles against de
principles of foreign policy promoted with lucidjtyealism, and consistency by
the illustrious diplomat and the passionate patnbb was Nicolae Titulescu, a
policy which placed itself in an irreducible opposi against the fascist currents
and the right-wing extremists in this country andisade it.

Nicolae Titulescu, and especially his consistetibacfor peace, against
the use of force, of aggression, for the creatiba cimate of understanding and
international cooperation, for the building of astgym of security and the
achievement of some palpable steps towards disaemtamor the safeguarding of
sovereignty and national independence, have getketiaé hostility of right-wing
extremists circles at home in those countries, whioternational program aims at
aggressive objectives.

On hostile positions against Nicolae Titulescu wads® a series of parties
and politicians, reviews and newspapers, both atehand abroad, which had
nothing to do with the extreme right, and so muah less with fascism, acting
only as motivated by group interests or out of appusm, scurviness or out of
personal aversion.

There were also enemies coming from parties in pdwethe case of
Romanian governments) and from allied countrie®rdy friendly countries in
the European space.

We must underline that there were a lot of coinct#s from anti-
Titulescu reasons, either caused by internal agreat forces, as it stands equally
true that there were a lot non-coincidences of @mtilescu reasons, which, in the
case of extremely great diversity of methods andmee- political denunciation,
intrigue, subversion, calumny, hostilely persistantions of some press circles
and of some groupings, formations and politicakipay blackmail, menace with
physical elimination. a.0. — complicated the coufggion of the plot, turning
Nicolae Titulescu into the “Enemy No. 1”.

We have got today an appreciable volume of infolonatnd exegeses
about the internal intrigue and the external plaiready published or not
published, of articles, studies or specific worlkslidated exclusively or partially
to Nicolae Titulescu. On this basis, we might begimyway we may try, to write
this special chapter of the 20th century politmahspiracy.

The anti-Titulescu demarche was the object of sgvezsearches, in
Romania and in other countries, which materialiméd articles, studies and parts
of some works dedicated to the life and activity\Nodolae Titulescu, to Romanian
foreign policy or to international inter-war relaris.*
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Against Nicolae Titulescu actioned with all theireegy Hitler Germany’
and Mussolini’s Italy®, which benefitted of a large support from the istsc
regimes in Hungary’ and Bulgari&, as well from the pro-fascist regimes in
Poland ® and Yugoslavia’.

We do not intend to present in the present work Wwmmle external
conspiracy — as much as it could have been retotesti — against Nicolae
Titulescu — against the Romania’s inter-war forejgulicy, against Romania
itself. This would form the object of a separatdumee, which we intend to
commit to a publishing house.

We reduce ourselves to some general consideratgasding the grounds
that motivated the actions of those regimes, foeres external circles, the ways
and means used.

Nicolae Titulescu’s thinking and action placed tRemanian politician
and diplomat in an irreducible opposition agaimg toreign policy programmes
and actions of the fascist and pro-fascist regithas aimed at a new political,
military and economic geography, by altering antveuting the equilibrium
established by the peace treaties after the etitedfirst World War.

Defending the peace treaties concluded after thst RNVorld War;
enrolling himself among the most devoted serverth®fewly created League of
Nations; imagining new and new measures and ingnisnfor the consolidation
of international law, of the norms and democratim@ples of the inter-state
relations; making a determining contribution to tireation of regional security
bodies, as for instance the Little Entente andBakkan Entente; having a major
part in the orientation of the policy and actiontleése bodies for combating all
the revisionist and revenge-seeking projects atidrec of the fascist and pro-
fascist regimes; participating in all the demarchieslicated to security and
disarmament; severely condemning all the attempaslemby Italian fascism,
German Hetaerism and Japanese militarism agai@shtlependence, sovereignty
and territorial integrity of some states in Européica and Asia; acting for the
consolidation of Romania’s international situatidor the normalization and
development of the relations with the Soviet Unidor, the enlargement and
consolidation of the relations with France and Bndl with the member-states of
the Little Entente and the Balkan Entente, withewto consolidating the front
of peace and security; opposing firmly to all isinns, pressures and political,
military, economic blackmails of the fascist regimed their acolytes, Nicolae
Titulescu was a live consciousness of the first lodlthe twentieth century.
Nicolae Titulescu represented a major obstacl¢hi®mpolicy of Hitlerite Germany
and Mussolinian Italy. Therefore, they launchedimgjahim the most ample,
complex and long campaign known in history for élenination of a politician.
His proverbial intransigence and principality ingenienced both the diplomatic
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chancelleries of Paris and London, more and magoded to engage themselves
on the lines of a conciliatory policy.

In the given international conjunctures, in whidbllective security had
been seriously hit, due to the conciliatory posiioof France and England,
positions that would grown for worse and multiptile external pressures of
Hitler Germany and Mussolinian ltaly, of their isponsible fellow travellers, the
Warsaw and Belgrade regimes, would have finallysffgtcts in Bucharest.

There were, indisputably, several centres of adtiostile to Romania and
to Nicolae Titulescu. And if this stands fully &u even if the present volume
does not intend to present the action of the whralege of forces which
pronounced themselves and conspired in this sensés-not less clear that all
these have implied and affirmed themselves diffidyeim point of weight and
surface in various periods, the immediate sphandslze specificity of the action
requiring a change of emplacement, an alternancelet. Thus, beyond any
reserves formulated on the basis of actions atvangmoment, we can state
without any fright to be wrong that Berlin repretwsh— by the very reasons of its
action against Romanian’s foreign policy and agaMisolae Titulescu, by its
general potentiality, by political, economic, nmaliy and other arguments which it
disposed of and used, by all sort of institutiond apecialist organisms engaged
in this action, by the human forces and outstandingncial forces, by the
organizational know-how and the coordination calggbt the main action centre.
It assumed the tasks of ordinating and coordinaf@atpr of the actions against
Nicolae Titulescu. This centre, having, as we ayementioned, the main weight
in the anti-Titulescu front, assumed the task tsiglete both general and
particular objectives, to designate the directimfsaction, to facilitate the
establishment of connections between the main $oofeaction, of centralizing
and systematizing information in the given probledcorroborating, processing
and analyzing the data obtained, to elaborate -thenbasis of all elements
obtained by the evaluation of the respective infifiom — new programmes of
action, be their official, or subversive.

We should underline before anything else the vamnyyecharacter of this
campaign. We should note that it began when thélgmo of establishing
Romanian-Soviet relations and of a treaty of muR@manian-Soviet assistance
(questions that would push to paroxysm the campaig@ermany, Italy, Poland
and Yugoslavia against Nicolae Titulescu) had ma&rbraised yet.

Paradoxically, the adverse attitudes are manifelsyedn ally, Poland, to
be more precise, that would prove — in the condgiof the normalization of its
relations with the Soviet Union — a total lack aiderstanding of Bucharest
exigencies in the same direction, exigencies amehgch the recognition of
Romania’s rights on Bessarabia, the consecratiahenfact that it could not be
considered a litigious territory was first and fm@st. The creation of the Little
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Entente (1933) and of the Balkan Entente (1934)lavbighly irritate both Rome
and Berlin that would see themselves confrontech wito regional security
organizations whose aim and action were in flagm@oritradiction with their
revisionist and expansionist interests in Centnal South-Eastern Europe.

The opposition which Romania — through its foremmister, Nicolae
Titulescu — had manifested against the project dfoar-Power pact (ltaly,
Germany, France, England), the action carried m@ucharest for the creation of
a large front of refusal, which aimed at integrgtiot only the states of the Little
Entente and of the Balkan Entente, but also ofrath®ll and middle-sized states
of Europe, potentially menaced by the projectecbpean directorate of the Great
Powers and, finally, the insistent demarches madéhe Paris and London
cabinets had increased the adversity of the fasGistman and Italian regimes
against Nicolae Titulescu generating some irritatily the French and British
governments, that saw themselves thwarted in a idmavhich, at least for some
time, they had considered as convenient to their mterests. In spite of the fact
that against the Four-Power Pact have been unitederous forces, Nicolae
Titulescu was considered — rightfully — the maitabger and, consequently, the
main “culprit” for the miscarriage of the Italiamd German intentions. The
establishment of Romanian-Soviet relations in 188d the wish of the two parts
to impart to the bilateral relations added contgaherated adverse reaction in
Berlin and Rome, in Warsaw and Belgrade. As fortthe capital cities, we want
to say it now, the anti-Soviet and pro-German dagon imposed to the foreign
policy of the two countries by Joseph Beck andaMiStojadinovd made that the
positions, actions and initiatives of Bucharesblzned and virulently disproved.
If Warsaw disproved Nicolae Titulescu’s concerrgtofurther in the Romanian-
Soviet relations, Belgrade formulated a categoriehlsal to all the insistences of
the Romanian foreign minister concerning the eihfylent of diplomatic
relations between Belgrade and Moscow. The categjopositions adopted by
Romania, on the one hand, and by Poland and Yugaslan the other, the
emphasis laid by Bucharest on the wish to mark gidép steps on the line of
consolidating Romanian-Soviet relations and the eegity and anti-Soviet
intransigence shown by Warsaw and Belgrade gemksitigations of tension and
conflict between those countries.

The full powers received by Nicolae Titulescu ie gtummer of 1935 for
the conclusion of a Romanian-Soviet pact of muassistance and his palpable
actions in the second half of the same year anditsiehalf of 1936 would
coincide with an escalation of the adversity of IBerRome. Warsaw and
Belgrade, which would not cease to combat only MieoTitulescu, acting
directly and on multiple planes for the eliminatiointhe intractable and powerful
Romanian politician and diplomat.
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The years 1935-1936 would add new moments of tensithe relations
with Hitler Germany and fascist Italy. The campaajrMussolinian Italy against
Ethiopia found Romania at the helm of the counttiest condemned without
reserve the aggression that pronounced for andtediogconomic sanctions.
Nicolae Titulescu became for the Mussolinian regiheepublic enemy No. 1.

Nicolae Titulescu’s attitude in the matter of namervention in the civil
war in Spain was not of a nature to lessen in aay the adversity of Berlin and
Rome that saw themselves condemned for the bmieivention in the internal
affairs of a country taking the side of the putsthi

Adding to all those stated above, the severe condaaon by Nicolae
Titulescu of the invasion by Hitler's troops of tbemilitarized Rhenan zone we
would have a complete picture — far from being emstige, which we do not
intend to do in this framework — of the events ammection with which — through
its foreign minister — was obliged to confront itsgith Germany, Italy, Poland
and Yugoslavia.

As for the high tides and ebb-tides recorded inetkiernal action against
Nicolae Titulescu, one can say that in the 19326198ars there was an
uninterrupted campaign against the head of the R@maliplomatic chancellery.
The action against Nicolae Titulescu continued ewadter his dismissal, on
August 29, 1936, in other forms, of course, thespeats — however uncertain of
his return on the Romanian political scene andhenBuropean political scene —
calling up further the energies of his adversariesThe fact that this campaign
continued even after Nicolae Titulescu’s dismigsales indubitably that Nicolae
Titulescu was no the central target, but a tarfj¢he respective regimes. Having
an eye to the change of Romania’s foreign poliogythad been naive enough to
believe, at a certain moment, that Nicolae Titukésdismissal would determine a
change of the bases of Romania’s foreign policyicvproved absolutely wrong.
This very fact — and we are anticipating when sgwirat the changes were those
expected by the adversaries — made the anti-Romawizon to continue, at least
as Berlin and Rome were concerned, which will redse to reproach, it is true
with changes of tone, the foreign action promotgdalso by Victor Antonescu
and Grigore Gafencu.

The external plot against Romania, in general,ardicolae Titulescu, in
particular, was facilitated by the internal poldic configuration, by the
radicalization of political life and by the appeaca and development on the
political life a large and larger gamut of politigarmations, by the appearance of
right-wig and extreme-right formations, by the gawofeinterests practiced by
various formations, organizations and persons. rAportant part was played in
all these development of forces and in the outjnafi a favourable contour to
their action the fact that in an ideological and ational field there asserted
themselves more and more powerfully pro-fascistamtdSoviet trends.
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There are, undoubtedly, some common notes to tteld@mlescu action
centres, inclusively in their relations with theielations with the political
personalities and forces in Romania. But, it isoalsie that there are also
important distinctive notes even when it it was whbdascist, Hitler's of
Mussolini’'s regimes, their cooperation not detegrthem from, beyond common
targets, to aim also to particular objectives.

As for Berlin, we should mention that in spite bétvirulent anti-Titulescu
attitude — he acted somewhat prudently, as nothallRomanian politicianism
who pronounced themselves against the Romaniangfom@inister — before
anything else due to his policy as regards the éolunion — were for a
rapprochement to Hitler's Germany. If politiciamsel A.C. Cuza, Octavian Goga
and Stefan Tatarescu were cultivated without reserves, not thates¢hing could
be stated about Gheorgheatainu, Alexandru Vaida Voevod or V.V. Tilea. The
Berlin leaders distinguished clearly those who wdntNicolae Titulescu’'s
dismissal in order to obtain the alteration of Rara& foreign policy, that is
Romania’s alignment alongside Hitler's Germany, déndse who wanted only
Berlin’s help to knock out Nicolae Titulescu frotmet political game and to stop
an evolutional process in the Romanian-Sovietimat Thus, the frequency of
contacts, the contents and level of discussiores ptipable nature of decisions,
the continuity of relations were always used by liBeto influence the
interlocutor, to strengthen — by a plus of infotima and by furnishing the
conclusions of their own analyses — their anti-8band pro-German feelings (at
least), to perfect new directions of action andtfor identification the adequate
means to outline short-term directions of actios,veell as longer-term ones.
There are sufficient reasons to say that Romaraéiigians, maybe only some of
them, asked directly for financial means for thegamganda of their own party
through the intermediate of the preSsefan Tatarescu); it it not impossible that
the same thing was done (or obtained without ewaking for them) also by
Octavian Goga and A.C. Cuza, leaders of the Nati@faistian Party, or
Gheorghe Bitianu, leader of the “young liberals”. The receptitheir were
offered in Berlin — meetings with Hitler, Rosenbe@pering, Goebbels, a.o., —
the favourable comments of the press strengthdmead ttumps (they thought so
at least) on the Romanian political arena, mulingytheir factional stock, the
organizational experience the material means aadrdbonance chamber. The
decoration of one of them (A.C. Cuza’s son) waswiehed as a reward for some
merits, but as a first encouragement for what tiey and wanted to do.

Rome — whose aversion against Nicolae Titules¢asdback to at least
1922 — had also a lot of difficulties in stimulagithe Romanian politicians. If the
colonial policy of Italy was appreciated and coesatl differently in some
Romanian political circles, being, paradoxicallyy blicolae lorga, Octavian
Goga, Gheorghe Btianu, Mihail Manoilescu, the same thing cannot da&d
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about the clearly favourable stands adopted by ltal support of Hungarian
revisionism, about the violent and pathetic pleéairour of the territorial appetite
of Budapest, categorically rejected by the hugeontgjof the Romanian political
spectrum.

The campaign against Nicolae Titulescu had an azgdrcharacter. Once
the truth established, the leaders of the respeetgimes have drawn into the
anti-Titulescu action some central institutions die respective state,
governmental, or pro-governmental or party, offiaad services.

The combating and (political and physical) elimioat of Nicolae
Titulescu was the subject of some complex and minater-departmental
analyses, of some plans of action that united t@nsnal forces and some
exceptional financial and technical means.

This campaign against Nicolae Titulescu — inteadifby the instauration
of Hitlerism in Germany, of Beck’s pro-fascist neg in Poland and of
Stojadinové’s pro-fascist regime in Yugoslavia — would becomere complex,
more diversified and branched out, more active,enomherent. The precise aims,
the contents and amplitude of the actions, the bbskenent of precise
responsibilities — in spite of the unloyal competitbetween all these organisms —
justifies the appreciation that a real program aiased at.

NOTES

The first results of the investigations done arel ¢hnclusions brought into relief by them were
made known to the public on August 31, 1966, unther auspices of the Association of
International Law and International Relations inniRmia, Department of History of International
Relations and of Romanian diplomacy: George G.&Rdigturarea lui Nicolae Titulescu din
guvern — 29 august 1936(Nicolae Titulescu’s Removal from the Governmemugust 31, 1936

— cf. “Romania libex”, September 1, 1966. Three years later, Ml (HiswrMagazine) put it at
disposal its pages for the presentation, in a pighié way, of some data and considerations
connected with the removal of Nicolae TitulescunfrRomania’s political life: George G. Potra,
28-29 august 1936. In culisele ,cazului* Titules¢August 28—29, 1936. Behind the scenes of the
Titulescu case, in MI, Year lll, No. 9 (30), Septmn 1969, pp. 50-54. As for us we continued all
along 1966-2000 to fructify the results of our srsbes on the causes and factors that contributed
to Nicolae Titulescu’s removal from Romania’s pioll life, on the echoes and consequences of
this event, publishing more articles and studiedcwiconstitute themselves, we hope, into
unpublished yet contributions to the file of thdifixal act of August 29, 1936.

At the 253" commemoration of Nicolae Titulescu's death, therksoNicolae Titulescu,
Scientific Publishing House, Bucharest, 1966 &\itolae Titulescu’'s Diplomatic Activity,
Publishing House of the Socialist Republic of RoiaaBucharest, 1968 — signed by lon M. Oprea
— have brought, by the pages dedicated expresshet® subjects, new data (even if succinct) on
this subject and contributed to the deeper explamatf some or other of multiple facets of the
subject.

The study signed by I. Chiper and Fl. Constantiflin nou despre cauzele dlrarii din
guvern a lui Nicolae Titulescu (29 august 1938)gain about the causes of the removal from the
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Government of Nicolae Titulescu, in “Revista Rom@le Studii Interngonale” (further RRSI),
Year lll, No. 2 (6), 1969, pp. 37-53 inscribes litde the historiography of the matter until theden
of the seventh decade as the most valuable cotitnibu

In 1982, the year of celebrating the centenniaNafolae Titulescu’s birth, there appeared
some notable studies concerning various aspeckedi to the causes, means, echoes and
consequences of the removal of the Romanian palitiand diplomat: George G. Potra,
Certitudinesi probabilitate privind elementele declgtoare ale crizei de guvern din 29 august
1936 (Certitude and Probability regarding the elemeahtst triggered the government crisis of
August 9, 1936)Gh. Buzatu, Dosarul Titulescu” de la Ministerul de Externe da Berlin (The
“Titulescu File” from the Berlin Ministry of Foreig Affairs); Gh. Buzatu, Valeriu Dobrinescu,
Responsabilsi martori ai demiterii(Responsible for and Witnesses to the DismissalDasélu,
Demiterea lui N. Titulescu in presa intefimmala (N. Titulescu’'s Dismissal in the International
Press) in Titulescusi strategia gicii (Titulescu and the Strategy of Peacedordinator Gh.
Buzatu, Junimea Publishing House, Jassy, 1982 %ip-293; 293-300; 300-304; 304-326.

Several studies dedicated to the same problem pedskished along times by the historians S.
Mikulicz — Poland; Z. Avramovski and M. Vanku — Yagjavia; M. Teichman — Czechoslovakia;
A. Kuzmanova — Bulgaria. Indispensable contributioare S. Mikulicz, Wptyw diplomaciji
Sanacyjny na obalenie Titulescim, “Sprawy Miedzynarodowe”, 1959, No. 7-8, pp. 1023;
Zivko Avramovski, Le Gouvernement yougoslave, les négociations dité tsovieto-roumain
d’aide mutuelle et la chute de Titulesdn, “Revue d’Etudes Sud-Est Européennes” (further
RESEE), toméV, 1966, Nos. 3—-4, pp. 491-512; Zivko. AvramovsRitanje sovjetsko-rumunskog
pakta, pad Tituleskua i posledice za rumunsku sppbliticku orijentaciju,in Istorija XX veka,
Zbornik radova, VII, Institut Drustvenih Nauka, Qjdeje za istorijske nauke, Belgrad, 1965, pp.
5-77; Miroslaw Teichman,Titulescu a rumunska zahrani politika. 1933-1936 in
“Ceskoslovensky Casopis Historicky, tome XIV, 1966, No. 5, pp. 66846 Antonina
Kuzmanovale Limogeage du ministre des affaires etrangereRdemanie — Nicolae Titulescu
(le 29 aolt 1936)in “Etudes Balcaniques” (Sofia) (further EB-Sofi&o. 2, 1982, pp. 33-47;
Milan Vanku,La Guerre du petrole. L’attitude de Nicolas Titdesdans la guerre froide entre la
Roumanie et les puissances totalitaires (1935-19B6Nicolae Titulescu. Précurseur de l'unité
européenne,Publishing House of the Romanian Academy, Buchar&803, pp. 123-139.
Remarkable is that the majority of those studieseehappeared before the articles and studies on
this problem of the Romanian authors.
“George G. PotraPolitica asasinatelor politicdThe Policy of Political Murders)n MI, Year
XIl, No. 12 (141), December 1978, pp. 41-44; |ddMnoiectele diplomaei hitleriste vizeaz

Romania(The Projects of Hitler's Diplomacy aim at Romania) MI, Year XIll, No. 4 (145),
April 1979, pp. 36-41; Ideni4 august 1936. N. Titulescu — Pierre Cot. Multipleonsecire ale
unui demergpersonal (August 14, 1936. N. Titulescu — Pierré Che Multiple Consequences of
a Personal Demarchéh MI, Year XllI, No. 10 (151), October 1979, pp. 42-4@¢m, Ratatul
pseudoprofet din Wilhelmstrasse nr.70T7hé Fizzled out Pseudo-prophet in Wilhelmstrasse No
70), MlI, Year X1V, No. 2 (155), February 1980, pp. 42+4dem,Politik und Mord,in “Rumanian
Heute”, No. 11, November 1981, pp. 43—44; Iddilescu — victima unei conspiia(Titulescu

— the victim of a Conspiracyin “Almanach of «Lumea» review 1985”, pp. 75-92vkb
Avramovski, Pitanje sovjetsko-rumunskog pakta passim Miroslaw Teichman,Titulescu..,
passim Milan Vanku,La Guerre du petrole., passim.

*George G. Potra,Romania’s Foreign Policy (1932-1936) and MussoBniRegime, in
“Romania—Pages of History” (further R-P of H), Yedr Nos. 2-3, 1986, pp. 190-219 (also, in
French, German, Russian and Spanish); Idearpolitica esterra della Romania (1932-1936) e il
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regime mussolinianoin “Balcanica” (storia, cultura, politica), Year NVINos. 3-4, December
1990, pp. 38-57. See also Milan Vanka,Guerre du petrole., passim.

“The documents of foreign policy of Hungary, as masythey were published for the inter-war
period, contain numerous testimonies regardingtheipled attitude of the Hungarian diplomatic
chancery to Nicoale Titulescu and the actionst®frépresentatives in various capitals in the
world. The firm attitude adopted by Nicolae Titdasagainst the claims of Hungary concerning
frontiers, minorities, optants, a.o. explains suéfintly the morbid hate of the official circles aof
the governmental press from Budapest against tiheaR@n foreign minister.

*The references to the attitude of the Bulgariaiitipal circles against Nicolae Titulescu, although
not very numerous, and making not, as far as wewvkibe object of special studies, edifie as
concerns the fund, Sofia placing itself constantiyan inimical position against the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Romania, who, by initiating as@ning the Balkan Agreement, was giving a
terrible blow to Bulgaria’s revisionist plans. Evéhit does not contain substantial elements
regarding the position of the diplomatic chanceglléan Sofia, the article signed by Antonina
Kuzmanoval e Limogeage., passimjs worth reading.

®S. Mikulicz, op. cit; George G. PotraCercul se inchide. Romania fnhaintea celui de-aledoi
razboi mondial. San@ in agiune (I) (The Circle closes up. Romania before the SecooddV
War. Sanacja in action), in “Istorii neelucidatdm@anah estival '85 Luceaful”, pp. 58-66; Idem,
Cercul se inchide. Roméania Tnaintea celui de-all&oiRizboi Mondial. Sang Tn agiune(ll)
(The Circle closes up. Romania before the SecondldW¥ar. Sanacja in action), in “Istorii
neelucidate. Almanah estival '85 Luc&afl”, pp. 58-66; ldem,Cercul se nchide. Romania
fnaintea celui de-al Doilea &boi Mondial. Sanga in agiune(ll) , in “Almanah Luceafrul”,
1986, pp. 107-126; Idendie Aussenpolitik Ruméaniens (1932-1936) und dasa§aa Regime,

in “Ruméanien—Blater der Geschichte” (further R-B @), Year XII, No. 1-2, 1987, pp. 156-178
(also in French, English, Russian and Spanish).

“Zivko Avramovski,Le Gouvernement yougoslavepassim.




