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В своем радиообращении к населению от 22 июня 1941 года премьер-
министр Великобритании У. Черчилль сказал, что «за последние 25 лет 
никто не был более последовательным противником коммунизма, чем я. 
Я не возьму обратно ни одного слова, которое я сказал о нем. Но все блед-
неет перед развертывающимся сейчас зрелищем. Прошлое, с его престу-
плениями, безумствами и трагедиями, отступает»1.

Между тем, мы можем говорить, что только через три недели после 
исторической речи Черчилля по радио началось официальное формиро-
вание антигитлеровской коалиции. Началом этому событию, безусловно, 
послужило заключение 12 июля 1941 года соглашения о совместной борь-
бе с нацистской Германией. По данному документу СССР и Великобри-
тания обязывались оказывать друг другу всяческую помощь, не вести ни-
каких других переговоров, не заключать перемирия и мирных договоров, 
кроме как с обоюдного согласия.

Стоит отметить, что во время переговоров наша страна настойчиво тре-
бовала у английского политического руководства открыть фронт на севере 
Франции, чтобы облегчить свое собственное положение в войне с Герма-
нией. Но премьер-министр Черчилль не хотел этого делать, ссылаясь на 
недостаточность технических средств для проведения столь важной и не-
обходимой операции.

Конец июля ознаменовался визитом в СССР известного государствен-
ного и политического деятеля Г. Гопкинса. За время своего пребывания 
он полностью в положительную сторону изменил свое отношение к на-
шей стране, что впоследствии и высказал по прибытии обратно в США. 
На родине такую позицию Гопкинса разделили многие политические де-
ятели, в том числе и президент Рузвельт. По его инициативе со 2 августа 
Соединенные Штаты стали оказывать военную и экономическую помощь 
Советскому Союзу в войне против Германии.

Следующим важным шагом в  становлении антигитлеровской ко-
алиции стала встреча Рузвельта и  Черчилля на военно-морской базе 

1  Черчилль У. Вторая мировая война. Том 3. Великий союз. М.: Терра – Книж-
ный клуб, 1998. С. 191.
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Арджентия. Это были первые переговоры с участием президента США 
и  премьер-министра Великобритании в  годы Второй мировой войны. 
Но даже этот фактор не помешал лидерам двух стран добиться поло-
жительного итога от этой встречи. В результате была подписана Атлан-
тическая хартия, которая явилась одним из основных программных до-
кументов антигитлеровской коалиции. В сентябре во время переговоров 
в Лондоне к Атлантической хартии присоединятся СССР и ряд других 
государств.

После того как в  декабре Соединенные Штаты вступили в  войну, 
можно уверено констатировать, что силы антигитлеровской коалиции 
значительно возросли. Большая часть стран выступила на одной сторо-
не с США, Великобританией и СССР. В качестве доказательства данной 
точки зрения хотелось бы отметить первую вашингтонскую конферен-
цию. В период ее проведения 1 января 1942 года представителями 26 го-
сударств была совместно подписана Декларация Объединенных Наций. 
Этот документ подтвердил, что страны будут выполнять Атлантическую 
хартию, бросят все свои силы на войну с агрессором и также не при каких 
обстоятельствах не будут заключать никаких сепаратных сделок ни с на-
цистской Германией, ни с милитаристской Японией на протяжении всего 
военного конфликта.

Казалось, что подписание Декларации Объединенных Наций долж-
но было серьезно укрепить антигитлеровскую коалицию. Но нежелание 
открывать второй фронт, напротив, резко обостряло взаимоотношения 
между ее участниками. Вместо того чтобы послушать советское прави-
тельство и осуществить высадку в Европе, американцы и англичане со-
вместно в ноябре 1942 года осуществили вторжение в Северную Африку. 
В ходе проведения данной операции из-за больших потерь они были вы-
нуждены сократить поставки военных грузов в Советский Союз, что, как 
мы понимаем, вовсе не было на пользу нашей стране.

Успехи СССР в Сталинградской битве и на Курской дуге заставили 
Черчилля и  Рузвельта стремиться к  более плодотворному сотрудниче-
ству с нашей страной в вопросе победы над общим врагом. Еще на кон-
ференции в Квебеке в августе 1943 года лидеры Великобритании и США 
приступят к практической подготовке открытия второго фронта в Евро-
пе. Затем данная проблема уже с участием СССР получит широкую под-
держку на московском совещании министров иностранных дел, где гла-
вам внешнеполитических ведомств стран «Большой тройки» наконец-то 
удастся договориться о  первой за годы Второй мировой войны встрече 
Сталина, Рузвельта и Черчилля в городе Тегеране.

Тегеранская конференция, которая проходила с 28 ноября по 1 дека-
бря 1943 года, явилась, безусловно, важным событием во взаимоотноше-
ниях стран антигитлеровской коалиции. Уже в первый день ее открытия 
американский президент Рузвельт сказал: «Я хочу заверить членов новой 
семьи – собравшихся за этим столом членов настоящей конференции – 
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в том, что мы все собрались здесь с одной целью – с целью выиграть войну 
как можно скорее»2.

Если в правдивость сказанных американским президентом слов гла-
ва нашей страны был готов поверить, то поведение Черчилля во время 
конференции в  Тегеране не внушало никакого доверия советскому ру-
ководителю. Сталину не нравилось в английском премьер-министре то, 
что во время первой встречи лидеров «Большой тройки» в столице Ирана 
он стремился решать международные проблемы, не прислушиваясь при 
этом к мнению, исходящему от СССР.

В начале конференции Черчилль убеждал Сталина в необходимости 
в  первую очередь скорейшего освобождения Рима от войск агрессора. 
Советский лидер, конечно, не возражал против такого решения англий-
ского премьер-министра, но хотел в  то же время, чтобы главная опера-
ция союзников по антигитлеровской коалиции проходила на территории 
Франции.

Долгое время Сталин и Черчилль так и не могли договориться о том, 
где необходимо осуществлять высадку сил антигитлеровской коалиции. 
Как вспоминал  В.М.  Бережков, находившийся на тот момент в  столи-
це Ирана: «Лидер британских тори никак не хочет сложить оружия. Он 
вновь и вновь настаивает на своем, изображая дело так, будто, предлагая 
развернуть операции на юго-востоке Европы, он печется лишь о скорей-
шей победе над общим врагом»3.

Конечно, как мы понимаем, такое упрямство со стороны Черчилля не 
могло продолжаться на протяжении Тегеранской конференции вечно. 
В конечном итоге английский премьер-министр под нажимом президен-
та Рузвельта был вынужден принять позицию Сталина о необходимости 
проведения военной операции именно на территории Франции, в север-
ной ее части.

Несмотря на разногласия, которые царили на Тегеранской конферен-
ции между лидерами СССР, США и Великобритании, нельзя не отметить 
ее позитивную роль в  укреплении антигитлеровской коалиции. В  по-
следний день работы Сталин, Рузвельт и Черчилль совместно подписали 
«Декларацию трех держав», где, наконец, признали верность своим союз-
ническим обязательствам по отношению к ведению войны против агрес-
сора. Стоит отметить, что принятие данного документа также позволило 
вселить надежду, что в  новом году страны антигитлеровской коалиции 
станут более сплоченными, чем ранее.

С наступлением нового 1944 года антигитлеровской коалиции удалось 
одержать ряд побед на ключевых фронтах войны. В первую очередь хоте-
лось бы выделить вклад СССР в  достижение общего успеха над агрес-
сором. В  январе Красной армии наконец-то удалось прорвать блокаду 

2  Санакоев  Ш.П., Цыбулевский  Б.Л.  Тегеран. Ялта. Потсдам: сб. док.  3-е изд. 
М.: Международные отношения, 1971. С. 37. 

3  Бережков В.М. Тегеран, 1943. На конференции Большой тройки и в кулуа-
рах. М.: АПН, 1968. С. 50.
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Ленинграда, что позволило в восторженном тоне заговорить об этом со-
бытии на Западе даже тех людей, которые до этого не испытывали особой 
симпатии к нашей стране.

Кроме снятия блокады Ленинграда 1944 год отметился в памяти граж-
дан нашей страны также и открытием второго фронта во Франции. Об-
ращает на себя внимание то, что операция по высадке десанта была осу-
ществлена почти через месяц после обговоренной в Тегеране даты – 1 мая 
1944 года.

Пока американцы и их союзники не открывали второй фронт во Фран-
ции, все свои силы они бросили на итальянский театр военных действий. 
Как итог 4 июня им удалось освободить Рим от врага. На следующий день 
после этого Рузвельт в  своем обращении к  населению скажет: «Первая 
из столиц Оси в наших руках. Осталось еще две!»4 Конечно, такие сло-
ва американского лидера дали повод многим исследователям задуматься 
о том, что он был крайне заинтересован в скорейшем окончании между-
народного конфликта.

Последним событием 1944 года, где серьезно столкнулись интересы 
стран антигитлеровской коалиции, стала конференция в  Вашингтоне, 
на вилле Думбартон-Окс. На этой встрече основные разногласия между 
ее участниками возникли по вопросу будущего состава Организации 
Объединенных Наций. Анализируя эту проблему в  своей монографии, 
советский историк  В.Я.  Сиполс писал, что «было очевидно, что Совет-
ский Союз окажется в создаваемой международной организации в весьма 
сложном положении, так как большинство членов ее будут следовать за 
США и Англией»5.

Вторая встреча Сталина, Черчилля и Рузвельта открылась в феврале 
1945 года. На этот раз она уже проходила на территории нашей страны, 
в  городе Ялте. Нужно признать, что это не было случайным явлением 
и объяснялось теми жертвами, которые Советский Союз к этому времени 
понес в войне с Германией и ее сателлитами.

Ялтинская конференция стала, безусловно, важным этапом в станов-
лении и формировании всей антигитлеровской коалиции в годы войны. 
В отличие от Тегерана, мы можем констатировать, что тон бесед здесь был 
более дружественным, чем в столице Ирана. Так, об этом, безусловно, мо-
жет говорить достигнутая совместно договоренность лидеров «Большой 
тройки» в отношении судьбы Германии. Сталин, Черчилль и Рузвельт на 
Ялтинской конференции приняли общими усилиями решение о  разде-
лении этой страны после окончания войны с агрессором на четыре зоны 
оккупации.

Помимо немецкого вопроса на второй встрече глав антигитлеровской 
коалиции ее лидерам также совместно удалось достигнуть компромисса 

4  Рузвельт Ф. Беседы у камина. О кризисе, олигархах и войне. М.: Алгоритм, 
2012. С. 302.

5  Сиполс В.Я. На пути к великой победе. Советская дипломатия в 1941–1945. 
М.: Политиздат, 1985. С. 288.
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в  отношении создания ООН.  Сталин, Черчилль и  Рузвельт для дости-
жения этой цели согласились еще на одну конференцию в  городе Сан-
Франциско. Согласно предварительным договоренностям, полученным 
в Ялте, в ней смогут принять участие только те страны, которые объявили 
войну Германии и Японии не позднее 1 марта 1945 года.

В целом, оценивая вторую встречу «Большой тройки», советский 
историк  Н.Н.  Яковлев справедливо напишет, что «решения Ялтинской 
конференции неизмеримо укрепили антигитлеровскую коалицию»6. Ли-
дерам «Большой тройки» в Ялте удастся заложить новую систему между-
народных отношений.

В дальнейшем формирование Ялтинской системы продолжится уже 
на третьей по счету конференции лидеров стран «Большой тройки» в го-
роде Потсдаме. Обращает на себя внимание тот факт, что состав ее участ-
ников по сравнению с предыдущими встречами претерпел значительные 
изменения. Вместо умершего в  апреле 1945 года Рузвельта в  Германию 
отправился новый американский президент Гарри Трумэн. Во время 
Потсдамской конференции станет известно, что консерваторы во главе 
с  Черчиллем потерпели поражение на парламентских выборах. Новый 
премьер-министр, лидер лейбористов Клемент Эттли сразу же после это-
го возглавит английскую делегацию на встрече глав «Большой тройки» 
в Германии. Для многих политических и государственных деятелей того 
периода истории будет очевидно, что, несмотря на различие во взглядах 
с Черчиллем, он будет продолжать его линию во время переговоров с дру-
гими представителями антигитлеровской коалиции.

На конференции в  Потсдаме  И.В.  Сталин вновь, как и  ранее, стол-
кнется с серьезными трудностями во время переговоров с лидерами США 
и  Великобритании. На этот раз недопонимание во взаимоотношениях 
стран антигитлеровской коалиции возникнет в отношении судьбы Поль-
ши. Советское правительство в лице Сталина хотело передать западную 
границу этой страны под управление временного правительства нацио-
нального единения. Американцы и англичане активно стремились не до-
пустить этого, понимая, чем это может в конечном итоге закончиться для 
них.

Любопытно рассмотреть, как советская делегация объясняла причи-
ны, по которым необходимо было передать контроль западной границы 
Польши именно под управление временного правительства националь-
ного единения. В качестве основного повода указывалось то, что в ходе 
наступления советских войск подавляющая часть немецких граждан 
переместилась на запад. Американцы и  англичане не только не хотели 
воспринимать это как основную причину, но продолжали придумывать 
всякие другие отговорки при принятии данного решения.

Не считая польской проблемы на Потсдамской конференции, се-
рьезные разногласия между участниками антигитлеровской коалиции 

6  Яковлев Н.Н. США и Англия во Второй мировой войне. М.: Учпедгиз, 1961. 
С. 231.



также возникли и в отношении возмещения материального ущерба Со-
ветскому Союзу. Как отмечал по этому поводу в  своих воспоминаниях 
прославленный маршал Г.К. Жуков: «Г. Трумэн и особенно У. Черчилль 
не хотели, чтобы в счет репараций демонтировались предприятия тяже-
лой индустрии западной части Германии»7. После тяжелых и длительных 
переговоров в  Потсдаме страны антигитлеровской коалиции договори-
лись вывезти лишь часть оборудования военных заводов из западных зон 
оккупации.

Неправильно было бы думать, что на Потсдамской конференции ли-
деры стран антигитлеровской коалиции только конфликтовали между 
собой. При решении некоторых важных проблем им почти сразу же уда-
лось найти общий язык. Как отмечал советский историк В.Л. Исраэлян 
в  своей книге: «Конференция согласилась с  предложением Советского 
правительства о передаче СССР Кенигсберга и прилегающего к нему рай-
она – части Восточной Пруссии. Президент США и премьер-министр Ве-
ликобритании заявили, что они поддержат это предложение на будущей 
мирной конференции»8.

Также на Потсдамской встрече политическое руководство США и Ве-
ликобритании еще раз подчеркнуло заинтересованность во вступлении 
нашей страны в войну с милитаристской Японией. Сталин заверил, что 
Советский Союз сделает это, согласно решениям, принятым еще на Ял-
тинской конференции.

Могло показаться, что, покидая Потсдамскую конференцию, страны 
антигитлеровской коалиции будут стремиться к активному сотрудниче-
ству на международной арене. Однако уже первые предвоенные годы рез-
ко обострили взаимоотношения между ее основными участниками. Наш 
мир после 1945 года вступил в эпоху «холодной войны», где все определя-
лось противостоянием двух систем: капитализма и социализма.

7  Жуков Г.К. Воспоминания и размышления. М.: АПН, 1969. С. 711.
8  Исраэлян В.Л. Дипломатия в годы войны (1941–1945). М.: Международные 

отношения, 1985. С. 426.
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Нюансы американской помощи СССР  
в ходе Второй мировой войны

Чулков Дмитрий Игоревич
(Московский государственный университет 

имени М.В. Ломоносова)

До атаки нацистской Германии на Советский Союз американо-совет-
ские отношения испытывали значительные сложности. После серии до-
говоров государств Центральной и Западной Европы с Гитлером, а также 
пакта Молотова – Риббентропа между СССР и США воцарилось недо-
верие. В августе 1939 г. было отказано в выдаче разрешений на экспорт 
производственного оборудования и  сырья, заказанных в  Соединенных 
Штатах компанией Амторг (советское правительственное агентство по 
закупкам в  США), два советских воздушных атташе были объявлены 
персонами нон-грата, различные советские военнослужащие в Соединен-
ных Штатах были ограничены в передвижении.

На момент начала Великой Отечественной войны в США сложилось 
плохое отношение общества к Советскому Союзу, что создало непонима-
ние необходимости военной помощи тоталитарной стране. С  целью из-
менения данной повестки проводилась активная работа в трех направле-
ниях: работа со СМИ, работа с Ватиканом и американскими католиками, 
а также работа с Москвой.

В действиях американской стороны была строгая нацеленность на 
экономическую выгоду. Это подтверждается данными разговора госу-
дарственного секретаря США К. Халла и американского посла в СССР 
Л. Штейнгардта.

После начала операции «Барбаросса» американская сторона упрости-
ла процедуру документооборота между США и  СССР. Для сравнения, 
запросы на поставки из Великобритании должны были сопровождаться 
достаточным количеством документов, подтверждающих необходимость 
и  возможность использования поставляемых грузов, свидетельствами, 
доказывающими финансовую неспособность получить искомую ​​помощь 
иным образом, а также информацией, раскрывающей состояние золотых 
и долларовых активов. Ф. Рузвельт согласился на сокращение графиков 
поставок только в  случае острых проблем с  транспортировкой, а  также 
в  случаях, когда выполнение обязательств мешало крупным американ-
ским операциям.

Американская помощь не была основополагающей в поставках союз-
ников в самом сложном для руководства СССР моменте войны. Особен-



но важными для периода конца 1941 г. – начала 1942 г. были британские 
поставки танков и авиации. Американский вклад в указанное время был 
намного меньше ввиду действий руководства США после начала войны 
с Японией. Некоторая американская техника, предназначенная для Со-
ветского Союза, была фактически выгружена с торговых судов и предо-
ставлена в распоряжение американских войск.

На сегодняшний день не слишком освещена деятельность союзников, 
направленная на развитие производства внутри СССР.  Американцами 
и  британцами было поставлено значительное количество станков и  сы-
рья, например алюминия и резины, для того чтобы помочь советской про-
мышленности встать на ноги.

Логика «доброй воли» ленд-лиза в определенной мере была продик-
тована соображениями  Ф.  Рузвельта, опасавшегося, что СССР, вернув 
захваченные территории на западе страны, может заключить с Германи-
ей сепаратный мир сродни Брест-Литовскому договору 1918 г. К 1942–
1943  гг. стало очевидно, что Советский Союз занимает доминирующее 
положение и является решающим фактором, способствующим разгрому 
нацизма в Европе.

В отличие от британского случая, Соединенные Штаты не пытались 
участвовать в  экономическом принуждении СССР. США не только не 
злоупотребляли отношениями, но и  предоставляли советской стороне 
особый вид помощи. Президент Рузвельт отверг предположения о  том, 
что Соединенные Штаты должны с осторожностью относиться к совет-
ским намерениям и  использовать советскую зависимость от ленд-лиза 
для формирования послевоенного порядка в интересах США. Даже после 
Тегеранской конференции и открытия второго фронта Ф. Рузвельт счел 
слишком убыточным план по экономическому воздействию на СССР.

Ленд-лиз играл важнейшую роль в  советских военных усилиях, не-
смотря на массовое расширение советской промышленности и ее инду-
стриальное восстановление. Так, зарубежный импорт обеспечил до одной 
четверти поставок самолетов и до одной пятой поставок танков в 1942 г.

Промышленная мощь Советского Союза, помноженная на особые гео-
графические и климатические условия, привела к иной позиции в отно-
шении ленд-лиза, отличной от британской. СССР признавал свои нужды 
и слабости, но в то же время чувствовал себя более независимым в своих 
военных возможностях.

Советская сторона приуменьшала роль иностранной помощи 
в  обеспечении общей победы. Об этом свидетельствовал посол США 
в СССР У. Стандли, текст которого в 1943 г. долго не хотела пропускать 
отечественная цензура. То же самое наблюдалось как после победы, так 
и в недавней истории.

Американская нота от 12 мая 1945 г. о прекращении ленд-лиза не была 
направлена исключительно против Советского Союза, а  также не была 
совершенной неожиданностью для советского руководства. В то же время 
администрация США так или иначе спровоцировала первый серьезный 
конфликт с Москвой в период войны.
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Выходцы из народа в партийном руководстве 
в годы войны (на примере первого секретаря 

Ярославского обкома и горкома ВКП(б) 
А.Н. Ларионова)

Шанина Ольга Николаевна, к.и.н.
(Государственный архив Ярославской области –  

Центр документации новейшей истории)

Алексей Николаевич Ларионов родился в августе 1907 года в д. Гри-
баниха Архангельской губернии в бедной крестьянской семье. Окончил 
двухклассное училище (1916–1921), два года Ленинградского заочного 
комвуза (1929–1932), два года подготовительного отделения Ленинград-
ского института красной профессуры (1932–1933), три курса историко-
партийного отделения Ленинградского института красной профессуры 
(1935–1938).

Изначально работал на разных отхожих заработках. С 1925 года был 
мобилизован на руководящую комсомольскую работу: сначала секре-
тарем волостного комитета комсомола в  Онежской и  Чекуевской воло-
стях Онежского уезда Архангельской губернии (1925–1927), затем ин-
структором, зав. агитпропом и секретарем Онежского укома комсомола 
(1927–1929). С  1929 по 1932  г. служил в  Красной Армии в  Ленинград-
ской окружной школе погранохраны. Участвовал в проведении политики 
раскулачивания и подавления крестьянских восстаний в Закавказье. За 
ударную работу и учебу был 12 раз премирован ценными подарками.

С 1933 года на руководящей партийной работе: заместитель началь-
ника политотдела (1933–1935), заместитель директора по политиче-
ской части (1935) Крыжепольской МТС Винницкой области (УССР). 
С 1938 года в г. Ярославле: и. о. третьего секретаря Ярославского обко-
ма ВКП(б) (1938–1940), второй секретарь Ярославского обкома ВКП(б) 
(1940–1942), первый секретарь Ярославского обкома и горкома ВКП(б) 
(1942–1946). С 1942 по 1944 год также был председателем Ярославского 
городского комитета обороны1.

А.Н. Ларионов возглавил город и область в сложное военное время, 
обеспечил выполнение предприятиями заданий по выпуску оборон-
ной продукции, успешно решил вопросы бесперебойного обеспечения 

1  Центр документации новейшей истории Государственного архива Яро
славской области (ЦДНИ ГАЯО). Ф. 272. Оп. 35. Д. 7598. Л. 1–4.
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фронта боеприпасами и оборудованием, приема эвакуированных, а так-
же вопросы, связанные со строительством Угличской и Рыбинской ГЭС. 
На фоне военной зимы 1942 года, когда все основные ресурсы и персонал 
были эвакуированы на Восток, был запущен второй агрегат Рыбинской 
ГЭС. В условиях незаконченного строительства станция за 1942 год вы-
полнила план на 142,6 %, дав за два года 1420 млн кВт электроэнергии. 
По области был проведен сбор средств на танковую колонну «Иван Су-
санин», за что Ларионов получил личную телеграмму с благодарностью 
от И.В. Сталина2.

В сельском хозяйстве под руководством Ларионова было обеспечено 
выполнение планов хлебозаготовок, взят курс на развитие подсобных хо-
зяйств в городской черте. Так, после сбора урожая 1943 года с подсобных 
хозяйств города была проведена городская сельскохозяйственная выстав-
ка. По итогам выставки горком принял постановление о необходимости 
поощрения и  премирования лучших рабочих хозяйств3. Следует отме-
тить, что подобные выставки стали традиционными и  поводились еще 
в 1944 и 1945 годах.

Были проведены мероприятия по благоустройству города Ярославля. 
Начало войны совпало с развертыванием в городе работ по капитально-
му ремонту жилого фонда. Все начатые объекты были отремонтированы, 
в результате было получено 175 квадратных метров дополнительной жи-
лой площади4. Значимость этих ограниченных успехов вырастает в  не-
сколько раз, если учесть тот факт, что все это было сделано в условиях, 
когда линия фронта максимально близко подходила к территории Яро
славской области.

Помимо постановлений обязательного характера горком ВКП(б) при-
менял традиционные поощрительные и агитационные меры. С 1 апреля 
1943 года было установлено переходящее Красное знамя горкома и гор
исполкома для районов города за лучшие показатели по ремонту жилищ 
и благоустройству5, были задуманы и проведены агитационно-массовые 
мероприятия по цехам и  домоуправлениям6. Результаты не заставили 
себя ждать.

По итогам 1944 года план ремонта жилых домов был выполнен на 
117,5 %; было проложено 8 км теплового трубопровода, теплофициро-
вано 28 зданий (что освободило город от заготовки и завоза 60,0 тысяч 
кубометров дров); была значительно расширена площадь асфальтового 
покрытия; высажено 9 928 деревьев и 23 536 кустов. В целом объем капи-
таловложений в жилищно-коммунальное хозяйство в 1944 году впервые 
за годы войны приблизился к довоенному уровню7.

2  ЦДНИ ГАЯО. Ф. 272. Оп. 224. Д. 573. Л. 7.
3  Там же. Ф. 273. Оп. 68. Д. 736. Л. 116, 121; Д. 737. Л. 119.
4  Там же. Д. 672. Л. 168.
5  Там же. Д. 800. Л. 192.
6  Там же. Л. 318–320.
7  Там же. Д. 861. Л. 80–82.
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В 1944 году за 75 дней методом народной стройки была построе-
на новая Которосльная набережная. В  строительстве набережной при-
нимали активное участие все трудящиеся Ярославля, которые шли 
на стройку, как на большой народный праздник, и  отработали на ней 
120 000 человеко-дней8.

В военные годы в городе были открыты три новых высших учебных 
заведения (медицинский, технический и  сельскохозяйственный ин-
ституты). На место ректора Ярославского мединститута был пригла-
шен В.Г. Ермолаев, глава кафедры оториноларингологии Алма-Атинско-
го университета и  заместитель Министра здравоохранения Казахской 
ССР. На момент открытия Государственного медицинского института 
(1944 год) в него поступило на обучение 998 студентов.

Ярославский технологический институт резиновой промышленности 
был также создан в  1944 году. Набор студентов проходил на 2 факуль-
тета  – технологический и  механический и  составил 150 человек. Ди-
ректором института стал  Е.В.  Мигулин, до этого работавший инжене-
ром Ярославского резино-асбестового комбината, главным энергетиком 
Ярославского шинного завода.

Таким образом, несмотря на серьезные трудности войны, налеты вра-
жеской авиации (только за октябрь 1941 года на город было совершено 
более 100 авианалетов), непосредственную близость фронта, г. Ярославль 
не имел за годы войны серьезных проблем ни с  питанием трудящихся, 
ни с удовлетворением их культурно-бытовых запросов. Самым тяжелым 
временем для ярославцев (как и  для всей страны в  целом) стали осень 
1941 г. – зима–весна 1942 г., когда возникали перебои с поставкой хлеба 
и трудности с заготовкой топлива, но из этой ситуации все-таки удалось 
выйти с наименьшими потерями за счет жесткого распределения продук-
тов питания и развития подсобных хозяйств.

Для примера, в 1941 году с подсобных хозяйств города было собрано 
4071 центнера картофеля и  овощей, а  в  1944 году  – 28  7699. Была взя-
та под жесткий контроль и по возможности налажена работа столовых. 
В 1944 году из проживающих в Ярославле 278 854 человек 123 тысячи 
обслуживались в столовых города; помимо этого, 36 тыс. учащихся еже-
дневно получали 50-граммовые булочки и 10 граммов сахара10. Помимо 
этого, за годы войны жителями области было отправлено 144 тыс. тонн 
различных продуктов в блокадный Ленинград.

Конечно, все проводимые мероприятия (и об этом не раз упоминало 
и  партийное руководство) полностью не удовлетворяли, да и  не могли 
удовлетворить, учитывая военное время, потребностей жителей, однако 
создали пригодные для нормальной жизни условия. И особенно выдаю-
щимся является тот факт, что в такие тяжелейшие годы партийное руко-

8  Там же. Ф. 272. Оп. 224. Д. 1646. Л. 16.
9  Там же. Оп. 68. Д. 855. Л. 41.
10  Там же. Л. 43–44.



водство интересовали не только вопросы пропитания, но и благоустрой-
ства города.

За успешное выполнение правительственных заданий в военное вре-
мя  А.Н.  Ларионов был награжден тремя орденами Трудового Красного 
Знамени (1942, 1944, 1944), орденом Отечественной войны I степени 
(1945), орденом Ленина (1945). Покинул пост в августе 1946 года в связи 
с назначением на работу на должность заведующего Отделом кадров пар-
тийных органов Управления кадров ЦК ВКП(б).

В заключение хотелось бы отметить, что именно благодаря резолюци-
ям Ларионова с пометкой «сохранить в архиве» на документах военного 
времени мы на сегодняшний день имеем в фондах ЦДНИ ГАЯО огром-
ный массив бесценных источников по истории Великой Отечественной 
войны.
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Учреждения наркомата электростанций СССР 
накануне и в начале Великой Отечественной войны 

(по документам РГА в г. Самаре)

Шаронин Дмитрий Анатольевич
(Российский государственный архив в г. Самаре)

К настоящему времени история энергетики военных лет получила 
разработку в  воспоминаниях энергетиков, в  их последующих работах, 
а также в исследованиях профессиональных историков, где рассматрива-
лась как неотъемлемая часть истории науки1. Недостаточно освещенной 
в истории энергетики периода Великой Отечественной войны представ-
ляется деятельность работавших в области электрификации и сооруже-
нии крупных теплоэлектростанций организаций Наркомата электростан-
ций СССР, в  частности Союзного треста по проектированию тепловых 
электрических станций и  электро- и  теплосетей «Теплоэлектропроект», 
Государственного треста по организации и  рационализации районных 
электростанций и  сетей «ОРГРЭС» и  Всесоюзного теплотехнического 
института имени Ф.Э. Дзержинского. Документы этих учреждений, пред-
ставленные годовыми отчетами по основной и  производственной дея-
тельности и исследовательскими отчетами, могут дополнить как историю 
самих учреждений, так и энергетики в целом.

Трест «Теплоэлектропроект» как самостоятельная проектная ор-
ганизации образовался в  1932  г. В  перечень его работ входило проек-
тирование зданий теплоэлектростанций, фундаментов под генерато-
ры, устройств золоудаления, автоматики, линий электропередач и т. д. 

1  Россия электрическая / под ред. П.С. Непорожнего, В.В. Ежкова, В.Ю. Сте-
клова, М., 1975; Электрификация России: Воспоминания старейших энергетиков / 
сост. Д.Г. Котилевский, А.М. Маринов. М., 1984; Маринов А.М., Миньков М.Я. Элек-
трификация Урала // 60 лет ленинского плана ГОЭЛРО / под общ. ред. П.С. Не-
порожнего. М., 1980. С.  260–270; Жимерин  Д.Г.  Развитие энергетики СССР. М.; 
Л., 1960; Флаксерман  Ю.Н.  Теплоэнергетика СССР.  1921–1980. М., 1985; Вклад 
ВТИ в Победу в Великой Отечественной войне 1941–1945 гг. / сост. В.И. Трем-
бовля. М., 2010; Мой институт – моя судьба (историческая хроника): Всероссий-
ский теплотехнический научно-исследовательский институт / сост. Б.Я Крюкова, 
Ю.Я. Кусковва, под общ. ред. Г.Г. Ольховского. М., 2011; Гракина Э.И. Ученые Рос-
сии в годы Великой Отечественной войны. 1941–1945. М., 2000; Просвет. История 
становления и развития уральской энергосистемы в 1920–1950-е гг. / И. Липовце-
ва, М. Михеев, Н. Мельников, А. Сарапулова. Екатеринбург, 2017.
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В  начале 1930-х  гг. помимо располагавшегося в  Москве управления 
и Московского отделения, он имел отделения в Ленинграде и Харькове, 
а накануне Великой Отечественной войны – в Киеве, Ростове и Сверд-
ловске2. По мере увеличения числа проектировавшихся в  стране те-
плоэлектростанций увеличивался его штат, насчитывавший на январь 
1941 г. более 3 тыс. инженеров, техников, административного и обслу-
живающего персонала.

В числе запроектированных трестом в  предвоенные годы объектов 
были крупнейшие теплоэлектростанции Центрального района, Урала 
и  других регионов: Ярославская, Кизеловская, Зуевская, Кураховская 
и  многие другие ГРЭС и  ТЭЦ. Как правило, в  довоенные годы сроки 
проектирования и  строительства теплоэлектростанций составляли по-
рядка 4 лет. Однако в связи с ускорением индустриализации в годы тре-
тьей пятилетки, «борьбой с  излишествами» в  энергетике и  созданием 
комплексных проектных бригад, непосредственно выезжавших на место 
строительства, время проектирования и конечного строительства тепло-
электростанций стало сокращаться.

В первый год войны в  связи с  приближением линии фронта были 
ликвидированы Киевское и  Ростовское отделения треста. Харьковское 
отделение эвакуировалось в  Актюбинск (Казахстан), Ленинградское  – 
в Красноярск (Сибирь), а Московское отделение вместе с Управлением – 
в  Троицк (Урал). В  результате на 1942  г. численность треста составля-
ла около 1,5 тыс. человек3. После эвакуации условия труда сотрудников 
ухудшились. Управление треста не располагало удовлетворительным 
производственным помещением, мебелью и  достаточным количеством 
осветительных приборов.

Основные задачи проектирования выполняли зарекомендовавшие 
себя до войны бригады численностью до 50 человек, находившиеся на 
объектах. Вместо 3-стадийного проектирования: составления проектного 
задания, технических и  рабочих чертежей  – непосредственно на строи-
тельных площадках ими сразу изготавливались рабочие чертежи. В  ре-
зультате сроки проектирования и  строительства были сжаты до 1 года 
и нескольких месяцев.

Кроме того, за счет упрощения архитектуры, сокращения подсобных 
помещений, экономии бетона, арматуры, цемента и прочих строительных 
материалов значительно удешевлялась стоимость станций. Стоимость 
условной станции мощностью 50 МВт в годы войны сокращалась почти 
вдвое: с 85 до 45 млн руб.4 В целом только в первые 2 года войны про-
ектными бригадами треста в срок были выполнены необходимые рабочие 
чертежи по расширению и строительству Челябинской, Красногорской, 

2  Российский государственный архив (РГА) в  г.  Самаре. Ф. Р-272. Оп.  9–6. 
Д. 1, 2, 3, 5, 20; Оп. 14–6. Д. 3.

3  Там же. Д. 12. Л. 46.
4  Там же. Ф. Р-272. Оп. 9–6. Д. 12. Л. 59.
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Безымянской и других ГРЭС и ТЭЦ, за что сотрудники треста были пре-
мированы и получили письменные благодарности НКЭС СССР5.

Важные задачи в  области энергетики стояли перед Всесоюзным те-
плотехническим институтом. Накануне войны он являлся ведущим энер-
гетическим исследовательским центром, имел стабильное финансиро-
вание и располагал штатом квалифицированных сотрудников. В первой 
половине 1941 г. деятельность ВТИ протекала согласно утвержденному 
плану и заключалась в высвобождении ценного топлива в энергетике за 
счет использования местных видов топлива, в повышении эффективно-
сти и надежности эксплуатации теплоэнергетического оборудования, во 
внедрении в энергетику пара высоких давлений, средств автоматики и в 
ряде других работ.

Война внесла в его деятельность серьезные коррективы. В июле 1941 г. 
с участием сотрудников ВТИ были сформированы комплексные брига-
ды, направленные на электростанции Воронежа, Саратова, Баку и другие 
регионы страны, где они проводили разработанные меры светомаскиров-
ки теплоэлектростанций6. Уже с октября 1941 г. институт стал готовить-
ся к  эвакуации в  Кемерово (Западная Сибирь). Штат его сотрудников 
сократился с 640 до 162 человек. Тем не менее основной квалификаци-
онный состав  – 157 человек, включая 34 доктора и  кандидата техниче-
ских наук, был сохранен. В октябре–ноябре вместе с сотрудниками ВТИ 
и  членами их семей в  6 вагонах эвакуировалась измерительная аппара-
тура, оборудование некоторых лабораторий, часть библиотеки и техниче-
ский архив. После эвакуации часть сотрудников ВТИ была размещена за 
счет жилищного фонда местной ГРЭС, а часть – за счет городского фонда 
и путем подселения к жителям города.

Непростой была ситуация с административным зданием. После теле-
граммы заместителя председателя СНК СССР М.Г. Первухина местный 
горисполком предоставил ВТИ 4 квартиры жилого дома и  недостроен-
ное здание детских яслей, в котором предстояло провести коммуникации 
и  произвести отделочные работы. В  начале войны вплоть до реэвакуа-
ции в 1943 г. бригады ВТИ приняли участие в наладке оборудования на 
Среднеуральской, Егоршинской, Кизеловской, Саратовской, Закамской, 
Уфимской, Новосибирской и  Кемеровской ГРЭС и  ТЭЦ. На площадке 
Красногорской ТЭЦ они спроектировали не требующие металлоемких 
барабанов прямоточные котлы и  провели другие важные проектные 
работы7.

Не менее важные задачи в развитии энергетики Урала и прилегающих 
к нему регионов выполнял созданный в 1933 г. трест «ОРГРЭС», эвакуи-
рованный в 1941 г. в Свердловск. Сотрудники треста занимались пуском 
и наладкой электростанций, организацией их ремонта, наладкой защиты 
линий электропередач и подстанций. В годы войны в условиях топлив-

5  Там же. Д. 14. Л. 66–66 об.
6  Там же. Ф. Р-277. Оп. 1–1. Д. 1437, 1438.
7  Там же. Оп. 2–6. Д. 321.



ного дефицита сотрудники треста вместе с сотрудниками ВТИ приняли 
участие в  переводе теплоэлектростанций на местное топливо, высвобо-
див тем самым более ценные коксующиеся угли для металлургических 
заводов8, а также разработали метод ремонта линий электропередач под 
напряжением без отключения предприятий оборонной промышленности 
от сети.

Таким образом, краткая реконструкция истории учреждений НКЭС 
СССР в  начале войны по документам РГА в  г.  Самаре свидетельствует 
о  том, что, несмотря на эвакуацию, потерю производственной базы, со-
кращение штата и бытовые сложности, они смогли успешно перестроить 
свою деятельность, внеся вклад в  развитие энергетики тыла и  Победу 
в Великой Отечественной войне.

8  РГА в г. Самаре. Ф. Р-503. Оп. 2–6. Д. 1.
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Вопрос о послевоенном территориальном делении 
Германии на встречах лидеров стран-союзников

Шемченок Николай Анатольевич
(Московский государственный областной университет)

В современной отечественной и  зарубежной историографии Второй 
мировой войны касательно вопросов, связанных с  решениями «боль-
шой тройки» о  послевоенном переустройстве мира и  Германии в  част-
ности, среди ряда историков можно наблюдать тенденции к обвинению 
советского руководства в стремлении навязать свою волю восточноевро-
пейским странам и  закрепить свое влияние в  Германии посредством ее 
разделения. Таким образом, решения международных конференций, где 
СССР якобы «продавливал» свои экспансионистские планы, представ-
ляются темными страницами российской и мировой истории, а политика 
союзников представляется как политика позорной «капитуляции» перед 
СССР1. В связи с этим актуальным представляется исследование пози-
ций лидеров стран-союзников относительно «германского вопроса» на 
международных конференциях.

Тегеранская конференция, проходившая с ноября по декабрь 1943 г., 
стала первой встречей союзников, на которой были выдвинуты серьезные 
предложения о  послевоенном разделении Германии. Автором данных 
предложений выступил президент США Ф.Д. Рузвельт. Его план заклю-
чался в разделении Германии на пять частей: Пруссия; северо-западные 
районы; Гессен, Дармштадт, Кессель; Бавария, Вюртенберг и Баден. Кро-
ме того, районы Кильского канала и Гамбурга, Рурской и Саарской обла-
стей должны были стать особой зоной под контролем Объединенных На-
ций. Таким образом, план Рузвельта предполагал расчленение Германии 
на пять частей, каждая из которых была бы независимым государством, 
и выделение двух областей международного контроля2.

Интересна позиция  У.  Черчилля на Тегеранской конференции каса-
тельно данного вопроса. Британский премьер не раз подчеркивал, что 
корнем германского милитаризма является собственно Пруссия, из чего 
делал вывод о необходимости ее изоляции от остальной Германии. Чер-

1  Фуллер Дж. Вторая мировая война 1939–1945 гг.  Стратегический и такти-
ческий обзор. М., 1956. С. 373.

2  Советский Союз на международных конференциях периода Великой Отече-
ственной войны: Сб. документов. Т.  2. Тегеранская конференция руководителей 
трех союзных держав – СССР, США и Великобритании. М., 1978. С. 166.
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чилль предполагал разделение Германии на две части: Пруссию и южно-
германские государства, которые предполагалось включить в дунайскую 
конфедерацию. Британский премьер полагал, что южные немцы в мень-
шей степени виноваты в развязывании конфликта и новой войны в бу-
дущем не начнут. Кроме того, Черчилль считал, что если Германия будет 
раздроблена и из новообразованных частей не будет создано каких-либо 
комбинаций, то велика вероятность нового объединения германцев3.

Наиболее сдержанную позицию по данному вопросу занял И.В. Ста-
лин. Он не выступил против плана Рузвельта, однако заявил, что данный 
вопрос нуждается в дальнейшем обсуждении. При этом советский лидер 
резко выступил против плана Черчилля, мотивируя свою позицию тем, 
что нет никакой возможности избежать объединения немцев в будущем. 
Создание же новых комбинаций из частей бывшей единой Германии и ду-
найских государств было, по его мнению, нецелесообразно, так как дан-
ные объединения будут нежизнеспособными4.

В октябре 1944 г. на IV Московской конференции Черчилль в беседе 
со Сталиным вновь поднял вопрос о  послевоенном разделении Герма-
нии. Британский премьер вновь высказал идею о  разделении Германии 
на две части: Пруссия с провинциями и Бавария. При этом такие обла-
сти, как Вестфалия и Рур, должны будут находиться под международным 
контролем5.

Несмотря на то что в «Протоколе Соглашения между правительства-
ми СССР, США и  Соединенного Королевства о  зонах оккупации Гер-
мании и об управлении “Большим Берлином”»6 ясно прописаны планы 
союзников относительно разделения Германии, из анализа текстов кон-
ференции в Крыму хорошо видно, что в начале данной встречи единого 
мнения у союзников все еще не было.

Данный вопрос был вновь поднят Сталиным с  целью прийти к  фи-
нальному соглашению по данной проблеме. Из анализа записи заседания 
глав правительств от 5 февраля 1945 г. видно, что Черчиллль вновь скло-
няется к разделению Германии на две части: Пруссию и южногерманское 
государство со столицей в Вене. Именно такой раздел, по мнению Чер-
чилля, мог бы обезопасить Европу от новой войны7.

Рузвельт же воздержался от каких-либо конкретных предложений. 
Соглашаясь с тезисом о необходимости раздела Германии, он тем не менее 
отказался ответить на вопрос, на сколько частей страна должна быть раз-

3  Советский Союз на международных конференциях периода Великой Оте
чественной войны: Сб. документов. Т. 2. С. 166.

4  Там же.
5  Там же. Т. 4. Крымская конференция руководителей трех союзных держав – 

СССР, США и Великобритании (4–11 февраля 1945 г.). М., 1984. С. 60. 
6  Русский архив: Великая Отечественная: Т. 15 (4–5). Битва за Берлин (Крас-

ная армия в поверженной Германии). М., 1995. С. 340.
7  Советский Союз на международных конференциях… С. 61.



делена. Главным вопросом американский президент считал собственно 
соглашение всех союзников с тем фактом, что Германия будет разделена8.

Сталин же при обсуждении данного вопроса с союзниками не выдви-
гал каких-либо предложений, надеясь на выработку совместного решения 
в ходе дискуссии.

В конечном итоге У. Черчилль высказал предположение, что в случае 
скорой капитуляции Германии союзникам ничего не останется, кроме как 
занять Германию по зонам9, что и было осуществлено, как это видно из 
«Декларации о поражении Германии и взятии на себя верховной власти 
в отношении Германии правительствами СССР, Великобритании, США 
и Временным правительством Франции»10.

Проведение же новых территориальных границ каждой зоны на тер-
ритории Германии было осуществлено в  соответствии с  «Протоколом 
Соглашения между правительствами СССР, США и  Соединенного 
Королевства о  зонах оккупации Германии и  об управлении “Большим 
Берлином”».

Из проведенного анализа позиций глав стран-победительниц на ос-
новании текстов международных конференций видно, что наибольшую 
заинтересованность в разделе Германии и наибольшую активность в раз-
работке соответствующих планов проявляли лидеры западных союзни-
ков. Сталин же на встречах с лидерами стран-союзников не высказывал 
какого-либо определенного мнения по данному вопросу, предпочитая 
скорее обсуждать и  корректировать идеи своих коллег, что не дает нам 
права считать Советский Союз главной заинтересованной стороной в по-
слевоенном разделении Германии.

8  Советский Союз на международных конференциях… С. 63.
9  Там же. С. 61.
10  Декларация о  поражении Германии  // Великая Отечественная война 

1941–1945: энциклопедия. М., 1985. С. 237.
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A Diplomat and a Spy. Life and Activities of L.B. Helfand 
in Rome on the Eve of Operation Barbarossa

Bianchi Giulia
(Sapienza University of Rome, Italy)

This paper aims to cast light on the case of Lev Helfand, a Soviet diplomat 
who operated in Italy between 1933 and 1940 mostly remembered for his 
defection to the United States and his involvement in espionage. Curiously, 
little attention has been given to his diplomatic action and his role in the 
evolution of European political alliances in a crucial historical moment.

Little is known about Helfand’s past, except for references difficult to 
verify. According to the resume that he himself drew up, he was born in 1900 
in Poltava, Ukraine. Educated in Kiev and Moscow, a Sous-Commandant of 
the Russian Army during the Civil War, after the Bolshevik victory he stayed 
in Russia and joined the Foreign Service in 1925. After a first assignment in 
France, he returned to Moscow in 1927, where as deputy political director of 
the Narkomindel he dealt with the affairs related to France, Italy and Anglo-
Saxon countries1. This office gave Helfand the opportunity to strengthen his 
relations with Maksim Litvinov, the man that in 1930 became the Commissar 
of Foreign Affairs. Helfand actively pursued Litvinov’s foreign policy, devoted 
to establish solid relations with the Western countries as a way of normalizing 
and securing the existence of the Soviet Union, threatened by German and 
Japanese growing militarism. 

Helfand in Rome
Originally, Italy was included in Litvinov’s anti-German containment 

scheme, since he firmly believed that, despite their propaganda, Italy and 
Germany were divided by an inner antagonism2. Probably due to his knowledge 
of Western countries’ politics, Helfand was instructed to prepare the ground 

1  On Helfand/Gel’fand, R.  Maffei, Il caso Helfand. La defezione nel 1940 del 
diplomatico sovietico a Roma nei documenti americani / “Nuova Storia Contemporanea”, 
n.  5/2014, pp.  49–74; B.R.  Sullivan, Soviet penetration of the Italian intelligence 
services in the 1930s / Storia dello spionaggio, T. Vialardi di Sandigliano-V. Ilari, 2006. 
Р. 83–104.

2  Dokumenty vneshnej politiki SSSR (DVP), Gospolitizdat-Mezhdunarodnye 
otnoshenija, M., Vol. 21, Doc. 96.
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for drawing away from Germany the Italian government, as part of the work 
already resulted in the Pact of Friendship, Neutrality and Non-aggression3.

Helfand arrived in Rome in late 1933 as first secretary of the Soviet 
Embassy, and in 1935 became counsellor to the newly appointed ambassador, 
Boris Štein. Since the latter was often absent, Helfand ended up playing a 
leading role in implementing Soviet policy towards Italy. This made him the 
subject of a constant surveillance by the Italian political police, soon joined by 
the Italian secret service. Several reports were drawn up about Helfand and his 
wife, the actress Sofija Shatzov. Naturally, rumours about Helfand’s alleged 
activities as an agent of the GPU and the NKVD in Paris and Rome did not 
escape the attention of the Italian police, although no definitive evidence could 
be found4. Instead, it is proved that as a diplomat Helfand was well integrated 
in the Italian political society and that he gave an actual contribution to the 
development of Soviet-Italian relations. From late 1938 until his defection, in 
fact, he held the position of Chargé d’affaires, heading the Soviet diplomatic 
mission in Rome throughout meaningful years.	

Helfand’s Contribution to Italo-Soviet Relations
The German moves towards Austria and Czechoslovakia in 1938–1939 

sharply altered the political and territorial structure of post-war Europe. As 
for Italy, by this time the Stresa Front had not passed the test of the Italo-
Ethiopian war. Facing Anglo-French refusal to meet Italy’s wishes, Mussolini 
resorted to reaching out to Germany, using Italo-Germany axis to gain 
diplomatic leverage. The shift in Italy’s foreign policy undermined Litvinov’s 
efforts to isolate Germany in Europe but did not compromise entirely the 
Italian-Soviet relations. The bilateral trade agreements remained in force, 
and Rome and Moscow kept working together on sensitive issues, such as the 
release of the sailors of the ship “Komsomol” taken prisoner by the Spanish 
Nationalist Government for exchange against Italian citizens arrested in the 
USSR5.

Helfand’s friendly relations with the Italian political milieu facilitated 
such close collaboration. The Soviet diplomat had indeed befriended his 
peer Galeazzo Ciano, the Italian ministry of Foreign Affairs and son-in-law 
of Mussolini. As reported in Helfand’s dispatches and in the pages of Ciano’s 
diary, they had frequent contacts, especially in the lido of Castel Fusano, the 
favourite destination for Italian leading officials, where Helfand bought the 
beach cabin next to Ciano’s. Over the years Helfand became “very intimate” 
not only with Ciano, but also with his long-time friend and closest adviser, 

3  Khormach I.A.  SSSR–Italija 1924–1939 gg. Diplomaticheskie i ekonomicheskie 
otnoshenija, Moskva, IRI RAN, 1995; Moskva-Rim: politika i diplomatija Kremlja 
1920–1939, Moskva: Nauka, 2002; J.C.  Clarke, Russia and Italy against Hitler, the 
bolshevik-fascist rapprochement of the 1930s, NY, 1991. 

4  Maffei R.  Ор. cit. Р. 51–52. Nieddu L. L’ombra di Mosca sulla tomba di Gramsci 
e il quaderno della Quisisiana, Le lettere, 2014, pp. 190–191. 

5  DVP SSSR, Vol. 22.1, Doc. 258, 310.
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Filippo Anfuso. Even the British ambassador in Rome, Eric Drummond, 
noticed the striking closeness and familiarity between Helfand and Ciano, 
reporting that the Soviet diplomat was “astonishingly well-informed6”. 

Therefore, it is no coincidence that the most detailed information on 
matters of great concern for the USSR came to Moscow via Helfand. In the 
spring of 1939, Ciano constantly informed him on the developing dispute 
between Germany and Poland over Gdansk7. It is also thanks to their 
intimate relations that Helfand had the chance to inform his government of 
the imminent signing of the Pact of Steel. In a two-hour conversation with 
Helfand, not only did Ciano reveal that he was about to leave for Berlin, where 
he would sign a political and military alliance with Germany, but, prompted 
by Helfand’s smart questions and observations, he even disclosed the content 
of the treaty and excerpts from his own diary8. From further conversations 
with Ciano, Helfand could also draw the right conclusion that Mussolini 
planned a military action in the Balkans. Mussolini later changed his plans, 
however Helfand well interpreted at the time the reasons behind the actions 
of the Italian government, assessing they were due to the fear of a further 
German penetration in the Balkans and the Adriatic Sea9. Conversing with 
Ciano, Helfand could grasp the complexity of the relations among the Axis 
powers, which allowed him to understand the growing Italian discontent at 
the Soviet-German rapprochement in the summer of 193910. Even if Ciano 
tried not to let on about it, Helfand understood that Italy feared to fall behind 
its ally and to be left out of further agreements on the partition of Europe11.

Hence, at the worsening of Italo-Soviet relations in the aftermath of the 
German and Soviet operations in Poland, Helfand engaged himself in their 
recovery12, proposing personally to Ciano and Anfuso to reach a mutual 
understanding between Moscow and Rome13. Possibly remembering 
Litvinov’s idea of the competing nature of Italo-German relationship, Helfand 
never lost sight of the possibility that eventually Italy would change sides, 
wishing for the Soviet Union to be prepared14. His personal effort was not 
successful in the short term, since mutual distrust persisted between the two 
governments15, and Ciano was disliked in Moscow. Molotov and Potemkin let 

6   Sullivan B.R.   Soviet penetration of the Italian intelligence services in the 30s, 
cit., p. 89. 

7   DVP SSSR. Vol. 22.1. Doc. 249, 258; God krizisa (GK) 1938–1939. Dokumenty 
I materialy. M.: Politizdat, 1990. Vol. I. Doc. 354.

8   GK. Vol. 1. Doc. 354.
9   DVP SSSR. Vol. 22.1. Doc. 345.
10  Ivi. Vol. 22.1. Doc. 345, 348, 407, 439, 510.
11  Ivi. Vol.  22.1. Doc.  510. Ivi. Vol.  22.2. Doc.  617, 690. See also Documenti 

Diplomatici Italiani (DDI), MAECI, Serie IX. Vol. 1, n. 796; Vol. 2. Doc. 207, 759.
12  Ivi. Vol. 22.2. Doc. 872.
13  DDI, Serie IX. Vol. 2. Doc. 646.
14  DVP SSSR. Vol. 22.2. Doc. 866, 872. 
15  DDI, Serie IX. Vol. 3. Doc. 33, 132. 



know that Helfand’s initiative was “not appropriate” and commanded to stop 
visiting Ciano16.

Moreover, after Litvinov’s departure Helfand’s position in the Narkomindel 
had become more isolated. When he was called back to Moscow in July 1940, 
fearing for his own life and for that of his family, he decided not to return. 
He then turned to Ciano for help, finding his compassion17. Furthermore, 
American documentation shows that Ciano even provided Helfand the plane 
by which he flew with his family to the US, giving him careful suggestions on 
how to cover his departure. Finally, it was only through Ciano’s offices that 
the US ambassador in Rome was able to persuade the State Department to 
admit Helfand in the country under a diplomatic passport18.

16  Ivi. Vol. 23.1. Doc. 7, 138.
17  Ciano G.  Diario. Vol. I. Rizzoli, Roma, 1946. p. 293.
18  Maffei R.  Il caso Helfand, cit., pp. 61–65.
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Disputed memories in the post-Cold War between 
Russia and Europe: the case of Victory Parade

Borelli Andrea, PhD
(University of Calabria, Italy)

The first Victory parade was organized on 24  June  1945.  From the 
beginning,  Josef  Stalin  created an  official  narration  of the  Great Patriotic 
War,  where  his  role  was decisive  to defeat the  fascism in Europe.  However, 
in 1947 he decided to degrade May 9th in a working day, worried that  the 
myth of victory could obscure his figure1. Once in power, Nikita Sergeevich 
Kruscev (1956–1964)  did not restore the holiday,  but he eliminated Stalin 
from the propaganda about the victory. Stalin’s place was taken by the people, 
the narod, in a process of de-ethnicization of Soviet patriotism2.

The parade was restored on the 20th anniversary (1965) of the Victory 
by Leonid Ilych Brezhnev. In 1965 May 9th became a national holiday, but 
until 1990 the parade was held only every five years. However, the Victory day 
became the most important collective ritual of the country. The war replaced 
the other founding myths of the USSR and obscured the revolutionary origins 
of the regime3. Victory day became a mobilization instrument used by the 
regime in the context of the Cold War4. The Soviets accepted a heroic vision 
of Second World War, because they memorized the Victory as an untouchable 
great event5.

During the years of perestroika the triumphal narration of the Victory 
was questioned. The glasnost promoted a debate both war costs and crimes 
perpetrated by the Stalin’s regime.  In 1990 the celebrations took place in a 

1  Stephen  M.  Norris. Memory for Sale: Victory Day 2010 and Russian 
Remembrance, in «The Soviet and Post Soviet review», n. 38 (2001), p. 206.

2  Brandenberger D. National Bolshevism. Stalinist Mass Culture and the Formation 
of Modern Russian National Identity, Harvard University press, Cambridge, 2002, 
p. 196.

3  Weiner A. Making Sense of War. The Second World War and the Fate of the 
Bolschevik Revolution, Princeton University press, Princeton, pp. 7–8.

4  Tumarkiv N. The Living and the Dead: The Rise and Fall of the Cult of World 
War II in Russia, Basic Books, New York, 1994, pp. 104–105.

5  Lisa A. Kirshenbaum. Nothing Is Forgotten: individual memory and the Myth of 
the Great Patriotic War, in F. Biess; Robert G. Moeller. Histories of the Aftermath. The 
Legacies of the Second World War in Europe, Berghahn Books, New York, 2010, p. 78.



– 347 –

small measure.  The myth of  the Great Patriotic War was turned from the 
founding myth of Soviet superiority to a collective tragedy.

After the dissolution of the USSR the Soviet regime was denounced as 
totalitarian: the victory had been achieved not thanks to the communist party 
but despite the latter6. At the same time, no one political party expressed real 
doubts about the value of the victory. Nevertheless, there was a “fragmentation 
of memory”. In response to the confusion regarding the meaning of the Victory 
day,  Russian President Boris Yeltsin in 1992 cancelled the parade but  kept 
the holiday. In 1995 the government took a step back and re-established the 
military parade under the Kremlin Wall. President Yeltsin was forced to 
promote a modern Russian identity connected to the images, symbols and 
myths rooted in the Soviet period7.

This trend was further strengthened with Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin’s 
arrival at the Kremlin in 2000.  The new president has replaced a historical 
narrative dominated by the concept of “long secular tradition” of Russian 
history8. Putin has placed the “cult of the state” and its continuity over the 
centuries in the middle of the national identity of contemporary Russia9.

At the same time, the national past must be defended from discredit, 
especially when it comes from abroad. The comeback of the myth of victory 
involves the refusal of Russian government to equalise the regimes of Josef 
Stalin and Adolf Hitler. The Russian politics of memory collided with the 
“anti-totalitarian” politics promoted by the European Union, according to 
which between Nazism and Stalinism there are no differences10. At the same 
time, in Russia a series of measures have been taken against the “rehabilitation 
of Nazism”.

In this context, the Putin’s government organized the Victory parade 
since 2005. The parade begins  at  10  am  after the ticking of the Saviour 
Tower. The “Flag of Victory” is solemnly carried across the square while the 
band of the army of the Russian Federation intones a popular song. After that, 
in the middle of the Red Square the commander of the Muscovite garrison 
meets the Minister of Defence, both above their cars. The Minister makes a 
round of the square saluting the battalions and goes on to the stage set in front 
of Lenin’s mausoleum where the Russian and foreign authorities sit. He offers 

6  Malinova O. Political Uses of the Great patriotic War in Post-Soviet Russia from 
Yeltsin to Putin, in J. Fedor, M. Kangaspuro, J. Lassila, T. Zhurzhenko (eds. by). War and 
Memory in Russia, Ukraine and Belarus, Palgrave Macmillan, 2017, pp. 47–48.

7  Ferretti M.  Percorsi della memoria: il caso russo, «Passato e presente», XXI 
(2003), n. 59, pp. 17–35.

8  Malinova O. Political Uses of the Great patriotic War in Post-Soviet Russia from 
Yeltsin to Putin, in J. Fedor, M. Kangaspuro, J. Lassila, T. Zhurzhenko (eds. by), op. cit., 
pp. 45–46.

9  Koposov N.  The Armored Train of Memory: The Politics of History in Post-
Soviet Russia, «Perspectives on History 49», 1 (2011).

10  Focardi F.   B. Groppo (a cura di). Politiche e culture del ricordo dopo il 1989, 
Viella, Roma, 2013, pp. 7–18.



his homage to the President of the Russian Federation – commander-in-chief 
of the armed forces – who beginning the inaugural discourse. Once finished 
the speech, the military band intones the anthem of the Russian Federation 
and the public crowded on the tribunes that border the Kremlin walls stands 
up. The parade begins to the strains of Russian patriotic songs of war. First the 
flags of Victory and of the Russian Federation march together. The first troops 
that parade are wearing the uniforms and weapons of the Second World War. 
After this historical re-enactment phase, the military academies of the Russian 
Federation begin to march; the various battalions of the army, navy and 
aviation participate in the parade. During the celebrations of 2005, 2010, 2015, 
numerous foreign authorities were invited. On two occasions (2010, 2015) 
troops from other countries took part in the parade. An important moment of 
the day is the opening speech of the president of the Russian Federation.

The Victory parade reflects both Russia’s foreign policy orientations and 
memory policy of Russian government. Established to commemorate the 
Soviet sacrifice in a victory to share with the Western allies, today the Victory 
parade has become an opportunity to affirm the Russia’s ability to survive with 
the help of the Eastern partners and the former Soviet republics of Central 
Asia and Caucasus.

The characteristics of Medvedev and Putin’s speeches were defined in 
2005: reference to the Russian sacrifice to smash Nazism and thanks to the 
people who contributed to Russian victory. Over the years, President Putin 
did not change his speeches; he moved them to the East following the Russian 
foreign policy. Thus, in 2015 Putin underlined the role of the Allies for the 
victory in the Second World War, not the Anglo-Americans but the Chinese. 
The call to unity of the former Soviet Republics is especially directed towards 
the countries of Central Asia, which more than anyone else are sensitive to 
Russian message.

The president used his ability to construct a solid post-Soviet memory, not 
simply a national memory. For longer than four centuries Russia was a multi-
ethnic empire. For this reason, the Russian government proposed a modern 
transnational identity which could be used by all former people of the Tsarist 
or Soviet empire. In this memory policy the myth of the Great Patriotic War 
plays a leading role.
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A QUESTION OF PERSPECTIVE: REALITY AND 
RECONSTRUCTION IN THE WORK OF THE ARMY FILM AND 

PHOTOGRAPHIC UNIT

Carter Wakefield Oliver
(Imperial War Museum / Institute of Historical Research, UK)

Fought amidst the bleached sands of Egypt’s western desert, the 8th Army’s 
campaign against German and Italian forces under the command of Erwin 
Rommel produced one of the most iconic visual representations of the British 
Army at war.

Running at a crouch with pistol in hand, an officer leads his platoon 
through the skirling smoke of the battlefield. His men follow, their bayonets 
starkly silhouetted against the sky. Redolently atmospheric, this photograph 
was widely circulated in newspapers, magazines and propaganda publications. 
To this day it continues to define our visual perception of the North African 
campaign, and its influence can be seen in everything from toy soldiers to 
comic books. However, whilst a familiar image to many, few, outside a limited 
circle of aficionados, are likely to have any knowledge of the context in which 
it was produced. Few, for example, are aware that this photograph, which in 
fact shows Australian rather than British soldiers, was staged. Or that the 
man who took it was a former employee of the Keystone photographic agency 
named Len Chetwyn. Even fewer are likely to know that Chetwyn, then a 
Sergeant, was a member of the Army Film and Photographic Unit (AFPU).

Formed in October 1941 the primary purpose of the AFPU was to obtain 
images of battle. Complaints from the British press and newsreel companies 
regarding the lack of photographs and film of the Army had been voiced within 
the opening weeks of the war. Traditional military distrust of the journalistic 
class, combined with a failure to fully understand the needs of the modern, 
pictorially driven media, meant that the Army’s part in the battle for France 
was largely unrecorded.

In contrast, Germany, through the work of the well-equipped 
Propgandakompanien (PK) of the Wehrmacht, was able to flood the 
international picture market with images of military strength. This 
dramatically shot material, which was used to actively intimidate neutral 
nations, proved irresistible to many editors, including those in Britain. As 
the Army became embroiled in a cycle of defeat and retreat in Greece, Crete 
and Libya, there appeared a worrying possibility that the narrative of German 
invincibility propagated by PK material would ultimately be proven true. 
The loss of public confidence that resulted from these setbacks led to a sense 
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of disillusioned detachment amongst soldiers, which in turn contributed to 
the growing fear of senior officers who believed that the Army experiencing 
a morale crisis. Russia’s entry into the war increased the need for positive 
propaganda. Whilst the Army was aware of the need to convince a sceptical 
public that it was capable of doing more than fighting to the last Red Army 
soldier, it was ultimately civilian propagandists who overcame the Generals’ 
engrained mistrust of publicity. Visual propaganda, they argued, was a 
valuable weapon of war, and the Army eventually agreed. For cameramen of 
the AFPU however, finding the ammunition to supply that weapon would 
prove an altogether more difficult prospect.

Heralded by its 19th century advocates as the ultimate arbiter of truth, the 
camera had long struggled to fulfil this function in wartime. Yet despite the 
increased portability of their equipment, the still and cine cameramen of the 
Second World War found their task almost as difficult as their predecessors. 
«Actual war cannot be filmed», was the emphatic conclusion of former AFPU 
cameraman Ken Rodwell1. His view was echoed by fellow cameramen Mike 
Lewis and Len Harris. Lewis, who filmed the disastrous consequences of 
Operation Market Garden, stated that, «war is really invisible, it’s more of a 
sound picture»2. Harris, recalling his experiences in Normandy reflected, «you 
don’t see the enemy fire, I mean, you can’t film it…suddenly perhaps when 
you’re pointing this way an explosion goes off over there, you might whip 
round and get a bit of the smoke or something, but its […] all spread out and it 
doesn’t look that exciting»3.

Practical difficulties contended with technical ones. Neither still nor cine 
cameramen were equipped with long focus lenses. As photographer Stanley 
Gladstone put it, «anything that happened a few hundred yards away wasn’t 
going to be much use to you»4. The clockwork De Vry cameras used by the cine 
men possessed a short exposure time, with the amount of footage limited to the 
amount of film a cameraman could carry. There was also a moral aspect; whilst 
the relatively high casualty rate amongst AFPU cameramen attests to the risk 
the unit took, many felt an obligation not to endanger others. «If there’s a lot 
of muck flying around and you’re standing up with a camera», stated Rodwell, 
«you’re a damn fool»5.

Aware of the limitations imposed by these factors many cameramen used 
elements of reconstruction to get the kind of action shots the Army wanted. 
The extent to which this practice was employed varied between individuals. 
Hugh Stewart, an officer who exercised considerable influence over the 
unit, was firmly against reconstruction except when it was needed to ‘create 
a correct editorial effect’ alongside otherwise authentic material6. Gladstone 

1  IWM Dept. of Sound Records, Accession no. 003867/12: Kenneth Rodwell.
2  Ibid. Accession no. 004833/09: Michael Lewis.
3  Ibid. Accession no. 003969/03: Leonard Harris.
4  Ibid. Accession no. 003954/05: Stanley Gladstone.
5  Ibid. Accession no. 003867/12: Kenneth Rodwell.
6  Ibid. Accession no. 004579/06: Hugh Stewart.



justified reigniting burnt out vehicles to recreate «what had happened, say, 
half an hour before»7. Rodwell defined the question along moral lines believing 
a cameraman could only ask troops to recreate something if he had been 
alongside them during the «sticky times» of the original action8.

Reconstruction was most common amongst cameramen from Fleet 
Street backgrounds. Considering the ubiquity of the «laid on» shot in pre-
war photojournalism, and the fact that stills men were expected to produce 
4  to 5  good photographs for every 12 exposures, this should not be unduly 
surprising. Although events were sometimes captured as they occurred, 
most of the ex-news cameramen were too professional to leave such fleeting 
moments entirely to chance. In this respect Chetwyn went further than most. 
Hailed by Cecil Beaton as possessing the «the romantic quality of Delacroix 
paintings», his photogenic but entirely stylised images were exactly what the 
Army wanted, and he was eventually tasked with running a sub-unit within 
the AFPU specifically for their production9. Sometimes however, things 
went wrong. Recalling the jarring contrast between real photographs of the 
invasion of Sicily taken by AFPU cameramen and staged photographs taken 
by Chetwyn during a practice landing some weeks before, Fred Wackett 
remarked, «As you can imagine, brother Chetwyn didn’t come off too well 
from this»10.

In suggesting that not all of the AFPU’s material should be seen as 
authentic, this paper is not seeking to denigrate those who served within its 
ranks. Rather, it argues that the confused nature of modern warfare combined 
with the limitations of technology made a degree of reconstruction inevitable. 
These problems were not unique and were faced by combat cameramen of all 
nations. Although the AFPU did capture genuine images of combat these did 
not generally show the kind of war the Army wished to portray. Arguably the 
unit’s greatest significance derives not from depictions of the physical act of 
war but its aftereffects. These candid images of the dead and wounded provide 
a vivid testament to real cost of the conflict.

7  Ibid. Accession no. 003954/05: Stanley Gladstone.
8  Ibid. Accession no. 003867/12: Kenneth Rodwell.
9  Beaton C. British Photographers (London, 1944), 48.
10  Ibid. Accession no. 008265/04: Frederick Wrackitt. 
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Eastern Europe and the remilitarization  
of the Rhineland

Gori Enrico
(University ‘Roma Tre’, Italy)

At 5 o’clock of 7 March 1936 German aviation and troops marched to the 
west bank of the Rhine; at 11.45 a.m. they crossed the bridge to Köln, and by 
the evening of March 8 the Rhineland was once again under German control, 
for the first time in 17 years1. The postwar order was shattered. According 
to articles 42 and 43 of the Versailles Treaty, Germany was forbidden from 
keeping security or military personnel within a 50 km range from the Rhine, 
so that France would be safe from any attempt of cross-border strike2. On 
16 October 1925 Germany, Italy, Belgium, France and the United Kingdom 
signed the Locarno Rhine Pact, the core document of the Locarno peace 
guarantees. In it, the five Powers agreed to preserve the territorial integrity of 
Western Europe and to live in peace with each other. However, if unprovoked 
hostilities broke out, the Powers were required to intervene after the League 
of Nations had verified that an aggression had actually taken place. Germany 
was not singled out as the most likely aggressor, as the Treaty only forbade 
‘assembling armies in the demilitarized zone’3.

What was the reason behind the swift occupation of the Rhineland? The 
German Chancellor Adolf Hitler had chosen the time carefully, as he wanted 
the remaining Locarno Powers to face a fait accompli, an accomplished action 
which could not be reversed. At 12 p.m. of 7 March 1936 he delivered a speech 
in the German Parliament in which he declared the Locarno Treaty null and 
void. The blame, he said, rested upon France, Czechoslovakia and the Soviet 
Union, with emphasis on the latter4. What was the Chancellor referring to? 
On 2 May 1935 French Foreign Minister Pierre Laval and Soviet Deputy 
People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs Vladimir Potëmkin had inked a mutual 
assistance treaty, which required either party to consult the other in case of 

1  Documents on British Foreign Policy Second Series (21 vols), vol. 16, (London 
1977), 44–45.

2  Berber F.  (ed.), Locarno. A  collection of documents (London/Edinburgh/
Glasgow 1936), 36. 
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4  Domarus M. (ed.), Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen (4 voll.), vol. 2 (Leonberg 
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aggression by a third European State, eventually lending it military aid5. Two 
weeks later, on 16 May Czechoslovakian Foreign Minister Edvard Beneš 
signed an analogous document6. Once again, Germany was not mentioned, 
and the five year treaty included the possibility of being rescinded within a 
year since its enactment. In his 7 March 1936 speech Hitler claimed that both 
treatises were aimed at encircling Germany, which had consistently refrained 
from any provocative action, whereas France kept building concrete border 
walls with barbed wire.

Germany was not bothered by the mutual assistance treatises which France 
had stipulated with England, Czechoslovakia and Poland; dealing with the 
Soviet Union was, on the other hand, a direct violation of the Locarno Treaty, 
as the collective security system Moscow had been striving to build since 1933 
was perceived as hostile and a violation of the Locarno Treaty. Berlin had 
therefore no reason to keep abiding by its prescriptions.

What were the reactions of Central and Eastern European countries to 
the end of the Versailles-Locarno order? Czechoslovakia and Poland, which 
had both become independent in 1918, signed mutual defence agreements 
with France shortly afterwards: the French-Polish Political Agreement was 
signed on 19 February 1921, while the Treaty of Friendship of Assistance with 
Czechoslovakia followed on 25 January 1924. Neither country had become 
a Locarno Power; nonetheless, they signed two arbitrate conventions with 
Germany while contextually renewing their treatises with France7. However, 
their paths soon diverged: between 1920 and 1922 Czechoslovakia had formed 
a defensive alliance with Romania and Yugoslavia aimed at neutralizing 
Hungary’s territorial claims (Transylvania and Subcarpathian Ruthenia) 
named the Little Entente, while Poland became a staunch opponent of 
Czechoslovakia itself, as Warsaw had a territorial claim as well, that is the 
Těšín/Cieszyn/Teschen district on the Czech-Polish border, a small but 
thriving industrial area in Czech Silesia8. Warsaw also did not like the 
Locarno Treaty itself, as it provided no guarantees for Eastern Europe9. The 
1921 Treaty with France was renewed on 16 August 1925 but the new version 
introduced the mandatory convocation of the League of Nations Assembly, 
making military assistance not automatic, which Poland resented10.

Warsaw opposed the French and Soviet project of an Eastern Pact, born 
in December 1933, which aimed at uniting Czechoslovakia, France, Belgium, 
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the Baltic States, Finland, the Soviet Union, and even Germany11. Polish 
Foreign Minister Józef Beck and his ambassador in Berlin Józef Lipski decided 
to regulate matters with Germany independently from Paris and Prague, 
even against them: on 16 November 1933 Lipski issued a joint communiqué 
with Hitler stating that the respective countries agreed to resolve matters 
peacefully. This upset both France and Czechoslovakia, as the document 
contained no border guarantees, no duration and no terminating conditions in 
case either country was at war, which meant both of them could threaten other 
countries without restraint.

France found it worrying that its main Eastern ally did not consult 
Flandin or the ambassador Léon Noël12. The Polish-German rapprochement 
did not stop here nor was it merely tactical: on 18 December 1933 German 
Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels met Lipski and told him that Hitler 
wished to strike a non aggression pact with Poland as a modus vivendi on the 
common ground of anticommunism, even if this meant abandoning part of the 
German expansionist projects. Lipski did not object, as he knew the Polish 
public opinion was becoming more and more interested in Germany’s new 
government13. The long anticipated pact was signed on 26 January 193414. 
On 7 June, just as French Foreign Minister Louis Barthou and his Soviet 
counterpart Maksim Litvinov made public the Eastern Pact plan, Germany let 
the Soviet Union know that it sternly rejected the proposal15. On 13 July and 
27 August Lipski sent Beck two reports of conversations with Neurath on the 
Eastern Pact. Hitler was against the Pact in principle as it would mean having 
the Soviet Union as an ally, possibly as a helper in case of a French aggression, 
and neither Germany nor Poland wanted the Red Army on their soil. The 
Reich greatly valued Poland’s refusal to enter the Pact: not only Germany was 
not left alone, but it would have a valid shield against Bolshevism and the Red 
Army itself, which Hitler claimed to fear16.

Therefore, Warsaw became wary of France’s intention to sign the Franco-
Soviet Treaty, and issued a warning to its Western ally, which was also the 
main sponsor of the Little Entente: should the treaty be signed, there would be 
consequences, although Poland itself would not act against it for the sake of the 
alliance17. Pierre Laval was no friend of the Pact, but he knew Poland would 
try and sabotage the military assistance agreed with Moscow and Prague by 
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not letting the Red Army traverse the country in aid of either Czechoslovakia 
or France, thus resulting detrimental to collective security, as the Polish Army 
Staff had warned the French generals on January 15 that if Germany attacked 
the Soviet Union, the Reich’s troops would be allowed to cross Poland18. Nor 
could he remain idle before the German newly enforced military conscription 
and the refashioning of the Reichswehr into the menacing Wehrmacht. Thus, 
the Polish advice was disregarded, and France went on to sign, then ratify the 
Treaty.

In 1934 the Soviet Union, which had been struggling to break though the 
cordon sanitaire erected around it since the October Revolution, was on a 
quest for collective security against Hitler’s Germany, its sworn enemy. Indeed 
Soviet People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs Maksim Litvinov scored three 
major victories when his country established normal diplomatic relations with 
two out of three Little Entente members: Czechoslovakia and neighbouring 
Romania (both on June 9), while failing to do the same with Yugoslavia due 
to King Paul’s fierce opposition, even though the three states had decided to 
establish diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union at the same time during 
a conference in Zagreb on 22–23 January 193419; the third victory was the 
admission of the Soviet Union into the League of Nations on September 18.

Czechoslovakia had taken its decision months before: on 7 March 1933 
Czech Foreign Minister Edvard Beneš told the Soviet Government that the 
Little Entente was ready to normalize ties with Moscow, and offered the 
Soviets to conclude pacts, either with each member separately or with the 
Little Entente as a whole, which eventually led to the signing, on 4 July, of the 
Convention for the determining of the aggressor, whose 11 signatories included 
the Little Entente, the Soviet Union and Turkey. Thus Czechoslovakia became 
the candidate of choice for the Eastern Pact project20.

As for Romania, reaching a deal with the Soviet Union was a difficult 
matter: the two countries had been at odds for years because of Romania’s 
integration of Bessarabia (present-day Republic of Moldavia), which had been 
a Russian province since 1812. Bucharest maintained that, since the region 
was predominantly inhabited by Romanian nationals, it rightfully belonged to 
them, while the Soviets refused to acknowledge the new border as neither the 
Moldavian council (Sfatul Ţării) nor the Kingdom of Romania had reached 
the Soviet Government to regulate the matter and have Bessarabia recognized 
as Romanian territory. Henceforth Moscow considered the region occupied, 
as the Romanian army had entered it on 13 January 1918, and retaliated by 
arresting the Romanian ambassador Constantin Diamandi. On 18 January the 
Soviet Government officially severed diplomatic relations with the Kingdom, 
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and on 9 April the Sfatul Ţării proclaimed the union of Bessarabia with 
Romania. Nonetheless, contacts between Bucharest and Moscow were never 
fully interrupted, as the two neighbours unsuccessfully kept trying to reach a 
compromise through several rounds of arbitrates and conferences21.

On 5 February 1929 the Romanian ambassador to Poland Carol Davila 
went to Moscow in the first official visit in eleven years: the Royal government 
had instructed its diplomat to take part in the signature of a protocol by the 
name of the Soviet People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs Maxim Litvinov, 
which would allow Eastern Europe to enact the Briand-Kellogg Pact on the 
renunciation of war, originally signed on August 27, 1928, several months 
before the Western term (24 July 1929)22. Relations remained tense: on 24 
February 1930 the Romanian government, led by the Iuliu Maniu, head of 
the National-Peasant Party, accused the Soviets of concentrating troops along 
the Dnestr/Nistru river, an allegation widely supported by the local press, 
and sternly refuted by the Soviet news agency TASS and Litvinov himself. 
This happened just as Czechoslovakia’s Beneš started posing the question 
of Soviet-Little Entente relationships, something Romania was not ready to 
accept: recognizing the Soviet Union would split the Romanian government23.

The situation changed in 1933: Hitler’s rise to power made Romanian 
Foreign Minister Nicolae Titulescu, a Conservative-Democrat diplomat 
returning to the post after a brief tenure in 1927–1928, declare on 25 May 
in Geneva that he was in favour of the Convention for the determining of 
the aggressor: Moscow was pleased to learn that Romania did not consider 
the Soviet Union an aggressor, and that no arbitrate was needed to solve the 
Bessarabian question. Litvinov and Titulescu met again in the Swiss city 
on 19 July. Titulescu held his ground about Bessarabia, telling his Soviet 
counterpart that Bessarabia was a gift from God, thus there was no question of 
giving it back to Russia. Still, they agreed to drop the subject, which Titulescu 
recommended his government as well24. Unlike Czechoslovakia and France, 
Romania did not sign a mutual assistance treaty with the Soviet Union: this 
was done to avoid irritating Poland, so as not to push it into aligning with 
Hungary’s revisionist aims, and to maintain a good relationship with Germany, 
to which Romania was bound by a trade agreement25.

This complex network of relations between Eastern European countries 
felt the shockwave coming from the Rhineland with full force, as the 
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aforementioned events were brought up when the 7 March crisis happened. 
Poland, which assumed to be least concerned of the group, was also the least 
committed: whereas on that same day Colonel Beck told French ambassador 
to Warsaw Léon Noël that his country would stand by France in that serious 
situation. Noël was impressed: he reported that ‘never before had Poland 
spoken of our alliance in such firm terms’26. On 8 March Beck had apparently 
changed his mind: while the local press unanimously condemned the German 
move and called for a joint action with France, the Foreign Minister issued 
a communiqué termed by the French ambassador ‘obscure and convoluted’ 
[obscure et alambiqué], which essentially blamed France for the crisis, as it 
had not followed a ‘clear policy’ like the Polish one, and stressed how Poland 
repeatedly advised France not to sign the Franco-Soviet Pact (Beck failed to 
say how many times he had cautioned Paris)27.

Noël summed up his conversation with Beck and Rydz-Smigły in four 
points: Poland was committed to honour the alliance mainly out of image 
concerns, that is, so nobody could doubt of the correctness of its actions and of 
its loyalty; second point: Poland knew that there was no alternative to siding 
with France; third point: should the Rhineland question be brought before 
the League of Nations, Poland would surely want to gain a moral victory from 
the expected resolution; fourth point, which was in contradiction with the 
second: if the aforementioned gain was not scored, Poland was ready to look 
for a pretext, i.e. the possible French-German confrontation, to set up new 
manoeuvres and new political combinations28. These conclusions were right: 
on March 12, while the Locarno Powers were holding their first meeting in 
London, German ambassador to Warsaw Hans Adolf von Moltke was received 
by Colonel Beck, who told him that not only Poland was against sanctions, 
which were deemed legally baseless, but it would welcome any German stance 
on the ongoing crisis as well29.

On 17 March René Massigli, deputy Director of Foreign Affairs met Beck 
as well: the Polish foreign minister expressed the wish that the Franco-Polish 
alliance could be independent from the League of Nations, as the pacts signed 
by past French Foreign Ministers Louis Barthou and Pierre Laval relied on 
the League’s approval in the context of collective security, whose rules Poland 
found confusing and dangerous: what was the use of tormenting [épingler] 
Germany with sanctions and encirclement? Beck told Massigli they preferred 
a bilateral arrangement on the pre-war model30.

Romania, on the other hand, albeit not directly blamed for the crisis, was 
very upset by the German fait accompli: French ambassador to Bucharest 
Wladimir d’Ormesson wrote Pierre Flandin that Nicolae Titulescu, the 
Romanian Foreign Minister, did not look concerned: he had been very clear 
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on the issue, stating that not only the Little Entente would side with France, 
and was favourable to sanctions against Germany, but Romania was sure the 
Soviet Union would too, and encouraged France to ratify the Franco-Soviet 
treaty as soon as possible. Titulescu, who considered the remilitarization of the 
Rhineland ‘blackmail’, was optimist about Great Britain as well, but thought 
it was premature to consider a military commitment, as the British army was 
not ready31. As for Italy, the Romanian minister was quick in guessing that 
Mussolini would never agree to act against Germany: ‘it would be as if we 
sanctioned Czechoslovakia while asking Mr. Beneš to march against Hungary 
with us’ and urged to resist Germany’s requests as a united block of countries32.

On 11 March the Little Entente and the Balkan Entente33 countries agreed 
to support the Franco-Belgian initiative involving the League of Nations, and 
a week later Titulescu spoke before the League in Geneva: according to him, 
the Rhineland crisis was decisive for the very future of the League of Nations 
itself: should it fail to produce and uphold a resolution, ‘the world based on the 
force of right will become one based on the right of force’. The Franco-Belgian 
proposal should be adopted before accepting the German proposals, so Europe 
could see how effective the Locarno Treaty was34. After attending Eden’s 
speech on 17 March, which he considered just a means to buy time without 
provoking Germany, Titulescu once again spoke in Geneva three days later: 
he proposed that each and every European government should be given two 
days to examine the resolution to make up their minds clearly, thus avoiding 
lengthy formal discussions. In this way, every voice could be heard, including 
the German objections35.

Romania was specially troubled by Hitler’s assertion that that Locarno had 
been imposed upon Germany, as the same claim could be made by Hungary to 
declare the Treaty of Trianon, which had stripped it of Transylvania among 
other territories, thus endangering Romania’s territorial integrity. This 
subject was later brought up by Titulescu during a meeting with Eden on 
6 April 1936. The British Foreign Secretary assured his Romanian counterpart 
that Hungary was not rearming. As for their non-committal stance on the 
Rhineland question, Eden said that France was more preoccupied with 
collective security in Eastern Europe than in Western Europe, as it had ruled 
out talks with Germany, leaving Great Britain to sort things out36.

As for Czechoslovakia, the central pillar of the Little Entente, it was 
positively alarmed by the possibility that German would remilitarize the 
Rhineland as the French ambassador to Prague Paul-Émile Naggiar noted 
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on 17 January 1936. When it happened, while considering the matter more 
rationally, President Beneš and Foreign Minister Kamil Krofta immediately 
sided with France, reassuring Flandin that they would conform to any French 
decision, knowing that both Paris and Moscow would come to Prague’s help 
if Hitler attacked it37.

Being a member of the Little Entente, Czechoslovakia shared the same 
concerns with Romania as to Yugoslavia’s behaviour: both Italy and Germany 
were vital trading partners for the country: after the sanctioning of Italy, 
Belgrade could not afford to oppose Berlin, much less agree on sanctions: 
Prague feared that German influence in Yugoslavia would increase if France 
and Great Britain failed to act against the Reich38. Diplomatic exchanges 
with the Soviet Union in March 1936 were almost non-existent, as the chief 
European guarantor was France, an ally to both Czechoslovakia and Poland.

Conversely, German ambassador in Prague Ernst Eisenlohr and Legation 
Counsellor Cecil von Renthe Fink, who was in touch with Czech Ambassador 
in Berlin Vojtěch Mastný exchanged with Neurath no less than 11 messages in 
March 193639. According to Eisenlohr, the Czechs displayed a collaborative 
attitude, and were ready to exert their influence on France and England so 
the crisis could be solved. This was not surprising, since the Germans were 
increasingly alert over the situation in the Sudetenland, where the economic 
crisis had greatly affected the local German-speaking population, yet the 
ambassador knew no uprising could be expected, as ‘it is astonishing how 
calmly the Germans there [Sudetendeutschtum] bear their economic misery 
and their political serfdom’40.

The diplomatic situation worsened on March 11, when the German 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs Bernhard von Bülow wrote Eisenlohr 
that, according to ‘secret sources’, Beneš was in favour of imposing sanctions 
on Germany in order to destroy its recovering yet still fragile economy and 
even topple Hitler41. The Czech stance was actually much milder than that, 
since Yugoslavia opposed sanctions and Beneš knew that as long as the 
Abyssinian war continued, Italy wouldn’t back sanctions on Germany as 
well. Moreover, Germany was a big trading partner to Czechoslovakia: would 
Prague risk losing 15 % of its exports and 18 % of its imports just for the sake 
of siding with France, irresolute as it was42? Not angering Germany was vital 
to Czechoslovakian national security, and this was arguably the reason why 
there were no direct Czech-Soviet contacts in March 1936, as Czech Foreign 
Minister Krofta was trying to convince the Germans that no air bases would 
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be lent to the Russians, an accusation Germany had been making since May 
1935.

On 26 March 1936 it became apparent that it was the very Konrad 
Henlein, leader of the German Party of the Sudetes (Sudetendeutsche Partei), a 
sympathizer of Hitler, who was spreading rumours, always based on anonymous 
sources, about a Czech-Soviet military alliance: on 6 March, a day before the 
remilitarization and Hitler’s speech, a member of the party had informed the 
Reich that the Soviets and the Czechs were tightening military cooperation. 
Twenty days later, the rumour had somehow reached Great Britain; Eden 
cautioned Flandin not to get too close to Prague, which vehemently denied 
such contacts, even as British and French press were reporting them43.

The Czech diplomatic documents reveal that Krofta and Beneš were not 
remotely thinking about furthering military ties with Moscow: both were 
inclined towards the West and willing to take part in the Locarno discussion 
as a partial member, having signed an arbitrate with Germany back in October 
1925. On that same 26 March 1936 Czech ambassador in London Štefan 
Osuský told Flandin that Hitler was trying to tear Czechoslovakia away from 
the West, having received support among the Conservative party ranks, as the 
Tories did not want to do anything for Central Europe. Moreover, Mastný 
wrote Krofta that although he had refuted the rumours about airbases in 
Czechoslovakia for the Red Army no less than four times, each time speaking 
with a different German minister or diplomat, the British ambassador in Berlin 
Eric Phipps wanted to be reassured from different sources. Mastný inquired 
whether it was true that the Germans were exerting their influence on British 
Conservatives in order to create a rift between them and the French, but 
Phipps denied this claim, so the Czech envoy prompted him to prove it by 
siding with Paris. It was a matter of concern for Czechoslovakia that Britain 
withheld important military information from its allies and shared it with 
Germany instead: mistrust of the French was apparent, and it did not help 
that British military attachés justified this behaviour by alleging a promise 
made to the Germans44.
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THE NORDIC COUNTRIES IN world WAR ii

Gunnarsson Valur Snær
(University of Iceland, Iceland)

In World War II, the five Nordic Countries wound up on every conceivable 
side, from fighting with the Germans to being occupied by them, from fighting 
with the Allies or being occupied by them, to trying to tread some precarious 
middle way in the manner of Sweden.

What then were the aims of the Nordic Countries when war broke out in 
1939? Simply put, they were the same as in World War I, which was to remain 
neutral as had been the result then with the exception of Finland which had 
been part of the Russian Empire. But what was the best way to safeguard 
neutrality?

In the inter-war era, the Nordic Countries relied upon the League of Nations 
which entailed that attack upon one member would be seen as an attack upon 
all. In the early 1930s, the system started breaking down as nothing was done 
when Japan invaded Manchuria or when Italy invaded Ethiopia. In 1936, 
the Nordic Countries abandoned collective security and instead would make 
decisions on a case by case basis. Their turn would soon come.

One of the main reasons why the Nordic Countries were assailed by all 
sides in 1939–40 was that none of the Great Powers trusted them to be able 
to defend their neutrality towards the others. Stalin worried that the Germans 
would attack him through Finland, while the Germans saw the Norwegians 
stand aside as the British placed mines in Norwegian waters. A Pan-Nordic 
defensive alliance might perhaps not be strong enough to defeat any of 
the Great Powers but would probably have been strong enough to act as 
deterrence. Why wasn’t this attempted?

The Nordic Countries did not always act in unison and had been involved in 
their own squabbles in the early part of the 20th Century. Norway and Sweden 
had come close to war in 1905 when Norway declared independence. The 
Swedes and the Finns squabbled over the Åland Islands, forcing the League 
of Nations to intervene to broker a compromise. Norwegian adventurers, 
supported by defence minister Vidkin Quisling, invaded Eastern Greenland 
in 1931, which almost led to war with Denmark. Again, the League intervened 
and ruled in favour of Denmark, which retained sole rights to Greenland.

If co-operation between the Nordic Countries was not always simple, 
there was also the question of whom to co-operate against. The Finns worried 
about the Soviet Union, the Danes and the Norwegians worried about the 
Germans and Sweden had to look in both directions at once. The kings of the 
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three monarchies along with the President of Finland met in Stockholm in 
October 1939 and jointly proclaimed their neutrality, but no plans were made 
for mutual assistance. When Finland was attacked by the Soviet Union the 
following month, there was little direct assistance.

The Winter War
Why then did the Finns choose to fight the Russians though many, 

including Marshall Mannerheim, the Commander-in-Chief of the Finnish 
Armed Forces, clearly saw that the war was unwinnable? Stalin’s demands 
were not altogether unreasonable. He wanted to move the borders farther 
away from Leningrad but offered to compensate Finland with more land 
elsewhere. He also wanted to set up a Soviet military base on the Finnish 
Hanko peninsula. This was a better deal than the Finns got at the end of the 
war, but could Stalin be trusted to keep his word?

The Baltic States accepted similar proposals, only to see their countries 
occupied in entirety. Stalin’s decision to set up a separate Karelian SSR on his 
side of the border with the Finnish communist Otto Ville Kuusinen as figure-
head indicates that he intended to unite it with Finland under Soviet control. 
What do we know is that Stalin expected a four-week war and gave his tanks 
strict orders to not accidentally cross the border with Sweden. But this was 
after negotiations had broken down. Finland was a larger country than the 
Baltic States and more closely linked to the west so it is possible it might have 
received different treatment. In fact, Stalin did not raise his demands very 
much when Finland was finally on the ropes in 1944.

In the event, Finland did receive some support. Sweden did not declare 
neutrality but rather proclaimed themselves non-combatants, a subtle distinc-
tion. They sent arms to Finland, Swedish volunteers went to the front and the 
Swedish air force took over the protection of Lapland, freeing up the small 
Finnish air force for actions elsewhere. Britain and France, despite already be-
ing at war with Germany, came up with a very ambitious plan to bomb Soviet 
oilfields in the Caucasus from bases in Syria and send an expeditionary force to 
Finland via Norway and Sweden, which would handily also cut off Germany’s 
supply of iron ore. This was not put into practice as the Finns sued for peace 
on March 13th after three and a half months of fighting. Finland lost 13 percent 
of its area and its second city, Viipuri, but managed to retain its independence.

The Germans Look North
The Winter War had focused the attention of the Great Powers on 

Northern Europe and on April 9th, 1940 Hitler invaded Denmark and Norway. 
There was little opposition at first, but could the two Nordic states have put 
up more of a fight as Finland did?

The Danes did in fact fight with some success in Jutland in the early hours, 
but later that day the decision was taken to capitulate after the Germans had 
threatened to bomb Copenhagen. The Danish Army might have fought for 
longer had it been allowed to do so, but in the long run Denmark’s geographic 
situation was hopeless. Protracted fighting would mainly have aided Norway 



but led to widespread destruction in Denmark. Instead, Denmark chose to 
collaborate with Germany, a policy that was followed until the autumn of 
1943 when full occupation was imposed.

Norway’s geographic position was far more promising, reaching from 
Kattegat in the south to way beyond the Arctic Circle and presenting many 
natural barriers. With its long coastline Norway could also count on aid from 
Britain which was the premier maritime power. In fact, the rapid advance of 
the Germans was a considerable feat of arms. This can partly be blamed on the 
Norwegians themselves, who avoided mobilisation until the last minute out 
of fear of provoking the Germans. Mistakes were made and in some cases the 
men were ordered to enlist after three days, by which time south Norway had 
already fallen.

Things could have gone even worse. The German plan was to capture the 
government and the King in Oslo and force their capitulation. This was only 
avoided when Birger Erikssen, commander of the aging Oscarsborg fortress, 
decided to fire upon approaching unidentified vessels without orders from 
above. The German flagship Blücher was sunk and the others retreated. King 
and government fled the capital and decided to fight on. Norway officially 
signed an armistice ten months later on June 10th, but the Government-in-
Exile and Free Norwegian Forces continued the struggle until the end of the 
war.

All could have been otherwise. The government and the king, who was the 
brother of the Danish king, did consider taking the Danish route even after 
escaping the capital. This would probably have played out similarly as it did in 
Denmark, with collaboration turning to outright occupation and resistance as 
the tide turned against Nazi Germany.

But one can also imagine the opposite happening. If the Norwegians had 
responded to the many indicators that Germany was about to invade and 
been fully mobilised, they might have been able to fight the Germans off. 
The Norwegian Army could field roughly the same numbers the German 
committed, about 10 000 men, and they would have had the advantage of 
terrain and British and French aid.

Had the Norwegians managed to hold off the Germans, it might have 
had vast implications for the course of the whole war. It was the Norwegian 
debacle that led to the resignation of Prime Minister Chamberlain and 
Winston Churchill taking the post. Had Norway been a victory for the British, 
Chamberlain would probably still have been in office at the Fall of France. 
He might have been more inclined to sue for peace than Churchill was, and 
World War II would have ended in the summer of 1940 with German victory.
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Sowing the seeds of the Cold War. 
The idea of containment of Soviet Union during the 

Second World War

Livi Stefano, PhD
(Sapienza University of Rome, Italy)

During the Second World War, the United States and the Soviet Union 
joined as allies against Nazi Germany after more than twenty years of hostility 
from American governments towards the Soviet regime. In November 1933, 
the recognition of the Soviet Union by the United States seemed to be a 
breakthrough for the relations between the two countries. Many American 
diplomats characterized by their strong anti-bolshevism, were convinced that 
the doors to Soviet Russia for American influence would open. If with Stalin’s 
purge these doors began to close, in 1941, after Nazi Germany attacked the 
Soviet Union, the United States became an ally of Soviet Union in the Second 
World War1.

The paper focuses on the development of American idea of containment 
of the Soviet Union during the Second World War among the diplomatic 
corps. Drawing from primary sources from the archival collections of the 
Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library at Princeton University, the Bakhmeteff 
Archive of Russia and East European Culture at Columbia University and 
from published documents related to US foreign policy, the paper discusses 
the efforts made by those American diplomats, like George Frost Kennan and 
William Christian Bullitt, who during the Second World War elaborated 
what will be the American official line during the Cold War.

The paper aims, in the first instance, to show the continuity of widespread 
perception of the Soviet Union even during the Second World War among 
part of American diplomatic corps. These diplomats considered the Soviet 
Union as an aggressive power with which any kind of dialogue and cooperation 
was far from being possible and effective, and advocated a firm and vigilant 
approach towards the Soviet regime. At a time when the Red Army enjoyed 
great popularity in the West thanks to its sacrifice to prevent the Nazis from 
completing their plan of dominance in Eurasia, many viewed a change in 
Stalin’s approach to foreign policy from aggressive to cautious in the name 
of greater attention to internal security. As opposed to this outlook – defined 

1  Foglesong D.S. The American Mission and the “Evil Empire”. The Crusade for a 
“Free Russia” since 1881, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007, 83–85.
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by the historian Daniel Yergin as “Yalta Axioms” – stood the “Riga Axioms”, 
which embodied American pessimism towards the Soviet Union and viewed 
the total destruction of the West as the final goal of the Soviet regime2.

In the aftermath of the October Revolution, Bullitt tried to find a modus 
vivendi with the Bolshevik government. During his mission to Soviet Russia, 
he negotiated with Lenin diplomatic relations between the two countries, 
reaching an agreement with the revolutionary regime  – rejected by the 
Allied Powers at the Peace Conference  – that include a peace summit on 
the Russian Civil War, the withdrawal of Allies troops and the recognition 
of Bolshevik’s responsibility for Russia’s financial obligation3. Twenty years 
later, after losing trust in the Wilsonian universalism, his vision was based 
on personal considerations of a religious nature. Appointed by Roosevelt as 
first American ambassador to Moscow in 1933, Bullitt did not have a wide 
knowledge of Russian affairs, and entrusted himself to Robert Kelley, who was 
the head of an anti-Bolshevik training program for diplomats, the Division 
of Eastern European Affairs. Kelley exerted a strong influence on an entire 
generation of anti-Soviet diplomats who emerged at the outbreak of the Cold 
War. These diplomats, in their turn, convinced Bullitt to accept the rhetoric of 
containment proposed by the Division of Eastern European Affairs.

Among them, Kennan was Bullitt’s pupil. The paper assesses the mutual 
influence that led them to outline a new version of containment based on 
unique combination of ideology and Tsarist tradition, which represented the 
Gordian knot of the interpretation of the Soviet experience.

In Kennan’s narrative, the Soviet Union was just carrying on Tsarist 
Russian traditions, a condition that made the cooperation between the 
two powers impossible. At a time when the Soviet system was presented to 
American public opinion as not so different from the capitalist one, Kennan, as 
well as Bullitt, considered that the alliance with the Soviet Union in defense of 
democracy would have identified the United States with the Soviet oppression 
in Eastern Europe. Kennan was ready to devote all his energy to reverse these 
future prospects.

The paper will consist of four parts. First, it will introduce the concept of 
containment theorized by Kennan in the famous Long Telegram and in the 
subsequent article “The Sources of Soviet Conduct”. In the second part, after 
describing Roosevelt’s approach towards the Soviet Union since 1933, the 
paper will focus on the new image of Stalin and the Soviet Union spread among 
American public opinion through Hollywood movies and publications in order 
to repress and hide the Russophobia that emerged in the United States at the 
turn of the century.

The third part will analyze how the idea of containment developed in 
Kennan’s political thought through the influence that Kelley exerted on him. 

2  Yergin D.  Shattered Peace: The Origins of the Cold War and the Natioal Security 
State, Houghton Mifflin, Boston, 1997, 18–41.

3  Thompson J.  Russia, Bolshevism, and the Versailles Peace, Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, 1966, 131–177.



Although most of the historians attribute the beginning of the Cold War 
to the Long Telegram as a response to Soviet aggressiveness4, the idea of 
containment can be considered as the continuation of practices implemented in 
the earlier generation of diplomats. Those practices in which were articulated 
attitudes and perceptions that had dominated the political discourse in the 
United States in the first post-war period, had contributed to the formulation 
of an American response to the October Revolution and survived through the 
years because of the work of the Division of Eastern European Affairs. Since 
the Thirties, Kennan saw irreconcilable differences between the Soviet system 
and the American one, certain that soon either Russia would have turned into 
a capitalist country or the United States would have turned into a communist 
one. The war had not tarnished this outlook, and between 1943 and 1945, 
Bullitt and Kennan made efforts to reach Roosevelt’s ears, by promoting their 
idea of containment of Soviet Union. In conclusion, the paper will assess how 
the American lack of recognition of Soviet contribution to the defeat of Nazi 
Germany in the Second World War affected US–Russian relations after 1991.

4  Feis H. Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 
1957; Schlesinger A. “The Origins of the Cold War” in Foreign Affairs, Vol. 46, No. 1 
(October 1967), 22–52; Smith G.  American Diplomacy During the Second World War, 
Wiley, Hoboken, NJ, 1965.
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The High Commisioner for Sardinia: a new source for 
contemporary Sardinia between II World War and 

democratic reconstruction

Luciano Erica
(University of Cagliari, Italy)

As part of the PhD course in History, Cultural Heritage and International 
Studies of the University of Cagliari, a research project is underway which 
aims to reconstruct the social, political and economic history of Sardinia 
between 1943 and 1949.

There are several reasons that led to the choice of this theme and new are 
the methods and objectives – short and long term – to be pursued.

This historical period represents a crucial six-year period for both Italy 
and Sardinia, which has some peculiarities on which it is necessary to reflect. 
A  phase that constitutes a path  – certainly long and troubled  – between 
II World War and democratic reconstruction and which, for the Island, 
culminates with the issuing of a special Sardinian Statute and the election of 
the first Regional Council.

The research  – in progress  – is conducted through the use and study 
of written sources  – archival documents, newspapers, memorials  – and 
audiovisuals.

If these first sources may appear “traditional”, it is in the methodology and 
in the purposes that the true innovation of the project lies.

Starting from these documentary bases, the research aims – through the 
development and administration of specific surveys  – to measure sardinian 
citiziens’ knowledge about the history of their region.

After this qualitative and quantitative measurement and after analyzing 
the data, will be developed solutions aimed at increasing the awareness of 
citizenship on their historical and cultural heritage. Citizens’ participation 
will also be guaranteed by a real “call to the sources” in which everyone can 
make their own sources – of whatever nature they may be – and their own 
memory, direct or handed down.

Therefore, starting from a solid methodological basis, the purpose is to 
create new scientifically valid paths open to the contribution of the public 
of “non-specialists”. The ultimate goal will be the elaboration of an editorial 
project which, never losing its scientific nature, will propose itself as a space 
for a historical narrative in which the presence of the public to which it is 
addressed is strong. With an adequate language – not simplified or simplis- 
tic –, it will stimulate a correct and aware knowledge about the topics covered. 
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In this way, the project can in fact be included in the context of public history, 
the active and participatory way of “making history”.

What we want to bring to the attention is one of the sources used which, 
for the genesis and the activity of its producer – which took place between 
1944 and 1949 -, represents a new and essential tool for anyone who wants 
to approach study of contemporary Sardinia: the High Commissioner for 
Sardinia (Alto Commissariato per la Sardegna) fond, kept in the Archivio di 
Stato of Cagliari and recently available for consultation.

The High Commissioner for Sardinia (Alto Commissariato per la Sardegna): 
a new source for the study of Sardinia between the Second World War and the 
post-war.

As anticipated, Sardinia, during the conflict and the post-war, was the 
subject and object of some peculiar “ways”.

At first, it was the only Italian region not to suffer the “war”: with the 
exception of the bombings of Olbia, Porto Torres, Alghero, La Maddalena 
and, above all, Cagliari, the island, during the conflict, made history in self. 
After the armistice of 8 September 1943, the German armies stationed on the 
island embarked for Corsica without almost fighting. In fact, the Army Corps 
General Antonio Basso, interpreting confused orders that had been given 
to him, allowed the German division commanded by General Lungerhausen 
to abandon the island.

Similarly, even from an administrative point of view, Sardinia followed 
a road partially different from that of the peninsula. After the armistice, the 
Allied Control Commission came into operation, to supervise the activities 
of the Italian government and to monitor compliance with the terms of 
the  armistice. Sardinia, however, was considered a region falling under 
the  jurisdiction of the royal government and therefore part of King’s Italy. 
The Allies did not take on the task of administering Sardinia, but only of 
supervising the effective collaboration between the center and the periphery.

On 1943 September 23, the US president Eisenhower expressed that the 
Italian prime minister Badoglio designates a regional high commissioner, 
representative of the highest civil authority on the three island provinces and 
with the task of administering civil, economic, political and financial areas. 
The negotiations, the proposals and the counterproposals were numerous and 
not free from internal discontent. Still in December 1943, a solution had not 
been found, also because of the fear of the Italian government that the high 
commissioner could have prefigured a definitive regional body, dangerous 
for the unity of the state. The issue of the island management was settled at 
the end of January 1944. The royal decree law (n.21 of 1944, 21 January), 
concerning the institution of the High Commissioner of Sardinia and issued 
on 31 January of the same year, provided for the appointment of a high 
commissioner reporting directly to the head of state and with a temporary 
character. It was responsible for supervising and directing on the island all 
state, civil and military administrations, local authorities, under public law 
and all those subject to state protection or surveillance; directing the action 
of the prefects and all civil and military authorities, ensuring their pursuit 



of the same line of action; if necessary, exercising the powers of the central 
government.

The personality identified as suitable to hold the position was the air 
team general Pietro Pinna. A man considered, even by the anti-fascist parties, 
super partes and who could count on the benevolence of the United States, 
on an attitude of interest awaited by the UK and on a high consideration by 
Badoglio. The High Commissioner was flanked in its action by a consultative 
council, expression of the local political groups and to which, in December of 
the same year, a regional council took over.

The documentary complex – the result of the five-year work of the High 
Commissariat – is available for consultation only in recent times. The  fond 
was given to the Autonomous Region of Sardinia by the Government 
Representation in 1968 and subsequently transfer to the Archivio di Stato of 
Cagliari.

Made available for consultation only in recent times, the fond – divided 
into nine series and further internal subseries – represents, today, an essential 
tool for anyone who wants to approach the study of Sardinia at that time. 
Unfortunately, this historical phase still not very investigated and, for this 
reason, it’s often the subject of deep-seated commonplaces and mystifications. 
However, the analysis of these documents allows to reconstruct precisely the 
island’s history from every angle, from the age-old question of public security, 
to political and party life, passing through the economic and social aspects, just 
to name a few examples. Furthermore, in contrast to what is – perhaps – the 
most widespread preconception about Sardinia, the sources lend themselves to 
a markedly “glocal” reading and analysis.

An island that is the subject and object of intense international relations 
and that – despite its geographical definition and its peculiarities – is certainly 
not “isolated”.
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A Distant Ally in Difficult Times? 
Official German foreign policy perceptions 

of Thailand’s foreign policy and German-Thai 
diplomatic relations, 1941–1945

Noack David X.
(University of Mannheim)

In the course of the Second World War, Thailand was the only German 
ally in East- and South-East Asia except Japan. Germany had long-standing 
diplomatic relations with the Buddhist kingdom, and played a non-negligible 
role in Thailand’s economy before the war. The paper focusses on issues and 
questions of German-Thai diplomatic relations during Thailand’s participation 
in the Asian theatre of the Second World War. In a two-pronged approach, it 
examines the roles of Thailand’s representatives in Germany from 1941 until 
1945, and the country in fascist Germany’s India policy, based on published 
and unpublished documents from the German foreign ministry.

An in-depth analysis of the assessments by German foreign policy officials 
in Bangkok and Berlin of Thailand’s role in German South East Asian policy 
during the Second World War reveals that German foreign policy officials 
perceived the country as an unequal partner in South East Asia. A surprising 
fact, considering that Germany and Thailand had nearly no economic and 
military exchange with each other in the course of the war, and Germany tried 
to use the country to enforce its influence in the region.
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EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT DURING THE WAR YEARS  
IN KAZAKHSTAN

Ospanova Dayana Gabitkyzy
(L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian University)

The Great Patriotic War became a moment of truth for the Soviet Union, 
which, subsequently, determined the power, courage and foresight of the state. 
The pages of the history of the Great Patriotic War are a real confirmation 
of how people, sacredly committed to their native land, sacrificed practically 
everything they had for the peace and prosperity of the Motherland. Despite 
the fact that the war, by its destructive force, destroyed the opportunities, 
chances and hopes for further development, the desire to improve life in the 
USSR, people did not lose faith in victory, continued to promote in society 
such unshakable concepts as “science”, “education”, and “culture”, despite the 
crushing blows of the war. The Kazakhstanis have become a prime example of 
how, even under the most hopeless circumstances of a war, one can continue 
to fight for culture and enlightenment. History remembers not only the selfless 
acts of Kazakh soldiers in the name of the Motherland, but also their stubborn 
pursuit of knowledge.

From the very first days of the war, in the Kazakh SSR, the issue of 
reforming the education system, especially the school system, came up on 
the agenda, since a large number of students stopped attending school due 
to wartime circumstances. There was an urgent need for a total restructuring 
of all school education on a war footing, reorganization of orphanages and 
boarding schools, and the involvement of school-age children in education. 
The war also brought great losses to the educational and material base of 
schools: there was a shortage of teachers, due to the fact that many teachers 
and high school students were called up to the front.

Due to the circumstances of the Patriotic War, serious adjustments were 
made to the curriculum with an emphasis on the patriotic education of children 
and their involvement in work in industry and agricultural production. 
During the school year, students were engaged in the collection of waste paper 
and scrap metal, assisted in hospitals where wounded soldiers were placed, 
cultivated crops and renovated school buildings.

Due to difficult conditions, school lessons were not held properly: the 
duration of one lesson was only 40 minutes, the children studied in three shifts, 
and teachers, due to lack of time, had to study simultaneously with two or even 
three classes. Many school buildings in Kazakhstani cities were given to the 
government for other purposes, so the area of schools has sharply decreased. 
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For example, 60 school buildings in Almaty during the war years, only 29 were 
actually used for education.

In 1943–44, a number of resolutions were issued to improve the financial 
situation of teachers, but the situation was very difficult, since in many regions 
of Kazakhstan teachers were not adequately provided with bread rations, and 
bread cards were not issued for months1.

Towards the end of World War II, the process of rebuilding the Kazakh 
elementary school began: in 1941, 2801 Kazakh schools operated in Kazakhstan, 
and in 1945 this number dropped to 2567 schools.

In 1944–1945, 7596 schools functioned in Kazakhstan (3496 of them), 
313  directors worked. During the war years, 33 school workers received 
certificates from the Supreme Council of the Kazakh SSR for work and 
perseverance in educating the future generation, and 35 teachers became 
honored teachers of the republic2.

Regarding the work of higher educational institutions, the war radically 
changed the previous order and system. From the very beginning of World 
War II, a huge number of teachers and students were called up to the front; 
in this regard, the curriculum was significantly reduced, but the training of 
specialists continued. At the beginning of 1943 the total number of students in 
Kazakhstan was 1858, then at the end of the academic semester there were only 
871 of them. In the pre-war time, 55 graduate students studied at universities, 
but in connection with the call to the front, only 15 people remained to study.

In October 1941, a resolution was adopted by the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan “On improving educational work in 
universities”, which pursued the goal of improving the political educational 
direction among students and their teachers, containing recommendations for 
successful activities in war. The plans included tasks that had military and 
economic aspects for defense purposes3.

The military departments of the universities of Kazakhstan significantly 
replenished the ranks of their employees, regular military exercises were 
mandatory for all groups.

Like school facilities, university buildings were converted to hospitals and 
military enterprises. The curriculum, which previously was 4–5 years of study, 
was universally reduced to 3–4 years. Due to lack of staff, some disciplines 
were taught by teachers from other universities.

One of the most important events was the evacuation of higher education 
institutions from other republics to the Kazakh SSR.  These changes were 
the result of improving the quality of education in Kazakhstan, an increase in 
the number of scientific studies. 41 educational institutions were evacuated, 

1  Central’nyj Gosudarstvennyj Arhiv Respubliki Kazahstan (CGA RK).
2  CGA RK.
3  Zhamanbaev  K.Zh.  Vysshaya shkola v Kazahstane: Istoricheskij opyt 

Kommunisticheskoj partii Kazakhstana po rukovodstvu vysshej shkoly za 50 let 
(1920–1970 gg.). Alma-Ata, 1972. С. 76.



together with about 8 thousand students and 500 teachers, including 5 acade-
micians, 35 professors and 92 associate professors from Russia.

During the war years, the number of universities increased from 13 to 15; 
in Almaty, the teacher’s institute of foreign languages, the Kazakh female 
pedagogical institute, were reopened. Some universities, on the other hand, 
were temporarily closed: the Semipalatinsk and Ural teaching institutes, the 
Kustanai pedagogical school.

The pace of research has slowed significantly: the 1945 plan provided for 
75 topics to be completed, but only 58 of them were completed, due to the 
departure of supervisors and other workers who took patronage over students. 
Despite this, the training of highly qualified personnel was carried out quite 
successfully thanks to the support of teachers from the evacuated educational 
institutions. During the war years, 4 doctoral and 40 master’s theses were 
defended at the Kirov Kazakh State University, and 1 doctoral and 4 master’s 
theses were defended at the Agricultural Institute.

In 1945, the buildings of educational institutions occupied for military 
departments were returned. After the war ended, the number of students in-
creased again: at the beginning of the war, about 10 thousand students studied 
at universities in Kazakhstan, and in 1946 more than 15 thousand students. In 
attempts to achieve the pre-war level, pedagogical staff in educational institu-
tions was urgently needed: during the war years, 3070 teachers were trained.

The experience of the universities of the People’s Commissariat for the 
wartime showed that the highest pedagogical school of Kazakhstan was viable 
and active and was able to continue hard work on the training of teachers. The 
evacuation of scientists from Moscow and Leningrad was of great importance 
not only for the folding of the historical concepts of E.B. Bekmakhanov, but 
also for many Kazakhstan researchers, in general, the development of historical 
science4.

4  Mazhitov S.F. Istorik Ermuhan Bekmahanov. Astana, 2005. С. 264.
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the Second Italian War of Independence of 1859

Pingot Loïc Pierre
(École nationale des Chartes, France)

To determine the death toll of any given battle or conflict poses a difficult 
issue at the State whose soldiers are concerned and at the historian. The 
necessity to calculate the number of dead during contemporary conflicts for 
tactical, strategical, financial and moral reasons provides him with enough 
material as to render the task possible but still extremely difficult due to the 
uncertainty of an important number of deaths and the eventual lackings of the 
source material and of the institutions which produced it. Thus, not only is it 
interesting to approach this subject matter in order to gather precise statistic 
information on contemporary conflicts but it also provides insights on the 
actual attention given by an army and a society to their fallen soldiers and 
touches the topical subject of the “duty of rememberance”.

In order to modestly contribute to a research field undergoing an import-
ant renewal in France1 as in other countries, we focused our work on the calcu-
lation of the death toll of the French Army of Italy during the Second Italian 
War of Independance between May 29th 1859 and the beginning of May 1860 
and especially the proper military campaign opposing the French Army and 
its Sardinian ally to the Austrian Army between May 29th and July 12th 1859. 
This short but bloody war – famous for having inspired Swiss philanthropist 
Henry Dunant to create the Red Cross in order to help military victims on 
the field – is an interesting experimentation ground to develop a methodol-
ogy to calculate the death toll of an army during war time, appliable to other 
larger conflicts such as World War One or Two. We mostly used the datas 
provided to us by the official numbers at the time, given by the French Army 
department of statistics and confronted them with estimations given in his 
war correspondence by Napoleon III2, and the military services3 during the 

1  A similar study focusing on the death toll of the Crimean War already exists. Cf 
Fredj C. “Compter les morts de Crimée: un tournant sur l’identité professionnelle des 
médecins de l’armée française (1865–1882)”,  Histoire, économie & société. vol.  29e 
année. no. 3, 2010. p. 95–108.

2  Cf Archives Nationales, Fonds Napoléon (XVe–XXe siècles), 400AP/1–
400AP/221, Dossier 1 and 2, Pierrefitte-sur-Seine.

3  Cf Service historique de la défense, GR G3/25, Vincennes: estimates were made 
per regiments and corps after every encounter, keeping tracks of the dead, missing, 
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campaign and with later results obtained by contemporary doctors and statis-
ticians. We also used the information provided by the legislative sources con-
cerning military pensions, always useful in that sort of case. The amount of 
spendings planned for veterans and military widows in the budget plan for the 
year 1859 and brought to the public debt was thus of 36 650 000 francs4, and 
reached 36 926 000 for the year 18605 – substantial augmentation of which a 
part at least must be attributed to the compensations given to the victims of 
the 1859 war – proving the very concrete reasons justifying the calculation of 
the number of casualties from a financial point of view.

If at the end the definitive numbers seem to be those established after 
extensive researches in 1869 by the military surgeon and renouned statistician 
Jean-Charles Chenu6, leaving us with a rough estimation revolving around 
10 000 dead; the study although reveals the interest given by Napoleon III 
himself and the military authorities as well as the Healthcare services of the 
French Army – undergoing an important development at that time and since 
the napoleonic wars7 – for the question.

We have particularly been able to confirm the tendency according to which 
the initial numbers produced in the aftermath of operations are always very 
innacurate, certainly due to the context of hurry and the difficulties inherent 
to any statistic recollection on battlefields and military hospitals, while war is 
still raging on and where the sanitary necessities – burrying the dead, taking 
away the troops and caring for the ill and wounded etc. – prevail. The further 
in time the researches are made, the more accurate they seem to be with 
the passing of time allowing to refine in retrospect the first estimates given 
of the number of casualties, especially by distinguishing those killed on the 
battlefield, those who died of their wounds or due to illness, and the misssing 
in action, with due attention given to those who died after returning to the 
homeland from complications of illnesses or wounds received in campaign and 
whose number is according to all sources the great unknown. As stated by the 
statistician Paul Leroy-Beaulieu: “In such matters the biggest and most recent 
numbers are the most accurate”8, which is not however to say that an effort 
wasn’t made by the military administration to come to an official account of 

wounded and deserters, often with extensive details: name, rank, causes of death or 
wounds etc.

4  Cf Bulletin des lois de la République française, Imprimerie nationale, Paris, July–
December 1858. p. 804.

5  Cf Bulletin des lois de la République française, Imprimerie nationale, Paris, July–
December 1859. p. 846.

6  Cf Chenu Jean-Charles. Statistique médico-chirurgicale de la campagne d’Italie 
en 1859 et 1860: Service des ambulances et des hôpitaux militaires et civils, 2. vol, 
J. Dumaine, Paris, 1869.

7  Cf Fredj C. Médecins en campagne, médecine des lointains: le service de santé des 
armées en campagne dans les expéditions lointaines du Second Empire (Crimée, Chine-
Cochinchine, Mexique), doctoral thesis, Daniel Nordman (dir), 2006, HESS, Paris.

8  Cf Leroy-Beaulieu  P. Les Guerres contemporaines, Pichon-Lamy, Paris, 1869. 
p. 41.



the number of casualties of the 1859–1860 campaign. It was futhermore very 
conscious that its official account could be improved on, as acknowledged by 
Dr.  Hippolyte Larrey, chief-doctor of the French Army of Italy in an essay 
read to the Paris Academy of Medecine9.

Colonel Saget, then responsible of the statistic works for the Ministry of 
War thus produced two sets of numbers, one immediately after the campaign, 
and one revised later and more accurate. If these numbers weren’t totally 
satisfaying yet, the necessary work of refinement was achieved by statisticians 
and especially former military doctors who had partaken in the Italy campaign 
and considered it part of their duty, such as Dr. Louis Cazalas, one of Larrey’s 
successors as chief-doctor of the Army of Italy after his departure on july 
1859, who especially worked on the number of ill and wounded10, and 
of course Jean-Charles Chenu who dedicated fifteen years of his life to the 
calculation of the death tolls of the Crimean War and the Second Italian War 
of Independance11, establishing himself as a model.

The improvement of this type of operation in the French Military is a 
long process which is not even finished at the beginning of World War One 
which pushes the military administration to develop proper tools to deal with 
the counting of the dead12, the short 1859 war being but an other landmark 
leading to this result.

9  Quoted in Leroy-Beaulieu P. op. cit. p. 40, 42.
10  Cf Cazalas L. Maladies de l’armée d’Italie, ou Documents pour servir à l’histoire 

médico-chirurgicale de l’armée d’Italie (campagne de 1859–1860), Rozier  V. (ed), 
Paris, 1964.

11  Cf Chenu J.C. Rapport au Conseil de santé des armées sur les résultats du service 
médico-chirurgical aux ambulances de Crimée et aux hôpitaux militaires français de 
Turquie pendant la campagne d’Orient en  1854–1855–1856,  Paris, J.  Dumaine (ed), 
1865 and Statistique médico-chirurgicale... op. cit.

12  Cf Prost A. “Compter les vivants et les morts: l’évaluation des pertes françaises de 
1914–1918”, Le Mouvement Social. vol. 222. no. 1, 2008. p. 41–60.
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The Nazi «General Plan East» and its Realization 
in Occupied Poland: The «Aktion Zamosc» 1942–1943

Pulvermacher Alexandra
(Alpen-Adria-Universität Klagenfurt, Austria)

The “General Plan East”, developed by Nazi German planning elites since 
the end of 1941, envisaged the expulsion of 31 million people in East Central 
Europe. In contrast to the history of the deportations before autumn of 1941, 
i.e. those in Poland and Slovenia, the picture of the “General Plan East” 
remains rather dim. This is due to the diffuse history of its development, in 
which numerous institutions were involved. The one “General Plan East” did 
not exist either – it stands for a multitude of planning concepts between 1940 
and 1943, the documents of which were largely destroyed in 19451. In contrast 
to other National Socialist plans, it was realized only to some extent within the 
“Aktion Zamosc”2, which was in a certain sense a continuation of deportations 
already carried out by the National Socialists, albeit radicalized.

The SS decided to realize this project in the territory of Zamość for 
several reasons: alleged German colonists from the time of Austrian rule 
had been discovered there, who now were to be “re-Germanized”. The soils 
in this area were very fertile, moreover several important traffic routes 
were running through Zamość, which itself was claimed to be a German 
Renaissance town3.

Within the “Aktion Zamosc”, more than 100,000 Poles were forcibly 
resettled from 293 villages. It was organized by the Central Emigration Office 
(UWZ), which had already gained experience during the deportations of 
Polish citizens from the annexed territories to the General Government. In 
transit camps, the deportees were selected according to two criteria: firstly 
their ability to work and secondly their “racial” value. Persons capable of work 
were brought to the Third Reich for forced labour if they were classified as 

1  Der “Generalplan Ost”: Hauptlinien der nationalsozialistischen Planungs- und 
Vernichtungspolitik  / Ed. by Mechthild Rössler and Sabine Schleiermacher. Berlin, 
1993; Vom Generalplan Ost zum Generalsiedlungsplan: Dokumente / Ed. by Czeslaw 
Madajczyk. Munich, 1994.

2  Zamojszczyzna  – Sonderlaboratorium SS: Zbiór dokumentów polskich i 
niemieckich z okresu okupacji hitlerowskiej / Ed. by Czesław Madajczyk. 2 vol. Warsaw, 
1977, 13–15.

3  Ibid. 12.
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“racially valuable”; if not, they were taken to the Auschwitz labour camp4. 
Persons younger than 14 and older than 60 years, disabled and sick people 
were to be brought to “pension villages” that had previously been depopulated 
within the Holocaust. Thus, 30,000 children aged between 6 months and 
14 years were separated from their parents. 4,500 of them considered “racially 
valuable” were deported to the Third Reich for “Germanization”.

The remaining were to vegetate in the “pension villages,” where they lacked 
any kind of care. Already during the transports, numerous children froze to 
death or fell seriously ill.5 However, for Hermann Krumey, the head of the 
UWZ, this indirect method of extermination was not sufficient: he advocated 
that children should be taken with their parents to Auschwitz, as otherwise 
they could reproduce again in the future and thus endanger “Germanization”6. 
According to two eyewitness reports, at least 90 Polish children from the 
Zamość area were killed in Auschwitz by phenol injections7.

Consequently, the “Aktion Zamosc” caused massive unrest and panic 
among the Polish population. In view of the brutal approach of the occupiers, 
many Poles feared that they were now facing the same fate as the Jews. They 
hid, tried to find shelter with relatives in neighbouring villages or fled into the 
woods to join the resistance, mainly divisions of the Farmer’s Battalions and 
the Home Army. By countless acts of sabotage and attacks on the German 
police stations and ethnic German resettlers, the partisans tried to prevent the 
deportations8. The Polish Red Cross and the Committee for Social Welfare 
organized clothing, food and medical care in order to alleviate the plight of the 
deportees9. In response to the exploding resistance, the occupiers carried out 
the anti-partisan and pacification actions, which included mass detentions and 

4  Zamojszczyzna 1, 12–13; operational command no. 16 of 12 Dec. 1942 of Hermann 
Krumey regarding deportation planed on 14 Dec., in: ibd., doc. 76, 216–18.

5  Wysiedlanie ludności polskiej w tzw. Kraju Warty, na Zamojszczyźnie 
oraz popełnione przy tym zbrodnie: Biuletyn Głównej Komisji Badania Zbrodni 
Hitlerowskich w Polsce. Vol. XXI / Ed. by Wacław Szulc, Warsaw 1970 (henceforth 
Biuletyn XXI), 48.

6  Report of the work of the UWZ in Zamosc from 27.11.–31.12.1942, Krumey, 
31 Dec. 1942 in Łódź, in: Zamojszczyzna 1, doc. 98, 256–9, here 259.

7  Protocol of the hearing of the witness Stanisław Głowy, in: Biuletyn XXI, 292–4; 
protocol of the hearing of the witness Roland Goryczki, in: ibd., 294–5.

8  Bruno Wasser, Die Neugestaltung des Ostens. Ostkolonisation und Raumplanung 
der Nationalsozialisten in Polen während der deutschen Besetzung 1939–1944 unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung der Zamojszczyzna im Distrikt Lublin, dissertation, 
Aachen 1992, 228–9; Zygmunt Klukowski, Tagebuch aus den Jahren der Okkupation 
1939–1944  / Ed. by Christine Glauning and Ewelina Wanke. Berlin, 2017, 388–436; 
Zygmunt Mańkowski, Między Wisłą a Bugiem 1939–1944: Studium o polityce okupanta 
i postawach społeczeństwa, Lublin 1978, 272–6. 

9  Agnieszka Jaczyńska, The SS Sonderlaboratorium. The Zamosc-Region: “The First 
Settlement Area in the Generalgouvernement”. Lublin, 2012, 323.



deportation to the Third Reich for forced labour, the burning and bombing of 
villages as well as mass shootings10.

The “Aktion Zamosc” went far beyond a local project: As part of the 
“General Plan East” it enjoyed the great interest of Himmler, who despite 
vehement internal criticism adhered to it for a relatively long time. In the 
regional SS leader Odilo Globocnik he had found a man who had already 
proven his “drive” within the “Aktion Reinhardt” – the murder of 1.5 million 
predominately Polish Jews  – and who was now trying to implement the 
“Aktion Zamosc” without any regard for losses. Göring, Goebbels and Frank, 
however, were against it as in their view it caused unnecessary unrest in the 
hinterland of the front and substantial economic losses11.

There is also a link between the “Aktion Zamosc” and the Holocaust: 
More than 1,000 Poles were deported to Berlin to replace Jews working in 
the armaments industry who with their families in return were deported 
to Auschwitz12. There also seems to be a connection between the “Aktion 
Zamosc” and the Volhynia massacres of Ukrainian Nationalists against Poles: 
The Germans deliberately tried to intensify the antagonism between Poles and 
Ukrainians in order to use it for their own purposes. Thus, Ukrainian policemen 
took part in the expulsions of Poles. Moreover, several thousand Ukrainians 
were resettled in homes from which Poles had previously been expelled13. It 
must be clarified whether and to what extent the Polish-Ukrainian fighting 
that began in 1943 was connected with the “Aktion Zamosc”.

The “Aktion Zamosc” has a specific place in the history of German 
occupation, deportation and extermination policies. Until now, it has been 
neglected by international research, although a large number of edited sources 
are available. The “Aktion Zamosc” can be considered as a laboratory for 
the demographic policies of Nazi Germany in Eastern Europe, the biggest 
deportation concept in history. It shows the German structures and policies 
of deportation, its fatal consequences including mass murder, but also the 
reactions of society and the limits of German violent rule in Eastern Europe.

10  Ibd., 160; Wasser. Neugestaltung, 230–1.
11  Zamojszczyzna 1, 15–16; Wasser, Neugestaltung, 227.
12  Danuta Czech, Kalendarium der Ereignisse im Konzentrationslager Auschwitz-

Birkenau 1939–1945. Reinbeck bei Hamburg 1989, 358–60, 427–9.
13  Zamojszczyzna 1, 15; Klukowski, Tagebuch, 435.
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The landings in Sicily: soldiers’ and civilians’ 
perception of a wartime encounter

Simonetti Fabio
(University of Reading, UK)

The Imperial War Museum (London, UK), a leading resource for the study 
of the history of contemporary conflict, has recently celebrated its centenary. 
The IWM was founded in 1917, while the First World War battlefields were 
still claiming countless lives, to provide a national war museum to record the 
events of what was then known as the Great War.

According to its founders’ vision, the museum would have a dual role as a 
place both of commemoration and of research. Today IWM’s role is to address 
and interpret the history and memory of 20th and 21st century conflict, showing 
how these events affected people’s lives and shaped today’s world.

With its vast, heterogeneous collection of objects, artworks, photos and 
films, documents and sound archives and its specialist library, the museum is 
committed to maintaining its leading role in promoting innovative research 
into aspects of the Second World War. A current indication of IWM’s efforts 
is the reinterpretation and complete renovation of its Second World War and 
Holocaust galleries, due to open in 2021.

Furthermore, the newly established IWM Institute, which aims to increase 
the public understanding of war and conflict, is a significant development 
in the museum’s promotion of itself as a place for discussion, debate, and 
innovative approaches to studying the past. IWM also recruits three new 
doctoral researchers every year under its Collaborative Doctoral Partnership 
scheme, a collaboration with the Arts and Humanities Research Council. My 
own research, based on the study of the wartime encounters between British 
soldiers and Italian civilians during the 1943–1947 Allied invasion, liberation 
and consequent occupation of Italy, is part of this scheme, which sees over 
50 students embedded in cultural organisations each year.

Multidisciplinary studies of wartime encounters aim to analyse how war 
shapes the sphere of human relations. By shifting the focus away from the 
battlefields, the centre of the discourse becomes the transnational clash of 
cultures that takes place in war zones when people thrown together by the 
circumstances of war come face to face. In light of the increased availability of 
autobiographical sources such as memoirs and diaries, as well as the widespread 
use of oral history interviews, it is now particularly fruitful to focus on the 
construction of a more nuanced and complex social history of war.
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The study of wartime encounters urged me to privilege researching and 
visiting the actual places where these clashes took place and that British 
soldier-travellers described in their own recollections. The desire to follow in 
their footsteps and to interview eyewitnesses who could still remember those 
days derives from the will to understand the perception both sides had of each 
other. Tracking down, meeting and interviewing people from London, Sicily 
and Rome has definitely widened my perception of these events and has made 
me see the variety of individuals’ responses to historical events from different 
angles.

With my presentation, I would like to highlight aspects of British soldiers’ 
and Italian civilians’ perception of their very first encounter on 10 July 
1943, the day of the Allied invasion of Sicily. This amphibious operation  – 
the largest of the whole war in terms of divisions involved – represented an 
important turning point in the course of the conflict. While the Red Army 
had been bearing the weight of the German attack against the Soviet Union 
for two years, following the end of the victorious North-African Campaign, 
Anglo-American forces were finally ready to bring the war back to Europe – 
the heart of the Axis powers – for the first time since 1940.

From the very beginning, despite the Allied authorities’ concerns over 
the reception the first Anglo-American soldiers would receive from the 
civilians of an enemy country, these soldiers predominantly experienced very 
little hostility from the war-weary Sicilians. The most common image of the 
liberation of Italian towns shows Allied soldiers in the act of giving chocolate 
and cigarettes to overjoyed civilians in the streets. For the Italians, the moment 
of liberation represented a perfect ‘ending’ to their war, while for the soldiers, 
their reception was a surprise and a relief which were impossible to forget.

William Watson, of the Durham Light Infantry, was one of those who 
recalled the surprisingly warm welcome in Sicily: ‘Some were delighted to see 
us, wanted to be free from Italy and be part of the British Empire. I remember 
myself that I was kissed by some Sicilian girl from the town’1.

The experience of British veteran Roy Quinton is even more poignant. 
His marriage in 1946 to an Italian woman, with whom he still lives, embodies 
a legacy of a very positive wartime encounter. When I interviewed him, he 
recalled the experience of marching through the newly liberated towns: ‘It was 
impossible these people were our enemies, they were so friendly. […] Every 
village we went through the people would come out with bottles of wine and 
they were so pleased the German occupation had come to an end that they 
made themselves drunk on their own wine! And once we got there they were 
weeping. Every village was the same and they didn’t feel threatened by us’2.

However, while this indisputable but simplistic version of events certainly 
contains elements of truth, a deeper examination of individual experiences 
unveils both parties’ fear and suspicion of each other. The imbalance of power 
could lead to mutual distrust: ‘The natives seem to be very friendly,’ wrote one 

1  IWM, Sound 10420/49: Watson W.I.
2  Interview with Quinton R. by F. Simonetti.



British serviceman, ‘clapping their hands and giving the V sign, but I suppose 
they would just put a knife in your back as not’3.

In those uncertain hours, small and isolated communities predominantly 
composed of women, children and the elderly, appeared particularly 
vulnerable. The first encounter between soldiers and locals in the Sicilian 
village of Mazzarrone remembered by Maria Amato, a four-year-old girl at the 
time, shows the extent of the suspicion on both sides. The dilemma of how to 
receive unknown invaders without angering them caused panic in her village 
when the rumour of their approach spread. In the end, they decided to offer 
them what they considered their most precious possession in wartime: a large 
amount of handmade spaghetti with tomato sauce that was prepared by the 
terrified local women and served in the main village square with their own 
red wine. The Allied soldiers were taken aback by the reception they received: 
‘they were really surprised’, Amato recalled. ‘They looked at it, they knew it 
was good, but they didn’t want to try it’4. The suspicious soldiers demanded 
that children from the village tasted it first, before trusting them and helping 
themselves.

As many more examples show, uncertainty, fear and even hatred shaped 
memories of the invasion. Such recollections stand in contrast to the more 
familiar image of the applause given to triumphant soldiers on liberation day. 
In the ‘era of the witness’ as ‘bearer of history’5, oral history, a discipline that 
considers people who experienced conflict as individuals by analysing their 
memory and representation of historical events, acquires a critical relevance 
in the reconstruction of how the war was perceived by its protagonists. It 
becomes evident how these marginalised experiences acquire their place in 
the larger whole, where the image of the ‘overjoyed’ first encounter does not 
exclude other experiences, but rather cohabits alongside them, as an important, 
realistic counterpoint to the national narrative and more embedded vie.

3  The National Archives (London), WO 204/10381.
4  Interview with Amato M. by F. Simonetti.
5  Wieviorka A. The Era of the Witness (Cornell University Press, 2006).
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From «Soviet People» to «Our Grandfathers»: 
Collective Memory of Victory Day

Steiner Anna
(Ludwig Boltzmann Institut für Kriegsfolgenforschung, Austria)

The definition of festivals and public holidays and how to celebrate them 
in public is a powerful tool in the repertoire of power politics. The decision on 
what is to be remembered and what is to be forgotten doubles as a decision 
on what is considered to be fundamental to the ideology of a group or a state. 
Ideological self-understanding, the understanding of national identity, is 
based on the collective memory of a nation, which is codified in turn through 
political decisions1.

According to Pierre Nora, “lieux de mémoire”, or “remembrance sites”, 
are places, objects or events that have special significance related to a group‘s 
collective memory. Such a lieu de mémoire for, first, the Soviet Union and then 
the Russian Federation is Victory Day. The contents of the collective memory 
have not remained static, but have developed along the – often asymmetric – 
tension between political self-legitimation and societal needs.

This paper aims show how “Victory Day” has changed from a Soviet to a 
Russian remembrance site and of which elements it consists. The Soviet Union’s 
victory over Nazi Germany is still an essential, if not the most essential, part of 
the collective memory of the Russian Federation. Vladimir Putin emphasized 
that when he said in his speech on May 9, 2015 at the Red Square: “The Great 
Victory will always be the heroic highlight of our country‘s history”2 – the 
Russian Federation’s history. Having taken over the legal succession of the 
Soviet Union, the Russian Federation has also appropriated its memory and 
discovered it as an identity-building component for its own purposes.

A longitudinal study of the anniversary years from 1955 to 2015, focusing 
on the official memory practice (public speeches of party leaders and Pravda 
articles on and around the May 9), shows which reinterpretations and breaks 

1  Petnes Nicolas (2008), Kulturwissenschaftliche Gedächtnistheorien zur 
Einführung. Hamburg: Junius; Assmann Jan (1992), Das Kulturelle Gedächtnis. Schrift, 
Erinnerung und politische Identität in frühen Hochkulturen. München: C.H. Beck. 

2  Administratsiya prezidenta Rossii (2015), My preklonyaemsya pered vsemi, 
kto nasmert‘ stojal za kazhduju ulitsu, kazhdyj dom, kazhdyj rubezh Otchisny. (Speech 
by Vladimir Putin, 9.5.2015, available at: http://kremlin.ru/events/president/
transcripts/49438 [4.2.2020]).
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the holiday as a remembrance site has experienced over time and also which 
continuities have persisted and still exist over the years.

1) Of course, the crucial role of victors in World War II used to be accorded 
to the Red Army and the Soviet people. In Soviet times, it was said that the 
socialist social order laid the foundation for success. This social order was 
presided over by the Communist Party, which was recognized as the organizer 
and initiator of Victory.

Within the party, Stalin‘s leadership role, which had led the Soviet people 
to victory in the spirit of Lenin, was emphasized until the 20th Congress of the 
Communist Party. After being erased from official memory, Lenin to a certain 
extent took over the role of spiritual forefather of Victory.  29 years later it 
was enough for Gorbachev the mention the name of Stalin in his Victory Day 
speech to elicit roaring applause from his audience3. At a Victory Day parade 
five years later he elaborated on Stalin’s strategic decisions during and before 
the Great Patriotic War, offering a comprehensive critique4.

Victory was used in retrospect to legitimize the socialist order as a whole. 
Thus, victory was used by the party leadership as evidence of the moral 
superiority of the Soviet Union and socialist order. In this respect, victory 
represented the starting point of a new era.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the notion of socialism as a 
precondition of victory finally disappeared. It has not become part of the 
Russian memory.

Until 1985, the Soviet people were always named collectively, without any 
national distinction, as the winner. A  tendency towards individualization  – 
or fragmentation  – began in 1985, when Gorbachev named the individual 
nationalities in his Victory Day speech for the first time5, and peaked in 
1990. This year, particular attention was paid to the argument that it was 
primarily the cohesion across ethnic borders that had led to victory in the 
Great Patriotic War – which sounded like an appeal for common ground as 
one could only be victorious when united.

In 1992, a “hangover mood” still seemed to hang over Victory Day6. 
However, the Russian leadership soon discovered this remembrance site. 
On March 13, 1993 an order7 was issued to the effect that the peoples of the 
Russian Federation have made a huge contribution to victory and that it 

3  Doklad tovarishcha Gorbacheva. Pravda 9.5.1985: p. 2.
4  Doklad M.S. Gorbacheva. Pravda 9.5.1990: p. 2
5  Pravda No.  129 (24386), Bessmertnyj podvig sovetskogo naroda. Doklad 

tovarishcha Gorbacheva. Pravda 9.5.1985: p. 1–3.
6  Pravda No. 67 (26821), Krivomazov Nikolaj, Ne zabyvaj, malysh, pobedili vse-

taki my! Pravda 13.5.1992: p. 1.
7  O Podgotovke Prazdnovaniju 50-letija Pobedy v Velikoj Otechestvennoj vojne 

1941–1945. Postanovlenie VS RF from 13.05.1993 № 4963–1 (Order of the Supreme 
Soviet of the Russian Federation was prepared to prepare for the celebrations of the 
50th anniversary of the Victory in the Great Patriotic War 1941–1945).



was therefore their duty to commemorate the heroic the older generations8. 
Since then the Victory has served to strengthen a patriotic attachment to the 
Russian Federation.

2) For a long time, the group of victims of the War had been the one shown 
the least differentiation in official reports, mentioned the casualties among 
“the Soviet people”, but avoided mentioning individual fates. A trend towards 
greater involvement of family memory, which primarily included the heroes 
but also the victims of the War consolidated itself over time and is more topical 
than ever in today‘s Russian Federation. When Brezhnev directly addressed 
widows and orphans in his Victory Day speech in 19659, the level of personal 
suffering became a substantial part of Soviet memory, if at first only hesitantly.

Since 1985 veterans have been encouraged to share their memories 
with later generations who have no first-hand experience of the War10. 
Victory was no longer part of everyone‘s experience (“critical threshold”, 
J. Assmann). Therefore it proved to be necessary for the leadership to resort 
to communicative memory, which is maintained through intergenerational 
dialogue.

The official narrative has given more and more space to personal suffering. 
This trend continues in Russian remembrance. Remembrance within family 
memory offers the essential advantage that following generations can be more 
easily linked to the memory through a personal connection.

This change from a collective number of victims to individuals with whom 
personal relationships exist can also be seen in Vladimir Putin‘s speech11 on 
the 70th anniversary of victory over “fascism” in 2015. By commemorating the 
killed grandfathers, mothers, and brothers and thus including communicative 
memory in the official narrative, Putin not only established a personal 
connection between the audience and the victims. At the same time, he also 
cleverly strengthened unity and pointed to continuities with visitors and 
veterans from former Soviet republic.

8  Cf. Ibidem.
9  Pravda No. 129 (17081), 9.5.1965: Velikaja Pobeda Sovetskogo Naroda. Doklad 

Tovarishcha L.I. Brezhneva. Pravda 9.5.1965: p. 1–4.
10  Vernost‘ leninskomu znameni. Vstrecha s Zentral’nom Komitete KPSS s 

veteranami Velikoj Otechestvennoj vojny. Pravda: 6.5.1985: p. 1–2.
11  Administratsiya prezidenta Rossii (2015), My preklonyaemsya pered vsemi, 

kto nasmert‘ stojal za kazhduju ulitsu, kazhdyj dom, kazhdyj rubezh Otchisny (Speech 
by Vladimir Putin, 9.5.2015, available at: http://kremlin.ru/events/president/
transcripts/49438 [4.2.2020]).



– 386 –

memory of the Holocaust in communist Romania

Teodorescu Horia-Gabriel
(University of Cambridge, UK)

In June 1941, Romanian troops joined their German allies in the invasion 
of the Soviet Union. The goal of this campaign was to regain the territories 
that had been lost to the USSR in 1940, Bessarabia and North Bukovina. Ion 
Antonescu, a fervent antisemite and the country’s de facto leader, ordered 
army and police commanders to “cleanse the Bessarabian land” of its “Jewish 
element”1. Subsequently, Romanian authorities carried out a systematic policy 
of deportation and mass murder of the Jews in Bessarabia and Bukovina; many 
of them were sent to concentration camps in Transnistria, where they were 
killed together with Ukrainian Jews. Based on the conclusions of the Elie 
Wiesel Commission on the Holocaust in Romania, the country was responsible 
for the murder of between 280 000 and 380 000 Jews during the Second World 
War, second only to Germany in this regard2.

The country’s Stalinization after the war made any reckoning with these 
crimes impossible. The new Communist regime, though anti-fascist in theory, 
was more interested in consolidating its power than in examining the country’s 
wartime record. In its quest for popular support, the regime constructed 
a comfortable and false narrative of a morally pure country, yearning for 
social justice and forced into the anti-Soviet war by a clique of pro-German 
politicians. This story ignored the mass support for fascist parties among 
Romanians during the 1930s; it also obscured the fact that the reoccupation 
and ethnic cleansing of Bessarabia and Bukovina had been key war goals for 
Antonescu, emphasizing instead the few months spent after August 1944 
on the Allied side. The erasure of the Holocaust from public memory was a 
natural consequence of this remembrance policy: from monographs to school 
textbooks, historical works minimized or even negated the existence of any 
state-driven genocidal policy. Even when war crimes were recognized, the 
Jewishness of those killed was erased, with communists and anti-fascist 
workers being awarded the status of primary victims.

1  Shapiro P. The Kishinev Ghetto, 1941–1942: A Documentary History of the 
Holocaust in Romania’s Contested Borderlands (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama 
Press, 2015), p. 9.

2  Wiesel E. (pres.), Friling T. (ed.), Ioanid R. (ed.) and Ionescu M.E. (ed.) Raport 
Final. Comisia Internațională pentru Studierea Holocaustului în România (Iași: 
Polirom, 2004). p. 388.



The paper presents an archaeological study of this “history cleansing” in 
postwar Romania. It examines several factors that shaped the distorted World 
War Two narrative that emerged during the late 1940s. Firstly, it argues 
that communist ideology was structurally unable to scrutinize the nature of 
fascism and its associated crimes, as it regarded ethnic and religious conflicts 
as nothing but class struggles in disguise. Particular attention is given to the 
ideological debates within Romanian Marxism between revisionists such 
as Lucrețiu Pătrășcanu and hardline ideologues who followed the narrow 
Dimitrovian definition of fascism as the terrorist culmination of the most 
reactionary and imperialist elements of finance capital. Secondly, the paper 
shows that the Stalinist regime instrumentalized anti-fascism in its quest for 
power, promoting a binary logic under which all of its political opponents 
were branded as “fascists”, while communists became the sole victims of 
wartime crimes. Thirdly, the article touches upon the issue of antisemitism 
among leading Romanian communists who, starting in the early ’50s, purged 
their Jewish colleagues from the Party in an action mirroring Stalin’s “anti-
cosmopolitan” campaign.

After tracing the erasure of the Holocaust’s memory to these postwar 
developments, the paper explores the subject’s treatment in educational and 
scholarly writing during the period. It discusses Mihail Roller’s 1947 model 
history textbook, which declared that “the thousands of victims of fascist 
camps were democratic citizens”, thus starting the erasure of the Holocaust’s 
memory from public education3. The paper also looks at several important 
academic volumes published during the 1950s and 1960s, most of which made 
no mention of the mass killing of Jews by Romanian soldiers and gendarmes 
during the war. The official censorship of incriminatory books, such as 
Matatias Carp’s Cartea Neagra or Pătrășcanu’s “Romania’s Basic Problems” 
is also addressed, together with the general inaccessibility of archives and 
sources related to the Holocaust.

The last section of the paper examines the evolution of the Holocaust’s 
memory after 1989. The emphasis here is on the contrast between the official 
recognition of state responsibility for the crimes and the continuing ignorance 
of the subject among a large majority of Romanians. The opening of the 
archives and governmental support for research have catalysed the scholarly 
study of the Romanian Holocaust over the past three decades, leading to 
the emergence of a large body of quality academic work. Holocaust denial, 
however, remains widespread among the general population and the paper 
addresses, in its concluding remarks, the need for further boosting education 
on the subject in the public realm.

3  Roller M. et. al. Istoria României. Manual unic pentru clasa a VIII-a secundară 
(București: Editura de Stat, 1947), pp. 767–768.
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