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Abstract 

The topic ofthe paper is related to the developrnent ofthe Rornanian foreign policy dur­
ing few decades of the Comrnunist era. The initiative is based on the general observation 
that starting the 60's Rornania started to di stance herself from Moscow's guidance and it 
developed stronger ties with Western countries, but also with the so-called Third World 
group . This is the general context which made possible questions such as Had Ronıania 
deve loped an autonomous foreign policy? If yes, who designed it? or What exactly meant 
an autonomous policy? 
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Özet 

Bu ça lı şımı , Romanya ' nın komünist dönemdeki dı ş politikasının on yıllık dönem­
ler halindeki ge li ş imi il e ilgi lidir. l960'lı yıll arın başından itibaren Romanya ' nın , 
Moskova 'nın lide rli ği ile arasına mesafe koyduğu, Batılı ve Üçüncü Dünya Ülkeleri il e 
de bağlarını güçlendirdiği gözlemlenmişti. Bu durum beraberinde Rornanya ' nın özerk bir 
politika izledi mi sorusunu gündeme getirmekteydi. Eğer yanıt evet ise bunu kim tasarla­
d ı ? Ya da bu g:e rçcktcn Ö7crk hir po liti k cı mıyd ı? 
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1 ntrod uction 

Sccond Word War produccd major changes in Romania's general situa­
tion. The inclusion in thc sov iet sphere of influence produced both political 
and soc io-cultu ra l dcve l opnıcnts, which marked the future of the country 
for the ncx t five dccadcs. 

The paper brings in to light some infornıation on the foreign policy, which 
evolvcd fro nı tota l s ubnıi ss i on to Soviet puıvoses and objectives to a certain 
degree of autonomy. Thi s paper is nıade ofthree parts. The fırst is dedicated 
to prescnting Ronıania 's po li tical status after the Second World War, which 
dcternıin ed its inını cd i atc options at the end of the war. The second part 
refers to Ronı anian foreign po licy during the period of absolute influence 
of USSR, whil e the third is concerned with the autonomous phase. 

1. Romania 's status at the end of Second World War 

in identify ing tlı e dircctions that were fo llowed in Romanian foreign 
policy after the Second World War is necessary to take into account the new 
status of the coun try in the post war period. A general overview surprises 
Sov iet troops stationed in Romania, a country abandoned by the Western 
powers, which nıade the evolution of Romania to resemble that of the other 
satellites of tlıc USS R. 

The first stage of the conımuni st regime in Romania (1944-1958) was 
defin eci by Stephen Fi sher-Galati as a period of destruction of Romanian 
national ideo logy, which was labeled as "bourgeois", concomitant with the 
dimini shnı ent of national sovereignty that took place because ofthe Soviet 
nıi li tary occupation" 1

• The same period was described by Michael Shafir as 
a one of "primitive accumu lation of legitimacy" by the Communist Party2, 

and by Kenneth Jowitt as a process of "brcakthrough", ırnırk cd by total 
destruction of those va lues, structures or behav iors considcrcd by tlıc co ııı ­

munists as potenti al sources of resistance or alternati vc ccntcrs or powcr '. 
in retrospect, we see that the second half of thc twcnti cth ccntury brouglıt 

1 Stcphen Fi scher-Ga lati , The New Ru111a11ia. Fmm Peopll.' \ /)c111num:ı- 111 S11c i11/i.ı ! 

Rep11blic, Canıbridgc , Massac hussctts lns ı i tutc of"Tcc lıno l ogy l'n::ss, 1 %9. p. l .\.'i. 
2 Miclıae l Shafir, Rumania. Politics, Economics. and Soci<:lr. />11/itiuıl Sı r ıg11 11ıi11 11 (//J d 

Si111ulaıed Clıwıge, London, Bouldcr, Franccs Pinler, 1985, p. 5(ı. 
3 Kcnneth .J ow iıt, Revoluıionaıy Breakı/ırouglıs a11d Nuıiono / Oe n-!11p111 e11ı . Jlw ( 'uıı · o/ 

Ro111 a11 ia , 1944- 1965, Bcrk clcy, Los Angelcs, U ni ve rs iı y o f" Cıli fo rıı ia l'ı css . 197 1. p. 7. 
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the eastern half of Europe a political regime imposed by the Soviet Union 
with the support of Red Army. 

After the war, the issue of spheres of influence moved from the military 
fıeld to diplomacy. Moscow recommended the new Communist Eastern 
European countries to continue to work with career diplomats, as they 
needed their experience and relations in signing Peace Treaties. During the 
interwar period, the South-Eastern and Central Europe had close ties with 
Western democracies, particularly France mainly because their diplomats 
were trained in Paris. Communists in Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary needed 
these networks, given that their states were labeled as defeated. Therefore, 
the new communist governments have been careful with the "democratic 
reform" of their Foreign Ministries. Career diplomats were kept in jobs 
until the signing of the Peace Treaty because their experience was vital in 
negotiations. However, after the signing of the Treaty, their role has ended 
and the communists began to remove them using various means. 

ln Romania, after the peace treaty was signed (February 1947), the 
Communist Party propaganda started to attack the Foreign Minister George 
Tatarescu, who subınitted his resignation on Noveınber 6th. in this context, 
sorne Romanian diplomats (Gafencu, Visoianu) left the country by mid-1946. 

After Ana Pauker became Foreign Minister, Romanian foreign policy 
moved away from traditional partners and focused almost exclusively on the 
USSR and the socialist camp. Pauker's influence is reflected in the mimetic 
behavior of the embassies staff which looked for the Soviet guidance in ali 
their actions. There are numerous diplomatic reports, notes or diaries where 
is frequent the mentioning of the need to have a recomrnended action by 
the Soviet representative in that country before the Romanian personnel 
dare to take any action. 

A fter ıh c c kıngc ofth c Fo rc i g ıı Ministry leadership diplomats were called 
back lo ılı c counlry ı ·rnııı l'orc i g ıı ıııi ss i o n s . in t lı c i r pl ; ı cc s wcr sent new 
pcoplc, wlıonı l <ı c k cd s pcc i<1 Iİ /.cd t r ; ıiıı iı ı g. so lll L' u ı · ı ıı c ııı h c iıı g rcc ru itcd 
<ı nı o ng fo ctory workcrs. Tlı cy lwd lı ; ırd s l ı i p s iıı iııt cg rati ııg llı L' ri gors o ı · 

d ip l o ııı ;ı li c lilC <1 11d rulcs. in lıi s ııı c ın oirs , M ilı ; ıİ l h.' ıı i u c , ı ·o rııı c r Ro ııı ; ı ııi ; ııı 

<1 nıbassador, wrotc ; ıho u t thc s it tı<ı ti oı ı ol' t lı c c ı ıı h ;ı ssy !'roııı Musco\\' ;ın d 
ınc nti oncd tlı a t tlı c ıı c \v cın p l u y ccs \\·ere co n s t ; ıı ı ıl :-"· di ss ;ı ti s ll c d a ı ı d iı ıs tıh ­

ord i ırnt c tu nıl cs aııd rcg u l ;ıti o ıı s rc qtıircd by d ipl o ın ; ı cv ' . 

1 IVl ilı : ıi l k ni ı ı c . .\11/ı 1)(1/m ıli!'f11/11 ri ı f 'f/ 7 / 1) 7~ ). l \u c ı ı ı "L· ~ ıı . h li ıu r: ı I P ı ı l ' fr,1<ıi ıı . \ <J<)'). p. 77 . 
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As for Middlc East, the diplomatic invo lvement wasn't ata high !eve!: 
thcre werc only two diplomatic oftlces responsib le with the entire area and 
thcy werc in Egypt ancl Turkcy. Only after the 50s th is si tuation was to change. 

Forcign po li cy was heav il y in fluenced by internal policy, where the 

politica l power was in the hands of conınıuni sts, and also by the general 
background, where the Co ld War just started. Therefore, analyzing Roma­
nian foreign policy in the peri od 1947- 1980, one may notice that two main 
phases can be distingui shed. 

2. The pcriod of absolutc Sovict influcnce (1947-1958) 

Thi s phase co incides with G lı eorghiu -Dej governrnent in Romania and 
of Stalin 's in Moscow. The vision of the policy was imposed by Gheorghe 
Gheorghiu-Dej , elected First Secretary of the Comrnunist Party in October 

1945, subscquently singl e party leader until hi s death in 1965, who admired 

and followed Stalin 's po li tica l nıod e l. 

After thc enci ofthe war, Romania entered the Soviet sphere of influence, 
a fact that was done with the consent of the West. Thus, the Allied Control 
Commiss ion inıposed in Romania in September 1944, was made of Great 
Bri tai n, thc Un ited States and the Soviet Union representatives. After the 
British and the Americans withdrew, the door was open for Soviets and the 
process ofSovietization remained under the care of the USSR Ambassador 
in Bucharest, Sergey Kavtaradze. By the withdrawal of the Reci Army in 
1958, the Soviet Embassy was a secret command center of Sov iet actions 
in the country. 

From d ipl onıat i c point of view Ronıania found herself almost isolated 
at the end of the war. This situation was the result of its invo lvcment in 
conflict on both ca ınps: Gernıan and Entente . Aftcr August 23, 1944, whcn 
Romania left the Ax is fo r the Entente, thc new govcrnnıcnt found that it \vas 
cons idered nıore or less as an "enenıy" Therefore, aftcr 23 J\ ugust 1944, 
Ronıania had uncertain dip l onıatic status. Although thc relationship wit h 
the Nazis ended from August 1944 and afterwards un til thc cnd o l' war Ro­
nıanian forces fought near the Ali ies, Ronıania was includcd in th c grnup o r 
the defeated countries. Asa result, the arnı i st ice conditions wcrc tough for 
Ronıania . in add ition to econonı i c provi sions relatccl to war da ıırngcs, thc 
Sov iet Union inc luded sonıe drastic po li tica l tcrnıs. it was also dctcrmiııcd 
that until the Peace Treaty was signed, an Alli ed Control Conııııi ss i on w~ı s 



to operate in Romania to ensure compliance with tlıe armistice provisions. 

Moscow had an important role in this context, because it received the task 
to oversee the process implementation. 

Although in August 1944 in the government structure existed a portfolio 

des ignated for the Foreign Mini stry, diplomatic relations were absent be­

cause they had been interrupted during the conflagration . The only external 
negotiations were made w ith the Allied Control Commission. Specifıcally, 

the issue of reopening diplomatic relations could have been raised only after 

the end of the war, a task undertaken by George Tatarescu, an experienced 

diplomat and Foreign Ministry. Moreover, in all states from Moscow's 

sphere of influence the s ituation was similar. 

Czechoslovakia was the first state Romania restored the diplomatic re­

lations in June J 945. However, politically, thi s had little importance since 

Czechoslovakia ended its existence in 1938 when Hitler aboli slıed it. Tlıe 

first important step that Romania made was to obtain Soviet Union 's rec­

ognition in August 6, 1945, which was done rather as an act of support for 
the communist Groza government. 

As a direct result of Rornania 's new situation, the early years of "popular 

democracy'', which coincided with the last years of Stalin (J 948-1953), 

manifested a complete docil e fore ign policy, as "prescribed" by Moscow. In 

February 1948, Romanian government bounded with the Soviets by a Treaty 

of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual assistance for twenty years, followed 

by s imilar agreements with Belgi um, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary, 

a l! of them signed during 1948. Tlıe treaty concluded with Yugoslavia in 

1947 was denounced by the latter country's exclusion from Cominform 

(whose office w as in Bucharest) and Gheorghiu Dej immediately engaged 
in ~ı v i o lcııı c ı ıııp :ı i g ıı 10 o posc tlı c p;ı !l ı o FT i1o. From a military perspec­
ı i vc . S o \' İ c 1 n ı lc w ;ı s ;ıs co rnplct c ;ı ı ıd ı t 111;11 ı11C s t cd tı n ıl ı hy dirL'C l ıııi l i L ı ry 

occ upa t i o ıı o i't lı c co u ı ı ıry a ııd hy Ro ın a ı ıi ; ı ' s iı ı L· iu s i u ıı iıı l iı L' W:ır s: I\\ P : ı c t . 

Bcı s i c: ıll y. ı lı c !i rsi d cc: ı dc ; ıl lc r ı lı c \\ ;1 1. Ro ı ıı;ı ı ıi :ı ıı l( ı ı c i g ı ı pnl icy L·; ı ıı 

be c h a ı«ıc t c rİ /cd :ıs : ı dccıdc oı· i ın i ı: ı ı i o ıı o l' Sm İL'l ; ı c ti lı ı ıs . \\ lıi lc tlı c l ( ı ­

n ıı n vv lı c rc Sm ic ı .·:ıtcl l i tcs co uld l ıaH' ı n ; ıııi l'csll'd \\ · ;ıs l iı L· W:ı rs; t \ \ . P ; ı c t. 

Rom :mi : ııı l(ı rL'İg ı ı po l icy ; ı L·t i o ı ı. l (ı ll owcd t l ıosL' L's l :ıh l i s lı L·d by ılı c Sm İ c i 

V l ;ıd ( İ L'll r!:-'c~c ı ı. / , ıuı ·i11 mı 11 1 İ 11 1/ıi1· ,;,. /u 11rl'.~ i 11 i ; ı,111<1 111;ın·.~ , 11 1. ll ı ı c ıı r L') l ı . 1 d i ı ur ; ı 

l l ı ı ın ; ı 11 i ı ; ı ~ . 1 '!'! _"\_ p. 2 <ılJ - :2 7 ıı. 



JIJ 1 . . , ı.ıı· / 'ı .- / / ı: < "· ''''" d 1 ı t / < 1 · ·,, ı1 . /Jo,, /Jr. ()111a ,\.Jl' 'J"/ N 

dip l onıats; a decision was announced on ly after Soviet position on that is­
sue was known and permiss ion was given. However, among the causes of 
thi s lack of attitude and thinking in foreign policy can be included also the 
internal struggl es which took place within Romanian structures and nobody 
was reacly to assume a bold position, when simple executants were needed. 

During the peri od Pauker was the head of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
( 1947- 1952) contacts were established mainly with the socialist countries 
in order to bctter securc the soviet area of influence. For exaınple, it were 
signed treaties of friendship, cooperation and mutual assistance with Bul­
garia (January 1948), Czechoslovakia (Ju ly 1948), and it were established 
diplonıati c relations with the Gerrnan Democratic Republic (GDR), the 
Denıocrat i c Republic of Korea, Alban ia, India, Vietnam, and Israe l. It can 
be seen from these examples that the focus was ınainly on East. 

Aft:er removing Pauker, Simon Bughici became the head of MFA, who 
prev ious ly usecl to be Ronıan i a's ambassador at Moscow (1949-1952). As 
wel l, during hi s tenure ( 1952-1955), Romania's main partners were USSR, 
Yugos lavia, Bu lgaria and China. Novelties were the trade agreements with 
Egypt (January 1954), lnclia (March 1954) and Indonesia (July 1954), in­
dicating the fırs t signs in establishing relations with countries from the so 
ca ll ed "Thircl World." Moscow's !ine continued to be reflected in MFA's 
activities. However, Ronıan i an diplornacy had its main success in December 
1955, when Rornania became member of UN. The same !ine of obedience 
was rnanifested during Grigore Preoteasa mandate, Foreign Affairs Minister 
from 1955 to 1957. 

The idea of iınitation was eınphas ized by other authors . In the analysis 
conclucted by Pierre du Bois, the author insists that Rornanian Stalinism 
was an exact copy of soviet Stalinism and nothing more. Leonte Rautu, 
fo rmer chief of Propaganda and Culture division of the Cornmunist Party 
(previously naıned Workers Party) was quoted by du Bois in his work and 
he declared that Ronıania imitated the Soviet Unio n in afi m·cas .. ''. How­
ever, it ınust be ınentioned that the situation wasn ' t just thc resul! of loca ! 
leaclers desire to iınitate the Soviet model. it should be noted that Ronı a ni a 

was totally superv ised by the Sov iet troops camped in thc co untry and in 
th is context little freedoın of action was poss iblc. 

Moreover, clu Bois shows that the Sov iets were prcscnt cvcryw herc. 

0 lbid eın, p. 27. 
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They divided the land, iınplemented administrative control and organized 
tbe economy or oriented the culture and education and guided the foreign 
policy. They were masters of the game. Romanian communists were tbeir 
servants, ali of the file, including those from the Politburo7

• 

In the context ofSoviet doıninance, Romania became a founding member 
of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance in 1949 (CMEA) and of 
the Treaty of Warsaw ( 1955). In 1955 the Soviet Union created the Warsaw 
Pact, the military alliance of communist states, and Romania had to be 
among its founding members. Initially, Romania's position in this body was 
one of faithfulness to the Soviets, but in the early 60s this compliance has 
subsided considerably. While the behavior of Romania within the Treaty 
reflected an increasingly independent foreign policy, but despite the efforts 
of Romanian diplomats , the general policy of the country had to take place 
within the accepted and tolerated limits set by the USSR. 

However, the most important evidence offidelity was in 1956, during the 
Hungarian uprising, when Romania was the most active ally of the Soviet 
Union. Echoes of the upri sing, which began with great popular demonstra­
tion in Budapest on October 23, 1956, in which Stalin's monument was 
destroyed, were soon felt in Romania. On 27 October in Bucharest, Cluj, 
lasi and Timisoara were held demonstrations of students and workers. The 
protests asked the removal of compulsory Russian language from schools 
and universities. Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, who was leading a delegation 
to Yugoslavia, returned abruptly to the country. Thousands were arrested 
in cities where there had been protests, especially among students who 
participated in the demonstrations in Cluj and Timisoara. üne of the most 
powerful actions took place in Bucharest8• 

On 30 October, the military regime was established in Timisoara, Oradea 
and lasi and in that time the Soviet troops crossed the eastern border of 
R o nı a ni a aııd lı c adcd rm l lı L' Wcs t [O l lu ıı t!-; ııy n:-ı s i rn ll y. R mania had 
prov idcd İ h tc rrit ory to he crosscd hy ılıc Sm ict ;ı rnıİ L's iıı o ıtk ı tu im ; ı dc 

a ı ıo ılı c r uıuııtry. w lıi c lı \\ ' ;ıs . ;ıt lc;ısl tlıcorc t i cıllv. ımkpcrnk ııt . 

Conı ııı o ı ı i ııtcrcsts witlı tlıc So\ ict l i ııion \\ L' l"L' l" L' s po ı ıs ihlc ror tiıl' ll l1 İ ­

ıudc adoptcd hy !kj ;ı ııd tlıc ıcsı oi'ılıc Roın;ııı i ; ı ı ı co ııı ı ııuııisı k<ıdcıs Tlıcy 

llıidc ı ıı. p. \) 
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fcarccl that a successful rcvo lt against the comnıunist rule in Budapest could 
also spread anıong the 1-lungarian population in Transylvania, and that non­
conınıuni st Hungary could lay ela im to some parts of Transylvania. Their 
foars were fu elcd by the participation of 1-lungarian students and workers in 
the dcnıon s trat i on s that took place in Cluj , Timisoara and in the Hungarian 
Autonomous Rcgion''. 

On Novembcr 1, 1956, Malenkov ancl Khrushchev made a secret visit 
to Bucharest to discuss the Hungarian crisis with communist leaders from 
Romania, Bul ga ri a and Czechoslovak ia. Rornanian trio made ofDej , Ceaus­
escu and Bodnaras took part in the meeting and made lobby fora nıilitary 
intcrvention aga inst the Hungarian government of Imre Nagy. It's worth 
mentioning that Dcj and Bodnaras were the first foreign leaders who visited 
Budapest ahcr the Sov iet invas ion success . 

Ronıanian communists showed from the start, much hostility towards I. 
Nagy and supportcd the Soviet repression. On the other hane!, in December 
1956, aftcr thcy proved their obeclience to USSR, they spoke again about the 
Romanian way o/esıab/ishing socialism , which wasn't exactly an orthodox 
nıanner of dcaling with the unique ideological stand supported by Moscow 
and d enıa nded increased econonıic aid from Moscow 10 • 

But the presentation of the 1956 situation realized by Silviu Brucan, 
former Romaııian Ambassador to USA and a high level cornmunist offıcial, 
shows clearly that not onl y the interest of Romanian communists to main­
tain their positions determined tlıem to be actively involved in the crisis in 
Budapest, but also the fea r that the Soviets would invade Romania. When 
Dej met with Brucan, the fırst one said that ifwe do a I 80 degree turn in our 
relations with the Soviets, we are lost". The context of this statement was 
that of the increased tensions between Khrushchev and Dej , the latter one 
considering that it was time to put aside differences of opinion. Meanwhile, 
Dej's words, analyzed in terms offuturc actions, show that a salCty pos i ı i on 
for conımunism in Romania could be ensured onl y by cl istancing Roırnıni :1 
from USS R in order to be less exposcd to thc political environnıcnl ol' ılı c 
Communist camp. Thi s explai ns the requiremcnt Dcj acldrcsscd !o Brucan : 
to realize a secret document to be submittccl cxc lusively to ıhc nıcmbc rs 

'' lbide nı , p. 142. 
1

" Vlad Gcorgcscu, up. ciı. , p. 27 1. 
11 Silviu Brucan, Cenera{ia imsitii , Bucurqti , Ecl itura Tc~ u . 2007, p. 77. 



of the Politburo where should be analyzed the means to gradually assert 

a more independent Romania. Dej 's desire was that everything ta happen 

slowly, gradually, tactfully and without thoughtlessness 12
• 

The Soviets were sat i sfı ed with Romania's role in October and Novem­

ber 1956, and this proved to be helpful two years later, when Khrushchev 

decided to withdraw Soviet troops from Romania. The rnost significant of 

the withdrawal was psychological. Rornania continued to be closely linked 

to the Soviet bloc and under surveillance since Soviet divisions were still 

in southem Ukraine and in Moldova, from where they could intervene irn­

rned iately in case of emergency ( disobedience ). However, Dej regarded the 

Soviet troops withdrawal asa concession ripped frorn Moscow and hav ing 

gained some confidence, he could start albeit with caution, a policy beyond 

the Soviet net. 

3. Period of rebellion against Soviet direction (1958-1980) 

This was rnani fested from 1958, while the 60s and 70s rnarked the rnost 

irnportant rnoments of distancing the USSR. A brief overview of the Rorna­

nian diplomatic initiatives that have brought Bucharest respectability in the 

eyes of the international conm1unity anda special status within the soc ialist 

cornmunity include: a fair attitude in the Sino-Soviet conflict (it should be 

noted that the Chinese Communists chose Romanian capital to express a 

violent attack on the Soviet Union 1960); the resumption ofrelations with 

Yugoslavia (in 1963, the Romanian leader visited Yugoslavia, concluding 

the agreement for the construction of hydro - energy plant); Romania opened 

its embassy in Tirana, although Albania was in conflict with the USSR; the 

Legations of Britain and France in Bucharest were raised to embassy level 

(in 1963); for the first time in UN history Romania vote was contradictory to 

the Soviet Union and its allies (1967, Romania refused to break diploınatic 

rclations wi th l s r<ıc l ) : s t< ırtiııg tlı c 7 ır s Ruııı;ı ııi ;ı çt:ı ı1 c 10 recciv n ımer­

ous Palcs t ini ; ııı d clcg;ıt i o ıı , cvcn tlı oug lı s u ı ııc u l tiı L'lll rL' Pl'L'SL' llh..'d p ; ı rlı L''-' 

hos tilc to thc Sov ict rcg i ın c: Ro ııı ; ıııi a c s t< ılıli s lıcd dip l \ ı ı ıı:ıti L· rL'i;ıt i oıı s \\ i tlı 
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The yea r 1958 nıarks thc withdrawal of Soviet troops from the country 
and thc estab li s hnıent in Romania ofa new ruling elite dominated by Mau­
rer 's strong pcrsonality, Prime Minister fronı 1961 until 1974. With Dej's 
consent, thc new teanı quickly stepped on an unthinkable policy to the West. 
While Wcstcrn co nıpanies werc announcing their willingness to lend ınoney 
to Romania ( 1958), Alexandcr Barladeanu visited various Western capitals, 
lcading an ccononıi c delcgation ( 1958), followed a year later by the Prime 
Ministcr himse ll: and in 1960, Romania has signed agreeınents with ınajor 
Wcstern govcrnnı ents in order to conıpensate the assets nationalized in 1948, 
thus renıoving a seri ous obstacle in establishing further economic treaties 13

• 

Maurer becanıe Foreign Minister as well in mid-1957 just to highlight 
thc nccd for change. Later, in January 1958, the portfolio was given to 
Av ranı Bunaciu (1958-1961) and he started to work on the main objec­
ti vc to cstab li sh good relation with West. Therefore, there were numerous 
visits to France, Switzerland, Britain , the Netherlands and ltaly in order 
to deve lop Ronıania 's relations with capitalist countries. As well, it was 
signed an agrccment between Ronıania and the U .S (March 1960) and it 
was rein forced the relation with China . The opening towards West was 
continucd and Corncliu Manescu, Foreign Minister from 1961to1972, led 
the Romanian dclegation to UN General Assembly sess ions and headed the 
Ronıanian dclegation at the 18 Nations Cornmittee responsible for di sarma­
ment. George Macovescu, who succeeded Manescu went on the same line 
aware of Cea uscscu's desire to depart the Moscow line 1•1• 

The turning point in the evo lution of the Rornaniaıı cornmuııist regime 
was considered the deviation frorn the Soviet foreign policy, which took 
place gradually during 1958-1964. The process began in 1958, when Soviet 
troops left: Ronıania, aııd continued in subsequent years, culıniııating in 
Apri l 1964, when Romanian leaders rejected "Valev plan" the di vision of 
labor within the CMEA. 

The Third Congress of thc Ronıanian Workers Party (la ter it changc thc 
name into Ronıanian Coınnıuni st Party), which took placc in l WıO , gavc 
clearer forms and principles to nati onal communi s nı , again proc l ainı in g 
the ri gh t of countrics to industrialize rapidly. Asa conscqucncc, Roırnınia 

ı.ı Vlacl Gcorgcsc u, ov c iı , p. 272 . 
11 Gcorge Macovcsc u, Jımw/. Vo/ı.11nul I (1952- 1982) , Buc urq ti , Edi tura Doıııin o , 2 00(ı. 
p. 11 7. 



started the construction of steel pi ant in Gala ti asa test pawn in its relations 

inside CMEA. A year later, just returned from Moscow, where he attended 

the XXII Congress of the Soviet Communist Party ( 1961 ), Dej repeated that 

Romania had had the de-Stalinization process. From that moment until the 

his death (March 1965), relations with the Kremlin would worsen continu­

ously aggravated primarily by the insi stence of the Russians, who sought 

to transform the CMEA into a supranational economic body, in which the 

Northern countries were given industrial prerogatives, while the Southern 

countries were to supply raw materials and agricultural activities 15
• 

Moscow increased the pressure by launching Valev Plan, according to 

which most of the Moldavia, half of Romania and Bulgaria were part ofa 

predominantly agrarian economic region. Under this plan, presented in Mos­

cow in August, 1961, this body would receive a supranational planning role. 

During CMEA summit conference from Moscow, 1963, Gheorghiu Dej 

firmly rejected Valev Plan, but in 1964, Khrushchev launched a new ap­

peal in this regard. Called in the country to write a text by which to express 

Romania's position on Valev Plan, Brucan laid the foundations of what it 

was to be the Declaration of April 1964. 

In response to this plan, which aimed to transform Romania in supplying 

agricultural products to communist industrialized countries , the government 

issued the Statement of April 21 , J 964, considered by analysts asa nationalist 

and anti-Soviet political docurnent. According to Robert Farlow, principal 

coordinates of the new foreign policy of Rornania were autonomous eco­

nomic policy, limited military cooperation within the Warsaw Pact and the 

relative political autonomy in relations with the Soviet Union 16
• 

The document amounted to a revolution in the sociali st camp and man­

aged to capture the attention of the world. In fact, the document resunıed 
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the offlcc of"Frcc Europe" in Paris recc ived a circular from Munich which 
assesscd thc po li cy of Romania as the rca l bcginning ofindependence from 
the USSR, both from politica l and economic point of view. The document 
al so ııı e nti on cd the Pa rty's attitude towards the Sov iet-Chinese conflict, 
Ro nı a ni a n s showing thcir intention to contri bute to settling the conflict11 • 

This atti tudc of powcr was compl etely new fo r Romania in her relation with 
USSR. Sino-Sov iet con fli ct has also iıı creased the Romanian-Soviet ten­
sion. At thc Thi rd Congress ofthe Roma ııi an Workers Party, in June 1960, 
Dej uscd Chincsc fo rıııul a of eqııality between ali socialis t states to justify 
its own poli cy of a u tono nıy fronı the Soviet Union, and supported China's 
dec ision to rejcct thc restructuring plan of CMEA. 

Sino-Sov iet disputc was necessary fo r Dej to create an independent 
po li cy towards thc USSR, but the Romanian leader was careful to maintain 
ncutra li ty towa rds bo th parties. China needed Romania, just as Romania 
needed China in order to create a sustainab le gap inside the communist giant. 

Conclusion 

The priıı c ipl es a ssunıed by Romania's new foreign policy revolved around 
a few standarcl phrases such as maintaining national sovereignty, equal rights 
for states, non-interference in the internal politics of other countries, the 
rejection of fo rce and use of force, ınu tual benefıts, inalienability right of 
every state to build its own future while preserving their own des ires and 
legitimate aspi rat ions. The main pro moter of this policy between 1965 and 
1989, Nico lae Ceausescu, led to Romania in order to gain a clear place in 
the Warsaw Pact, the Sov iet-contro lled organization, but also in order to 
gain prcstige in the international arena. 

Thi s policy and , in particular, Romania 's refusal to participate in the in­
tervention aga inst Czechoslovakia ( August 1968), which supprcsscd "Prnguc 
Spring" brought Ceausescu, fo r a time, a great internati onal popu lari ly. 

An analysis of clomestic and foreign poli cy of Cca usescu rcginı c was pro­
vided by M ichac l Shafir. Using the phrase "s im ulat ion of changc - s i ımıl a t ion 
of permanencc", thc author shows that thc rcgime simulatcd t lı c c lı a n gc iıı 

17 Flori an Banu, Li viu Til ranu , Aprilie 1904 "Priıııô ı ıarn d!' /u !J ıı c ıı rc)· ti ··. ( '11 111 .1-11 

adoptaı "Dec!cmı(ia de independen(c'i u Ro111ô11iei 'i , B uc urc~ ti , Lditura Fn ciclllpcdid. 
p. 292. 
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domestic area through propaganda slogans like "new economic mechanism" 

or "new agrarian revolution'', while in the area of foreign policy the regime 

simulated its adherence to the Soviet bloc, while ensuring Western Europe 

on its foreign policy autonomy 18 • 

After Dej's death, March 1965, Nicolae Ceausescu, followed his line. 

By adopting this attitude Ceausescu provided the West with the opportunity 

to exploit an apparent gap in the communist camp. Romania was the fırst 

of Moscow's satellite countries that established diplomatic relations with 

the Federal Republic of Gennany ( 1967) and the only country in Eastern 

Europe that had relations with Israel in 1967. In 1971 , Romania joined the 

GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) , and the following year 

joined the lnternational Monetary Fund and World Bank. In 1973 Roınania 

received preferential trading status of the Comınon Market. 

Establishing diplomatic relations with West Germany took place as a 

result of increasing economic contacts, which in itially led to an economic 

agreement signed in October 17, 1963 . Although Romania believed that it 

was very important for European security the conclusion of an inter-German 

peace treaty, this attitude was not sufficient to establish diplomatic relations 

between Romania and West Germany, since the latter one considered that 

only the reunifıcation of Germany was an acceptable position. in these 

circumstances, it is easy to understand the opposition manifested by the 

Communist Germany and USSR towards Romanian initiatives. Neverthe­

less , Romania has assumed the increasing tensions in her relations with the 

Communist Germany, virtually her partner in the coalition (Warsaw Pact) 19
• 

In January 1967, Corneliu Manescu and Willy Brandt, the two foreign min­

isters agreed on behalf of their governments to establish diplomatic relations 

at ambassadorial rank only with a simple handshake20
• 

Moscow did ııot c;ıs il y ; ı ccc pt th :ı t frı ct a ııd c ııt i nued to pressure the 
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cxplaincd that he undcrstood thi s conference only as an exclıange ofviews, 
and that he didıı ' t acccpt hi s forc ign policy decision to be questioned. Ceaus­
escu clear stated that if'the at the um/erence will be discussed Romania 's 
j(m:ign /}()lily actions or other country '.\)oreign policy, we (Romania) will 
not parficipate. !f'it is envisaged that type ofaction, we (Romania) will cer­
tainlv not participaıe in any way"' · Confronted with the categorical position 
of thc Roınan i a ıı leader, Kosygin was forced to accept Romanian delegation 
position in ordcr to prcveııt its departure from the conference, wlıich would 
havc allowcd Wcste rn world to see thc divisions from the Comrnunist bloc 
and would lemi to enhancing the Romania's prestige. 

From 1965 un ti 1 1981, Ceausescu 's political ability assured his undis­
puted lcadcrship of the Ronıanian Communist Party (RCP). He appealed 
to nati onali st scntiments to increase his popularity and at the sarne time 
to distancc Roınan ia fronı USS R. Ceausescu 's regirne managed to give 
Roınania prcsti ge in thc international arena in the 60s and 70s, which was 
shown by thc visits at thc highest !eve! between Rornania and the U.S and 
by thc fact that Ronıan ia had and expressed specifıc opinions on the rnost 
inıpo rtant issues of the peri od: East-West relations, the Middle East conflict, 
di sa rmamcnt, ete. 

lt can be said that Ceausescu fully enjoyed the autonorny position in 
relati on with the USSR. Romania 's position against the USSR interven­
tion in Czechos lovakia in the surnnıer of 1968 was an act of courage and 
Ceausescu earned respect from the country and the world. 

in August 1969, Richard Nixon was the fırs t U.S. president to visit a coun­
try which was ıneınbe r of the Warsaw Pact. In the next decade, the United 
States encouraged the policy of autonoıny promoted by Nicolae Ceausescu, 
who skillfully exp loited this position to rernove other's criticisrn rnainly 
on hi s doın estic policy, which he called "interference in intcrnal affairs" . 

A ft:er Richard N ixon became president the focus of U .S. stratcgic was on 
two areas: East-West relations (especially the relationship with China) ancl 
so lving the Miclclle East con fli ct. in search of solutions, in 1967, Scnator 
Nixon maclc a visit to Romania to probe the rea l poss ibiliti es of Nico lac 
Ceausescu and hi s ab ility to get involved in finding ancl iınplcın e nting 
sustainable solutions in the East. in 1969, Nixon, thi s time as pres idcnı , re-

2 ı Arhi velc Na \ional e ale Roımlııi e i , Fondu ! CC al PCR, Ca ııcc lari c , Doscır 14/ 1 % 7, fi la 7. 



turned in an offıcial visit to Romania and on this occasion between the two 

ha ve established personal relationships praised during Ceausescu 's visit to 

the U.S. in December 1973. From Nixon's statement shows that Ceausescu 

has contributed greatly to opening dialogues that otherwise would have 

remained, perhaps forever closed. 

Corneliu Manescu, former foreign minister, said that an important 

role in the rapprochement between Romania and the U.S. was played 

by the way Nixon was received in Romania in 1967, when he was just 

senator. About this episode, the former foreign minister, said that in 1967, 

when Nixon came ta Bucharest, he wasn 't very important. He had !ast 

the elections and it seemed that he na longer represent anything. in his 

tour through Europe, Romania was the only country that received him 

carefully. The Soviets received him in a low level. Yugoslavs, Poles and 

Czechs have not received him. The only place where he enjoyed attention 

was Romania. Throughout his visit ta Bucharest he was accompanied by 

one of my best employees - Mircea Malifa. Malifa accompanied Nixon 

ta dinner, theater ete. They had discussions which revealed that the man 

had something very special in his mind, something which far those years 

appeared as exceptiona!. He wanted America ta get closer ta China. When 

Nixon became president ofAmerica, he began ta implement his ideas12
• 

During Nixon 's visit to Romania, the discussions approached issues such 

as the development of bilateral relations, both heads of state agreeing that 

these relationships needed to be developed. However, Nixon believed that 

the time had not yet come for Romania to receive the most-favored-nation 

c!ause, mainly because of the war in Vietnam.23 • 

From the transcript results that, beyond politics, where the interests of 

nations can intersect for certain periods, Ceausescu genuinely liked Nixon. 

After their meeting, Ceausescu admitted that he can stil! learn something 
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top ic that could have danıaged this relationship. An example of this atti­
tudc it is conta incd in the pagcs of hi s memoirs, where he reported that in 
1973 during thc offic ial visit to Wash ington it was provided the signing of 
a joint dcc laration by thc two prcsidents. Romanian experts of MFA wrote 
ICw pagcs of commcnts on the document sent by the Americans, but after 
reading thcrn , Ccausescu decided not to make any changes stating that he 
wou ld sign it as the Arneri cans prepared it, because they knew better to 
writc such a documcnF' . 

Nico lac M. Nico lae pointed out that during Nixon's presidency, Ro­
mania was intcresting for the Americans only insofar Nicolae Ceausescu 
could carry out the rnediation acti vities, in the areas the Americans needed. 
Ceausescu undcrstoocl very we ll the American interests and sought to take 
advantage, rnainly in the economic area. Jn this context, an important role 
tür Ccauscscu 's purposes was played by Nixon 's public statement on the 
inıpo rtance or nati ons' independence. The declaration was made public on 
thc occasion o l' Ceausescu 's visit to Washington in 1973. His words were 
exactl y what Ccausescu wanted to hear. However, hi s interests were not 
related on ly with public statemcnts. Asa proof is the fact that when Nicolae 
M. N icolae was appointed arnbassador in Washington, he had the objective 
to rai se tradc va lue to 1 billion USD. 

Fornı cr Roma ni an anı bassador shows that the foundation of the devel­
opment of relations Romanian-American relations, it was the American 
pragmati sm that discovered that Ceausescu was a useful interlocutor, not 
so nıuch fo r thc devclopment of relations between the two above mentioned 
countrics, but for the discovery of paths to get closer to China and to settle 
the con fl icts in Vietnam and Middle East. Ceausescu was convinced that 
the politi ca l relations reached its peak and, because of this, he felt it was 
time to support more the development of economic relations between the 
two countries. 

The situation has undergone a significant changc whcn Jimnıy Cartcr 
becanıc president, because it was a shift in the policy. At that moment , 
the focu s was on the issue of human rights as a wholc, not custom izcd to 
a particular problem, as it was previously the emigra tion to Israc l (which 
Romania supported in order to receive American financial aid ). Thc s lıi n 

'
5 lbidcm, p. 62. 



towards human rights moved American interest in the domestic policy area 
and Romania had insurmountable difficulties in this area. Asa consequence, 
the relation entered a peri od of stagnation, which later even deteriorated. 

However, despite the stagnation in the re la ti on with the Americans, Ceaus­
escu continued the policy of autonomy from USSR. In 1979 he criticized 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and in 1981 he recommended caution 
in USSR's response to the Poland eri sis. In 1982 he opposed the increas­
ing arms costs in the Warsaw Pact and even reduced those of Romania. In 
1984 he refused to join the Soviet-led boycott against the Olympic Games 
in Los Angeles. 

Ceausescu tried to use his position to play a mediator role on the world 
stage, but Romania's economic fai lure led to the disillusionment against his 
regime. While in foreign policy Ceausescu demonstrated the same skill as 
Gheorghiu-Dej and Maurer in setting an autonomous policy for Romania, 
in domestic policy he failed to meet expectation and turned into a tyrant. 
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