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 Abstract 
 

 The evolution and transformation of any Communist regime in Eastern Europe cannot be 

analyzed and explained outside its international environment because, in spite of differences and 

national specificities, each Communist regime in the region was the direct result of the Soviet 

intervention in the regional and global context which followed World War II. Also, their entire 

identity and also the control exercised by the Soviet Union over each satellite state can only be 

explained in the global Cold War conjuncture. An international outlook over the evolution of any 

Communist regime in Eastern Europe also has the potential to reveal and accentuate dynamics 

and interplays that may be obscured when the perspective is focused only on domestic evolutions 

and may also bring forward comparative observations which could improve qualitative 

assessments on the topic. 

 Based on such premises, this thesis describes and analyzes Romania’s foreign policy 

during the Communist regime with a particular focus on the process of decision-making in the 

field of foreign policy and also on the phases and stages of transformation which foreign policy 

went through in a duration of almost half a century. Its content approaches some of the most 

important questions and controversies in the field and it is structured around the most important 

scientific achievements of the candidate, underlining his contribution to the advancement of 

knowledge in the field, to the questions and controversies mentioned above.  

 When approaching the history of Romania’s foreign policy during Communism, one 

must bear in mind the correlation and synchronization between the regime’s domestic and 

foreign policy on one hand, and also the regime’s relation with the Soviet Union, on the other 

hand. At the same time, the international environment and the changes which manifested in 

Moscow on different occasions shaped options and decisions in Bucharest at various times and 

with various intensities. This hypothesis guided my entire research on the topic and I focused 

especially not only on describing events and chronologies in foreign policy but mostly on 

identifying and evaluating the factors which acted on the decision-making process, the Soviet 

instruments of control or the perceptions which determined change and transformation in the 

regime’s foreign policy. The methodology my studies relied upon involved the systematic 

research of archival documents with the aim to reconstitute the process of decision, in a critical 
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and comparative approach, acquiescing the role of multiple factors, both institutional and 

perceptual, in an interdisciplinary perspective.  

 This thesis is structured in two major parts. The first describes the candidate’s academic 

pathway so far, detailing the most important steps followed post-doctorate and the most 

significant achievements both in research and education. The introduction succinctly presents the 

research topics on which I had focused in the past 14 years, my motivation for following these 

topics in particular as well as the most important archival funds I researched. In parallel, I 

explained my educational career and the steps of my promotion so far, including the experience I 

gained in working with students, adapting to their needs and having to coordinate their work. 

 The introduction is followed by three distinct subchapters, each focusing on a particular 

research direction which characterized my post-doctoral work. The first of them focuses on the 

history of Romania’s foreign policy during the Communist period, as a general and conceptual 

framework for understanding the motivations, the instruments and the strategies involved in both 

the elaboration and the implementation of foreign policy, in defining national interests according 

to ideological and political limitations of the time. My research followed the dynamic of this 

phenomenon in general, considering foreign policy as a result of different variables acting 

distinctly or correlatively and therefore my publications analyze changes and transformations 

which occurred in successive steps according to the fluctuations in international environment, in 

Romanian-Soviet relations, and in the regime’s domestic policy. I used the concepts Zhdanovism 

and détente to reflect the amplitude of these transformations and therefore to emphasize the 

necessity to appraise the interaction of all factors in their progression (political, ideological, 

economical etc.). The second subchapter focuses on the Romanian Communist Party’s 

international policy because in a one-party regime with an ideological identity and background 

there was a distinction of both language and approaches between state politics and party politics. 

In other words, this subchapter evaluates party-to-party relations in international Communism 

and the way the Romanian Communists positioned themselves in regard to evolutions in the 

world Communist movement: the Titoist schism, the Sino-Soviet split, Euro-communism and so 

on. My publications demonstrated that this level of analysis carries great potential in 

supplementing and augmenting our understanding of both Romania’s foreign policy and the 

general evolution of its Communist regime. The third subchapter focuses on Romania’s foreign 

trade and international cooperation projects, aiming to reveal the mechanisms and forms in 
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which foreign cooperation supported and fuelled Romania’s domestic programs of development 

and industrialization. Also, the subchapter explores the impact of the Cold War on Romania’s 

bilateral relations and I chose this topic not only because it expands my previous preoccupations 

towards the virtually ignored area of diplomatic technicalities but because a micro-level 

investigation of this kind unfolds shades and implications that may escape initial observation. 

My researches into bilateral relations demonstrated that the determination to overcome the 

pressures of bipolarity – on both sides of the Iron Curtain – was much higher than it was visible 

at the level of official foreign policy rhetoric. It was the case with economic cooperation, but not 

only, because the pressures of bipolarity had a strange effect in bringing together states that did 

not have a history of mutual collaboration and therefore built bridges where there had been none, 

as Jeremy Suri noted.   

 The second part outlines my projects for future.  Apart from my commitment to improve 

and develop my skills in education and training, this part is centered towards three directions in 

particular in what concerns scientific research, all three deriving and augmenting my previous 

researches and the expertise I gained in the area of international relations: (1) the role of 

international institutions as both venues for Romanian foreign policy but also as factors of 

influence acting as soft-power instruments over the domestic process of decision-making; (2) the 

economics of socialist industrialization, which depended in a great measure on foreign economic 

relations, international cooperation and foreign trade and (3) the history of Romania’s foreign 

policy during the Communist period, in continuation of my previous contributions, with an 

accent towards the human rights issue.  
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 Rezumat 
 

 Evoluția și transformările cunoscute de oricare regim comunist est-european nu pot fi 

analizate și explicate în afara mediului internațional în care au acționat deoarece, în ciuda 

diferențelor și a caracteristicilor naționale, aceste regimuri au fost rezultatul direct al intervenției 

sovietice în conjunctura regională și globală care a urmat celui de-al doilea război mondial. De 

asemenea, întreaga lor identitate politică precum și controlul exercitat de Uniunea Sovietică 

asupra statelor satelit nu pot fi explicate decât în conjunctura globală a războiului rece. O 

perspectivă internaționalizată asupra evoluției regimurilor comuniste est-europene are totodată 

potențialul de a evidenția și accentua dinamici și interacțiuni care ar fi putut rămâne neglijate 

dacă perspectiva s-ar fi concentrat predominant asupra evoluțiilor interne și, de asemenea, are 

potențialul de produce observații cu caracter comparativ care pot îmbunătăți evaluarea acestor 

tematici. 

 Pe baza unor asemenea premise, această teză de abilitare descrie și analizează politica 

externă a României în timpul regimului comunist cu accent deosebit asupra procesului de 

elaborare a deciziei precum și asupra fazelor sau etapelor de transformare prin care a trecut 

politica externă românească în aproape o jumătate de secol. Conținutul tezei abordează câteva 

dintre cele mai importante întrebări și controverse în domeniu și este structurat în jurul 

realizărilor științifice semnificative ale candidatului, subliniind contribuția sa la lărgirea 

cunoașterii în domeniu, la abordarea întrebărilor și controverselor menționate.  

 Atunci când analizăm istoria politicii externe a României în timpul comunismului, trebuie 

să avem în vedere corelațiile dintre politica internă și externă ale regimului, pe de o parte, și 

relația acestora cu Uniunea Sovietică, pe de altă parte. De asemenea, mediul internațional și 

schimbările politice de la Moscova au modelat procesul de decizie de la București, în grade 

diferite și în perioade diferite. Această ipoteză mi-a călăuzit întreaga cercetare pe tematica în 

cauză și tocmai de aceea nu m-am concentrat doar pe descrierea evenimențială, cronologică, a 

politicii externe ci mai ales pe identificarea și evaluarea factorilor care au influențat procesul de 

decizie, pe instrumentele sovietice de control sau pe rolul percepțiilor în determinarea 
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schimbărilor la nivelul politicii externe a regimului. Metodologia studiilor mele s-a bazat pe 

studiul sistematic al documentelor de arhivă pentru a reconstitui procesul de decizie, în 

perspectivă critică și comparativă, acceptând influența unor factori multipli, instituționali și 

perceptuali, asupra acestui proces, într-o viziune interdisciplinară.  

 Această teză de abilitare este structurată în două părți majore. Prima dintre acestea 

descrie parcursul academic al candidatului, detaliind cei mai importanți pași urmați de la 

susținerea doctoratului, precum și realizările semnificative în cercetare și educație. Introducerea 

prezintă în mod succint tematicile de cercetare asupra cărora m-am concentrat în ultimii 14 ani, 

motivația mea în urmărirea acestor tematici precum și cele mai importante fonduri arhivistice 

cercetate. În paralel am explicat traseul carierei mele din perspectivă educațională și principalele 

etape de promovare profesională, explicând și experiența pe care consider că am acumulat-o în 

lucrul cu studenții, în adaptarea la nevoilor lor specifice și în coordonarea muncii lor.   

 Introducerea este urmată de trei subcapitole distincte, dedicat fiecare unei anumite direcții 

de cercetare din activitatea mea post-doctorală. Prima dintre acestea se concentrează asupra 

istoriei politicii externe a României în perioada comunistă, văzută drept cadru general și 

conceptual pentru înțelegerea motivațiilor, instrumentelor și strategiilor implicate în elaborarea și 

implementarea politicilor de resort, în conducerea relațiilor externe, în definirea intereselor 

naționale având în vedere limitele reprezentate de constrângerile politice și ideologice ale 

timpului. Cercetările mele au urmărit dinamica acestui fenomen în general, considerând politica 

externă drept rezultat al mai multor variabile acționând distinct sau în mod corelat și tocmai de 

aceea publicațiile mele au analizat schimbările și transformările care au survenit în pași succesivi 

conform fluctuațiilor din mediul internațional, din relațiile româno-sovietice și din politica 

internă a regimului. Am utilizat conceptele de „Jdanovism” și „destindere” tocmai pentru a 

reflecta amplitudinea acestor transformări și pentru a sublinia astfel necesitatea de a evalua 

interacțiunea tuturor factorilor în progresia lor (politici, ideologici, economici etc.). Al doilea 

subcapitol se concentrează asupra politicii internaționale a Partidului Comunist Român deoarece 

într-un regim cu partid unic, având o identitate ideologică la bază, a existat în permanență o 

distincție de limbaj și abordare între politica de stat și politica de partid. Cu alte cuvinte, acest 

subcapitol tratează relațiile la nivel de partid din interiorul comunismului internațional și modul 

în care comuniștii români s-au poziționat cu privire la evoluțiile din mișcarea comunistă 

internațională, cum a fost cazul cu schisma titoistă, polemica sino-sovietică, eurocomunismul 
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ș.a.m.d. Studiile publicate de mine au demonstrat că acest nivel al analizei are un potențial 

deosebit de a suplimenta și îmbunătății cunoașterea noastră cu privire la politica externă a 

României și cu privire la evoluția generală a regimului comunist. Al treilea subcapitol se 

concentrează pe proiectele de cooperare economică internațională și pe dinamica comerțului 

exterior ca instrumente ce au susținut și alimentat programele interne de dezvoltare și 

industrializare. De asemenea, am analizat impactul războiului rece asupra relațiilor bilaterale ale 

României în perioada de referință și am ales această tematică nu doar pentru că extinde 

preocupările mele anterioare către o zonă în general neglijată ci pentru că o investigație la micro-

nivel dezvăluie nuanțe și implicații ce pot scăpa observației inițiale a fenomenului. Cercetarea 

mea în direcția relațiilor bilaterale a demonstrat o hotărâre de a depăși presiunile bipolarității – 

de ambele laturi ale Cortinei de Fier – care era mult mai vizibilă decât la nivelul retoricii 

generale de politică externă. Era cazul, de pildă, cu cooperarea economică dar nu numai, pentru 

că, așa cum remarca istoricul american Jeremy Suri, presiunea bipolarității a avut un efect 

paradoxal în a coaliza împotriva sa state care nu aveau un trecut consistent al cooperării 

reciproce și deci de a construi punți acolo unde nu existaseră anterior.  

 Cea de-a doua parte descrie proiectele mele pentru viitor. Dincolo de angajamentul de a-

mi îmbunătăți și dezvolta aptitudinile în materie de educație și formare, această parte se 

concentrează asupra a trei direcții de cercetare științifică în particular, derivate din experiența 

mea anterioară în domeniul cercetării și bazate pe cunoașterea dobândită deja: (1) rolul 

instituțiilor internaționale în calitate de cadru al politicii externe românești dar și factori de 

influență asupra acesteia; (2) economia industrializării socialiste care depindea într-o mare 

măsură de relațiile economice externe, cooperare internațională și comerț; (3) istoria politicii 

externe a României în perioada comunistă, în continuarea preocupărilor mele anterioare, cu 

accent deosebit asupra problemei drepturilor omului în contextul procesului CSCE.  
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 Professional and scientific achievements: an introduction 
 

 The history of Romania’s foreign policy during the postwar decades of Communism had 

been a major preoccupation of mine since my years as a history student, especially due to my 

interest in international relations and the history of international relations. At the beginning of 

the 2000s, when I was first initiated in the field of archival research, most documents pertaining 

to Romania’s foreign policy during Communism were either unavailable or barely entering the 

circuit of scientific research. Study and analysis for both students and researchers relied mostly 

on secondary sources, either published in Romania or abroad, most of which did succeed in 

presenting a critical outlook of the evolution of Romanian foreign policy but retained numerous 

lacunae due to the unavailability of primary sources. Also, as far as the first Communist decade 

was concerned, Romania’s foreign policy was mostly overlooked under the pretext of being only 

a subservient imitation of Soviet foreign policy. 

 Due to the basic challenge of the unknown which guides most researchers, I chose to 

elaborate a doctoral thesis dedicated to Romania’s foreign policy during 1948-1956 under the 

coordination of Prof. Ion Stanciu, The Alignment of Romania’s Foreign Policy to the Soviet 

Coordinates during the 1950s. (Stanciu 2008a) The thesis described and analyzed several issues 

that have a key role in understanding the evolutions in question: the factors which shaped 

Romania’s foreign policy in the period of reference, the decision-making process, the impact of 

the Cold War on Romania’s relations with the Western countries, the efforts employed by the 

regime in Bucharest to build new relations with other Communist countries based on ideological 

affinities and economic interests and also the purge of the diplomatic corps and the regime’s 
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measures aimed to create a new diplomatic apparatus, subservient to the party.1 The most 

important findings of this work shall be described in the following section. 

 During my process of documentation, my work was strongly encouraged and facilitated 

by the accelerated opening of the former Communist archives which coincided with my doctoral 

course. I had the opportunity to be one of the first researchers to explore the archives of the 

Central Committee of the former Romanian Communist Party (fond CC al PCR), the funds 

associated with the Council of Mutual Economic Aid (Comisia de Stat a Planificării, grupa 

CAER) and also the Diplomatic Archives of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Access to primary 

sources contributed to my working hypotheses and consistently shaped my conclusions, helping 

to bridge the gap between intuitive knowledge and evidence-based argumentation. 

 An important role in my formations as a researcher was a doctoral course I followed at 

the Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Helsinki in 2005-2006. I was advised by 

internationally-recognized scholars in the field of international relations and Slavonic and 

Eastern European Studies such as Katalin Miklóssy or Markku Kangaspuro which had a major 

contribution in broadening my intellectual horizon, in introducing me to the academic and 

intellectual debates specific to this particular field of research. My research methodology was 

improved and I gained a better understanding of the role played by theories and concepts in 

interpreting the information I gained from archival research and, on the long term, opened new 

opportunities for research and publication at home and abroad.  

 Following the successful defense of my doctoral thesis, I continued to research and 

publish in the field, to participate in conferences and gather national and international feedback 

which further helped to shape my vision on the topics under research. During the following three 

years, I was member of the Grigore Gafencu Center for the History of International Relations at 

my home university and editorial secretary of the Valahian Journal of Historical Studies, the 

Center’s main publication (indexed by several international databases).  

 My experience was further enhanced by my participation as junior researcher in the 

project titled Europe as Viewed from the Margins between 2005 and 2007 (director: Prof. Ion 

                                                           
1 See, for example, some of the reviews: Radu Tudorancea, „Devotați Kremlinului. Alinierea politicii externe 
românești la cea sovietică în anii 50”, in Revista istorică, s.n., tom XX, nr. 3-4/mai-august 2009, pp. 406-407; Sanda 
Cinca, „Devotați Kremlinului. Alinierea politicii externe românești la cea sovietică în anii 50”, in Revista de Științe 
Politice și Relații Internaționale, tom IV, nr. 3/2009, pp. 174-175; Silviu Miloiu, „Devotați Kremlinului. Alinierea 
politicii externe românești la cea sovietică în anii 50”, in Valahian Journal of Historical Studies, no. 12/2009, pp. 
111-114.  
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Stanciu) in which I investigated the Russian views of Europe and – following Iver Neumann’s 

approach, the way „Europe” played the role of „the Other” in the construction of a specific 

Russian identity (Neumann 1996, 33-34). Drawing on my expertise in the field of Communist 

ideology, I published a chapter analyzing the convergences between Slavophilism and Stalinism 

(Stanciu 2006a, 43-62). In my work at this project, I also analyzed the sources and conduct of 

Romanian Russo-phobia in the 20th century and obtained valuable feedback at an international 

conference organized by the Aleksanteri Institute in Helsinki in 2006 later to be published by 

Kikimora Publications in Finland (Stanciu 2007a, 129-146).   

 Another project titled Utopia and realism in Romanian foreign policy (1919-1975), in 

which I was a senior researcher (director: Prof. Silviu Miloiu), facilitated my researches in a 

great manner, especially since it was much closer to my previous research interests. This 

particular project opened the way for my participation in a large number of international 

conferences which broadened my intellectual horizon and provided me with a much needed feed-

back from an international audience. This experience and its generally positive outcome 

encouraged me to seek more prestigious international venues for my studies and, for the 

following years, most of my works were published in journals indexed by Clarivate Analytics 

(former Thomson Reuters) and edited by high-standing academic publishers such as Oxford 

University Press, Cambridge University Press, MIT Press, Elsevier, Routledge, Peter Lang etc. 

The peer-review process as well as the feedback obtained from such various academic 

backgrounds contributed in a large manner to my formation as a researcher, encouraging me to 

search for an interdisciplinary approach to all my subjects, in a critical and comparative vision, 

considering the large variety of conceptual and theoretical frameworks from related fields of 

knowledge with may provide insight and illuminate issues that otherwise would remain un-

scrutinized.   

 During this process of personal and intellectual transformation, I joined the Department 

of History at my Alma mater as a university assistant starting from October 2011, teaching 

mostly seminars of 20th century European and Romanian political history, international relations 

theory and history with a particular focus on Communism and the Cold War. At the time I joined 

the university, I already had ten years of experience in secondary education which proved to be 

useful to me when trying to „translate” my scientific insight into a pedagogical approach. Five 

years later, in 2016, I became a lecturer and after five more years, in 2021, a senior lecturer. For 
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the past six years, I have been teaching my own courses on political history and international 

relations both at bachelor’s and master’s degree levels.  

 So far, my research and academic work had been focused around the exploration of 

former Communist archives such as fund Central Committee of the Romanian Communism Party 

or fund Precidency of the Council of Ministers. I investigated diplomatic archives as well, both 

Romanian and foreign (British National Archives at Kew Gardens, for example), and also spent 

aprox. three years exploring the fund Council for Mutual Economic Aid in Bucharest. The 

methodological approach of most of my work relies on reinterpreting the political decision-

making process in a double perspective, both perceptual and institutional. Drawing on 

unpublished archival material, my work explains how Romanian decision-makers perceived their 

options, how their interpreted the international environment but also how the institutional and 

legal framework of inter-state relations shaped their strategy and argumentation. It analyzes the 

causes and factors involved in the decision-making process focusing on the way previous 

political experiences – with both the Soviet Union and not only – shaped their perception of 

international relations and also the manner in which the party leadership chose to define 

Romania’s interests. My articles gathered more than 100 citations in academic publications 

worldwide, including in doctoral theses defended at various universities in Romania, Finland, 

Germany, Britain, United States and Canada.  

 The topic of the present habilitation thesis derives logically from both my scientific 

contributions but also from the path I followed as a junior researcher in recently-opened 

Communist archives, trying to decode language and conceptual peculiarities and also patterns of 

decision-making and institutional dynamics. It pursues the regime’s quest for international 

legitimacy starting from the Jhdanov doctrine of the late Stalinist years to peaceful coexistence 

and détente, its strive to deflect Moscow’s pressures and instruments of coercion, to transform 

the patterns of interstate relations so as to allow fewer pressures and provide legalistic assurances 

to small and medium states. This challenge was also pursued within the world Communist 

movements – so at inter-party relations – where the Romanian regime oscillated between 

Moscow and Beijing and later took the side of the Euro-communists even though they shared no 

similarity whatsoever. The ultimate purpose, just as in inter-state relations – was to undermine 

Moscow’s influence and to encourage others to take attitude against Soviet hegemony, therefore 

encouraging Polycentrism in international Communism.  



13 
 

Table 1. Citations of my doctoral thesis in academic literature (selective): 
 

Author Title Publication data 
Alexandru Purcăruş În vâltoarea războiului rece. Revoluţia 

maghiară din 1956 
Editura Cetatea de Scaun, 
Târgovişte, 2009 

Irina Gridan Art. „Parallélismes et convergences, III I.Gh. 
Maurer à Paris à l’été 1964: Realpolitik et 
offensive du sourire” 

Arhivele totalitarismului, nr. 3-
4/2009 

Emanuel Copilaş Art. „Politica externă a României comuniste: 
anatomia unei insolite autonomii” 

Sfera Politicii, nr. 152/oct. 2010 

Paul Nistor Art. „Propaganda României comuniste în 
America la începutul războiului rece (1950)” 

Studii şi Materiale de Istorie 
Contemporană, vol. IX /2010 

Emanuel Copilaş Art. “Revolutionary vigilance” and social 
outbursts: aspects of the Romanian security 
policy in the backwash of the Hungarian 
Revolution. The case of Timişoara county” 

Annales Universitatis Apulensis. 
Series Historica, 15/I (2011) 
 

Florin Abraham Art. ”Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej and Romania’s 
Eastern Neighbourhood” 

Eurolimes, vol. 11/Spring 2011 

Paul Nistor Art. „Politica externă a României comuniste în 
anii 50. O abordare istoriografică” 

Anuarul Institutului de Istorie „A.D. 
Xenopol”, XLIX, 2012 

Elena Dragomir Art. „The Formation of the Soviet Bloc’s 
Council for Mutual Economic Assistance. 
Romania’s Involvement” 

Journal of Cold War Studies, Vol. 14, 
No. 1, Winter 2012 

Elena Dragomir Art. „Romania's participation in the 
Agricultural Conference in Moscow, 2–3 
February 1960” 

Cold War History, Vol. 13, No. 
3/2013 

Emanuel Copilaş Art. „Imposibila independenţă: aspecte ale 
politicii externe româneşti în perioada 
comunistă” 

Anuarul Institutului de Istorie 
«George Bariţiu» din Cluj-Napoca, 
LII, Supliment, 2013 

Emanuel Copilaş Geneza leninismului romantic. O perspectivă 
teoretică asupra orientării internaţionale a 
comunismului românesc 1948-1989 

Institutul European, Iaşi, 2013 

Paul Nistor Propagandă și politică externă românească în 
secolul XX 

Institutul European, Iași, 2013 

Paul Nistor Art. „Relaţiile internaţionale ale României în 
anii ’50 ai secolului al XX-lea. Cadrul general, 
principalele evenimente, relaţii bilaterale şi 
accesul în organizaţiile internaţionale” 

Cercetări istorice, serie nouă, XXX-
XXXI (2011-2012) 

Mihaela Diaconu Art. „Relaţiile economice româno-britanice 
(1948—1955)” 

Romanian Journal of History 
and International Studies, vol. I, no. 
1, July 2014 

Alexandru Ioan 
Heltianu; Veronica 
Turcuş 

Art. „Un caz inedit de spionaj românesc în 
Italia (19551957): Teodor Verche, ataşatul de 
presă de la Ambasada României pe lângă 
Quirinale” 

Anuarul Institutului de 
Istorie „George Bariţiu” Series 
HISTORICA, tom LIII, 2014 

Emanuel Copilaș Națiunea socialistă. Politica identității în Epoca 
de Aur 

Editura Polirom, Iași, 2015 

Laura Gheorghiu Comunitatea dispărută. Germanii din România 
între anii 1945 și 1967 

Editura Tritonic, București, 2015 
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 I.1. The history of Romania’s foreign policy during the Communist period 
  

 1.1. Context  

  
 Romania’s foreign policy during the Cold War era was first and foremost a direct product 

of two primary factors: the ideological nature of the regime which ruled the country after the war 

and the circumstances in which that regime had obtained power (which was going to determine 

its political conduct for the decades to come). Along those decades, Romanian foreign policy 

underwent several major transformations – which allow for the periodization of stages or phases 

– but they were all ultimately shaped by the regime’s relations with society (its degree of control) 

and also by the regime’s relation with Moscow (its degree of subordination). The Communist 

regime in Romania had been imposed by a foreign power in the context of certain political-

military circumstances in the region and it remained – for the entire duration of its existence – 

unsanctioned by democratic vote.  

 The first years of its evolution were characterized by „the beginning of the Cold War and 

the aggravation of the ideological conflict” which determined major changes in the international 

environment (Nadzhafov 2004, 143-146). Soviet pressure for control over its client states 

intensified due to the perceived threat of „American imperialism” and major campaigns of 

purges, repression and Russification were initiated in all these states, aiming to remove any 

opposition and ensure full control for the local Communist parties (Naimark and Ghibianski 

1998; Azadovskii and Egorov 2002, 67-68). These parties’ subordination to Moscow was almost 

complete due to various factors (Soviet military presence, political vulnerability, ideological 

affinities, Stalinist tactics of divide et impera etc.) which, in turn, offered the Soviet Union 

control over the region at a level similar to that of an imperial structure. 

 In such circumstances, engaging a discussion on the foreign policy of such a client state 

requires specific approaches, different methodologies and in-depth contextualization. László 

Borhi noted that: „the Soviet export of Stalinism introduced a large degree of economic and 

political uniformity (…) by creating political systems that could exist only through complete 

economic and political dependence on the Soviet Union. (…) As a result, Communist rulers in 

Eastern Europe had no alternative but to offer their unconditional loyalty to Stalin if they wished 

to remain in power” (Borhi 2001, 48). Under such auspices, the foreign policy of the satellite 

states did not benefit from much autonomy; instead, it was only called upon to replicate and 
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endorse Soviet initiatives. On the other hand, diplomacy and diplomats did not play any role in 

the domestic decision-making process also because the center of gravity in this sense had moved 

away from state and governmental institutions towards the party leadership with its ideological 

agenda. Years later, V.M. Molotov would describe this situation in the following terms: „who 

was a diplomat? An able one? We had a centralized diplomacy. Ambassadors had no 

independence. And they could not have had any because the situation was so complicated. It was 

impossible for the ambassador to take any initiative” (Resis 1993, 69-70). 

 The subordination of the satellite states by the Soviet Union depended on a large number 

of instruments, most of them informal, non-institutional (or if they were institutional, they were 

non-diplomatic – MGB surveillance of party leaders etc.), tacit (Appelbaum 20212, 112-113; 

Kershaw 2019, 54; Judt 2006, 22-23). Political and ideological control of the elites, the implicit 

threat of being overthrown either by the West in the event of a conflict, or by the Moscow, in the 

event of insubordination, all contributed to consolidate Soviet control based on a vast network of 

interests and practices that were mostly unwritten and unofficial. When analyzing Hungary’s role 

in the Communist bloc, László Borhi asked a simple but profound question: „what exactly was it 

that the Soviet Union asked of Hungary?” (Borhi 2001, 47).  Romanian historian Dan Cătănuș 

offered an interesting answer to that question: nothing. Practically, his argument was that the 

Soviet Union did not explicitly ask anything of Hungary simply because it expected Hungary to 

anticipate its will and proceed accordingly (Cătănuş 2002a, 212). Anticipation of the hegemon’s 

will, according to Cătănuș, was the most important instrument of subordination in foreign policy 

(and not only). In case the ruling elites failed to proceed according to the hegemon’s 

expectations, retaliations were usually directed against the elites (or – the other way around – 

only the anticipation of retaliation would suffice to guarantee compliance from the ruling elites).  

 N.S. Khrushchev sought to redefine this „empire by coercion” on different bases, aiming 

to provide more space for the local elites to accommodate the societies they were governing. 

Understanding the risks involved by the pressure which had been building up both inside the 

Soviet bloc (as reaction to Stalinist policies) and also at the level of East-West relations, the 

„collective leadership” tried to implement structural changes in order to reduce the pressure 

(Kramer 1999a, 7-10). Domestically, Malenkov’s New Course represented the first step away 

from the Stalinist view on industrialization and was aimed to reduce social tensions which 

appeared explosive in light of the Berlin workers’ riot of 1953 (Ostermann 2003; Rainer 2002). 
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In the field of foreign policy, N.S. Khrushchev promoted peaceful coexistence as a new 

paradigm of East-West relations which ultimately laid the bases for both the first détente of the 

early 1960s and also for new patterns of interaction within the Soviet bloc.  

 Academics agree that Khrushchev imposed a new approach in intra-bloc politics as well, 

searching to institutionalize relations and develop multilateral mechanisms that would actually 

work and replace the network of personal loyalties previously developed by Stalin (Békés 2013, 

258; Crump 2015, 25). In the context of the events which took place in Poland and Hungary in 

1956, Khrushchev understood the local elites’ need to adapt to their societies, to engage in 

dialogue and to pursue politics that were more in tone with each country’s national specificities. 

Although the Hungarian revolution determined a temporary set-back, Khrushchev’s initiatives 

continued and offered the party leaders in each country a freedom of decision which they never 

enjoyed during Stalin’ times. In turn, this transformation encouraged local leaders to adapt, to 

find ways to coexist with society other than violence and repression, to pursue policies based on 

national interest rather than socialist internationalism. Analyzing the implication of 

Khrushchev’s reforms within the Soviet bloc, Katalin Miklóssy noted: „national interest started 

to dominate all foreign political considerations and coloured not only the enthusiasm for but even 

the actual engagement in the responsibilities bloc membership required. This development was 

due to the fact that, despite the differences, the main Khrushchevist message was understood 

quite similarly. More room for maneuver had been allowed for the satellites and they took full 

advantage of the situation” (Miklossy 2011, 152). 

 This evolution, of course, changes the way foreign policy is conceived and implemented, 

the way international relations are envisioned and how the satellite states related to the Soviet 

Union, to each other and to the West. The methodologies used in such cases must again differ 

and be able to focus on the differentiation which occurred between each satellite state, the 

reasons and its forms of manifestation, the new network of interests and interactions that was 

being built/rebuilt in a changing environment. The process in question was progressive and the 

evolutions in questions followed a gradual path in which various domestic or foreign factors 

acted either as impulses or as deterrence (de Nevers 2003, 240-241). The researcher, in this case, 

must observe the differences but also the similarities, the patterns of institutional and political 

interaction which begin to develop and be able to evaluate the role of the environment in 

promoting change in both domestic and foreign policy.    
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 Political history shows that the process of differentiation and the emergence of national 

interest as a key vector of political orientation first led to clashes inside the Communist bloc, 

mostly on economic issues. During the late 1950s and especially in the early 1960s, most 

satellite countries experimented various forms of economic reform with the aim of improving 

efficiency and productiveness, as was the case in Czechoslovakia, Hungary or the GDR (Békés 

2010, 337-341). These countries experienced particular difficulties in gaining food products, raw 

materials and markets for their advanced industry and so on, which moved the dispute at the 

Council of Mutual Economic Aid and prompted Moscow to search for solutions other than 

directly subsidizing these economies. Initially, CMEA trade developed along a radial pattern, as 

Barry Eichengreen argued, having the Soviet Union in the center (Eichengreen 2008, 157). The 

USSR provided countries like East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary with raw 

materials in exchange for machinery and equipment, given their higher level of industrial 

expertise. Countries like Romania and Bulgaria provided the Soviets with agricultural products 

mainly in exchange for technology. The weight of the heavy industrialization program 

implemented by all countries during Stalin’s years had caused terrible difficulties, both economic 

and social, in the entire region (Myant 2010, 92-93).  

 But in the years following, economic difficulties continued to mount and Moscow was 

pressured to assist its satellites with credits and more. East Germany was by far the most 

complicated issue on Khrushchev’s agenda especially due to its open border with the West, in 

Berlin (Steiner 2010, 91-97). The standard of living in East Germany was a political priority 

simply because East Germans were at all times „exposed” to Western lifestyle and because they 

had an opportunity that other East Europeans did not: fleeing to the West (Sperlich 2006. 111). 

The Berlin riots in 1953 contributed to convincing both the Soviet and the East German leaders 

that quality of life had to be insured at a higher level that in the rest of the Eastern bloc 

(Landsman 2005, 200). Romania, among others, opposed such an approach because its leaders 

perceived those solutions as detrimental to their country’s industrialization (Dangerfield 2000, 

10-11; Jovanović 2006, 714). In this sense, the economic disputes which emerged at CMEA 

during the early 1960s are a good example of how national interests (and each party’s effort to 

improve domestic conditions independently by following a national course) led to differentiation 

and often conflict – even in the narrow limits allowed by the Soviet Union. 
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 Peaceful coexistence, on the other hand, opened paths to the West which were previously 

inaccessible. Most of the Warsaw Pact countries were interested in Western markets, credits or 

raw materials to compensate for the non-operating CMEA framework, for the USSR’s growing 

reticence to comply with the demands and, most importantly, to ensure a level of economic 

performance that would allow for improved standards of living. At the time, Moscow was trying 

to limit the costs of „empire maintenance”, as Gabrielle Hecht recently named it, simply because 

support of East European economies proved to be a terrible burden on the Soviet economy 

(Hechet 2011, 129). The costs of energy supplies from the Soviet Union to its satellites had 

always been well below the prices on world markets and the Soviets accepted that for political 

reasons. East Europeans were evidently interested in perpetuating such a situation. But at this 

time, as was already evident, East European economies were already diversified in the sense that 

national leaders pursued independent developmental plans conceived at national, rather than 

regional level (Asselain 2003, 110-112). The East-West dialogue initiated under Khrushchev and 

the so-called first détente created favorable conditions for cooperation with the West, especially 

in what concerned trade exchanges and financial credits. On the other hand, the political 

component of the East-West dialogue did create certain apprehensions both with Moscow and 

the satellite states.  

 The negotiations concerning Berlin, for example, caused great distress in Berlin in regard 

to a hypothetical agreement between Moscow and the West which could have involved the 

disappearance of the GDR (Grieder 1999, 177-179). The East German regime was very wary of 

the Soviet-American negotiations on the German question since it did not participate nor had 

much of a word to say in the matter. Later in the decade, when West German Chancellor Willy 

Brandt initiated his Neue Ostpolitik, both Poland and Czechoslovakia joined the GDR in 

expressing concern regarding a potential border settlement negotiated behind their back 

(Jarzabek 2008, 38). Furthermore, the Soviet-American détente of 1972 increased such concerns 

with Romania, for example, fearful that the two superpowers may have agreed on another 

division of spheres of influences. 

 At the same time, though, détente was a major reason of concern for Moscow, as well. 

Vladislav Zubok argued convincingly how important it was for L. Brezhnev to promote détente 

with the West, but that did not mean his task was easy (Zubok 2007, 209). Apart from the 

difficulties in negotiations, Brezhnev had to deal with a reciprocal distrust of his allies. The 
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relations between the satellite states and the West were progressing at a fast pace and were 

causing concern in Moscow since centrifugal factor kept accumulating in the Communist bloc. 

As Mike Bowker noticed, Moscow’s vision about both peaceful coexistence between the two 

military blocs of the Cold War – and later détente, as well – relied on a delicate balance between 

the USSR and the United States in which other forces were considered secondary (Bowker 2002, 

91-102).  

 From this point of view, the progress of détente depended – as far as Moscow was 

concerned – on its ability to control its satellite states and rebuff centrifugal forces in the bloc. In 

a study on the role of Neue Ostpolitik in paving the way for détente, Noel D. Cary argued: „for 

the Soviets under both Khrushchev and Brezhnev, the prerequisite to easing tensions was to 

strengthen their confidence in the satellite regimes. Only after further reassuring themselves of 

their imperial hold, they were persuaded, could they offer inducements to secure its recognition 

by the West. Building the Wall was a brutal part of that progression; crushing the Prague Spring 

was another” (Cary 2000, 248). Other authors too have emphasized the pivotal role played by the 

Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia for facilitating détente (Rey 2008, 76-77).  

 As far as a Warsaw Pact member’s foreign policy was concerned, détente and its 

implications raised both challenges and opportunities. Satisfying national interests started to 

increasingly depend on the statecraft, diplomacy and ability of the leaders to maneuver both in 

relations to the Communist bloc and in relation to the Western bloc, choosing the right political 

alignment at any time in order to maximize benefits while staying safe of potential Soviet 

retaliation. In the end, both East and West of the Iron Curtain, small and medium states had to 

play the same game because, as Jussi Hanhimäki noticed, „the caricture-like division of Europe 

and the world did not always conform to the interests and aspirations of individual nations and 

their leaders” (Hanhimäki 2010, 201) In this sense, Hanhimäki argued, „the relaxation of East-

West tensions in Europe was a result of a European challenge to the excesses of bipolarity” in 

which both Warsaw Pact members and NATO members acted against those excesses 

(Hanhimäki 2010, 201). Such efforts ultimately contributed to fragmenting the bipolar postwar 

world and helped bring about the conditions which led to the end of the Cold War.   

 In such a labyrinth of challenges, Romania’s foreign policy was an articulation between 

context and environment, on one hand, and the local Communist elite’s increasing taste for 

autonomous decision-making directed towards forms of autarchy, on the other hand. 
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Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization encouraged a distinct belief in Bucharest that Moscow was 

becoming a hazard to the stability of the regime (in light of the 1956 events in Poland and 

Hungary) and, according to Dennis Deletant, Dan Cătănuș and Mioara Anton, the conclusion 

represented the basic premise for Romania’s future policy towards the Soviet Union (Cătănuș 

2011, 164-165; Anton 2007, 82-92; Moraru 2008, 16-17; Deletant 2006, 139). Investigating the 

impact of Khrushchev’s reforms in Romania was a rather novel direction of analysis since classic 

works dedicated to the origins and causes of Romania’s policy towards the Soviet Union 

provided different explanations. Most authors, before the archives opened, laid much emphasis 

on the withdrawal of Soviet troops from Romania in 1958, a decision made by Khrushchev in the 

context of his campaign for peace but lacking strategic significance (Scurtu 1996). 

 The history of Romania’s foreign policy does reveal a major shift which occurred during 

the early 1960s and was apparently catalyzed by Moscow’s plan to reform CMEA which the 

Romanians rejected as an interference in their own domestic affairs. This shift, though, was 

rather a long process with underwent different episodes and fluctuations determined by context 

and environment, as was the case with the Sino-Soviet dispute at the time (Mastny and Byrne 

2005, 32). A basic comparison between 1950 and 1960, for example, clearly reveals the 

amplitude of the shift mentioned above. In the first years after the war, after the Communist 

regime had purged the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Romanian diplomacy remained nothing more 

than a conveyance belt of Soviet decision-makers, a loud but empty voice of propaganda directed 

against the West, with no trace of autonomy whatsoever (Stanciu 2006b, 187-196). Countless 

accusations were raised against the Western world, imitating the Soviet rhetoric to the last detail 

and most Romanian diplomats had barely graduated a grammar school. The United States were 

declared as the ultimate enemy of mankind, the „enemy of peace and peoples’ liberty” (Nistor 

2006, 290-292).  

 Two decades later, an American president was welcomed in Bucharest, while a very 

excited Communist dictator expressed his friendship and admiration for the American people 

(Burakowski 2011, 128). The Chinese minister of foreign affairs was also welcomed to 

Bucharest and given a public parade at the height of the Sino-Soviet split (Yong 2006, 168). As 

Miklossy argued, it was a process of transformation which spanned all over the Communist bloc 

but the Romanians kept the headlines in the international press through their spectacular defiance 

of Moscow.  
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 Certainly, one of the first questions to arise here is the same question historians ask when 

discussing Nicolae Ceauşescu’s firm condemnation of the Soviet-led intervention in 

Czechoslovakia in 1968: why did Moscow not retaliate? An answer is difficult to formulate 

without proper consideration for all the factors involved and especially on the genesis of 

Romania’s policy towards the Soviet Union (Retegan 1998, 222-223). A major contribution in 

this direction was made by the works of two important scholars, Dan Cătănuș and Mihai Croitor 

who focused mostly on the origins of the Romanian-Soviet disputes in light of recently available 

archival material (Cătănuș, 2011; Croitor 2012).  

 Cătănuș investigated the emergence of the first Romanian-Soviet disputes in the troubled 

context of 1956 and later followed the way the Romanian leadership related to China after the 

emergence of the Sino-Soviet dispute. He noted that, far from being a supporter of the Chinese 

model, Romania did develop a „special mechanism for consultation and exchange of 

information” with the Chinese, in spite Moscow’s abhorrence (Cătănuș 2011, 379). Also, Mihai 

Croitor investigated the evolution of Romania’s position towards China in direct connection with 

the CMEA disputes and also introduced a new vector in the analysis: Tito of Yugoslavia (Croitor 

2014, 86-149). Romanian-Yugoslav relations had been sour during the Titoist schism but they 

gradually improved after 1956 and later the leaders of Romania and Yugoslavia reached a point 

where they were considering common action in case of Soviet military intervention (Retegan 

1998, 221-223; Betea 2009, 157-172). China’s role in Romania’s policy towards the Soviet 

Union had already been explored by Florian Banu and Liviu Țăranu who revealed the 

cautiousness and also the solid ideological argumentation the Romanian party leaders used in 

relation to Moscow, but also the correlation between any steps taken against Moscow’s will, on 

one hand, and the evolution of Sino-Soviet and Sino-Romanian relations, on the other hand 

(Banu and Țăranu 2004). In other words, the Romanian elites acted against Moscow only when 

the Soviets were too caught up with China and only when Romania’s relation with China was 

solid enough.  

 Generally, historiography focused on two basic moments when trying to either explain 

Romania’s policy towards the USSR or to explore its depth, forms and manifestations. In 1964 

the Communist party in Romania published a declaration declaring its neutrality in the Sino-

Soviet dispute, invoking ideological and political arguments. In 1968, Nicolae Ceauşescu 

condemned the Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia, invoking juridical and political 
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arguments. Both were keystone episodes in the evolution of Romania’s foreign policy and in its 

relation with the Soviet Union and also represented turning-points (of varying degrees) in the 

regime’s domestic policies (Buga 2013, 68-118; Anton 2008, 193-194; Cătănuș 2005, 34-35; 

Malița 2009, 31; Crowder 2008, 122-123). There are very few studies based on primary sources 

– if any – analyzing Romania’s foreign policy beyond this frame of reference although the 

ramifications are large, as any close scrutiny of primary sources would indicate.  

 During the Nixon era, Nicolae Ceauşescu of Romania appeared to be „a new Tito” of the 

Communist bloc because of his courageous initiatives in international affairs, especially since his 

good relations with the Chinese made him very interesting for the United States, given the 

unfolding Vietnam War at the time (Pechlivanis 2017, 241-258). Mircea Munteanu covered this 

topic based on primary sources and helped clarify numerous lacunae in the literature (Munteanu 

2012, 64-95; Munteanu 2009; 615-630). But at the same time, Nicolae Ceauşescu also tried to 

mediate in the Middle East conflict but there are very few works covering this topic step by step 

(Stan 2016). Also, Romania’s relations with China was not pursued beyond Ceauşescu’s famous 

1971 visit although the complexity and duration of that „special relationship” certainly deserved 

more attention. Recent literature engaged another important issue: the regime’s reaction to the 

Soviet-American détente which, according to Elena Dragomir for example, caused great 

concerns regarding a potential confirmation of bipolarity, a change from a Soviet-American 

confrontation which produced the post-World War II spheres of influence, to a possible Soviet-

American co-dominium, confirming post-World War II spheres of influence (Dragomir 2012, 

124). What Romania pursued, following the 1964-1968 transformations, was to fight off the very 

idea of spheres of influences while claiming each state’s right to make its own decisions in a 

multipolar political framework, later defined by Andreas Wenger as multilateral détente 

(Wenger 2004, 24-76).  

  

 1.2. Personal contribution 
 

 My contributions in the field of Romania’s foreign policy during Communism have 

extended chronologically from the establishment of the Communist regime in the late 1940s to 

the heyday of détente in the late 1970s. My work has evolved around the gradual opening of the 

archives and the discovery of new and often contradictory primary sources in parallel with the 
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effort to integrate theories and concepts developed worldwide in the academia in order to obtain 

qualitative progress in both assessments and future research directions. Below, I shall describe 

the most important steps of my researches and those contributions in particular that I found 

noteworthy based on their reception and critical response as reflected by their citation in 

scientific literature. 

  

 Zhdanovism and „working-class” diplomacy 
 

 During my doctoral research on Romania’s foreign policy between 1948 and 1956 I 

approached several distinctive paths of analysis. The first of them concerned the organization of 

the Romanian diplomacy following the establishment of the Communist regime given the fact 

that the existing diplomatic apparatus had been educated before the war and had monarchist, 

anti-Soviet and pro-Western loyalties which were visible not only in their insubordination 

between 1944-1947 but also in the high number of diplomats who chose to abandon their posts 

and flee to the West (or rather remain there) after 1947. The fate of these diplomats and their 

subsequent activity in the Eastern European exile circles, in the anti-Communist organizations 

and propaganda etc. might be the subject of fascinating micro-histories of the early Cold War 

and, at the same time, represented a major obstacle in East-West relations at least during the 

1950s (Vițalaru 2013a; Vițalaru 2013b; Calafeteanu 2005; Calafeteanu 2000; Calafeteanu 1995). 

Communist governments often demanded their Western counterparts in a vehement manner 

retaliatory measures against emigrant groups and organizations involved in anti-Communist 

propaganda, although such requests were usually disregarded.  

 My research focused on the purges of the diplomatic apparatus and the regime’s effort to 

recruit and educate new diplomatic corps, on bases of loyalty to the party. In a study published in 

2005, I analyzed the criteria established by the party leadership for the recruitment of the 

diplomats, the political and professional conditions they had to comply to, and also the strict 

requirements in what concerned political and ideological education (Stanciu 2006b, 187-196). 

Also, my work described the rules of diplomatic conduct, the changes in laws and regulations as 

well as the hierarchical rearrangements designed after 1948. Most of these changes were 

implemented during Ana Pauker’s office (Stanciu 2007b, 5-17). The External Section of the 

Central Committee had already organized in the early 1950 a special subsection in charged with 
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the ideological training and supervision of the diplomatic personnel which sent representatives in 

each diplomatic office. For the sake of the argumentation, it is worth noting that the diplomats 

were forbidden from expressing opinions and formulating suggestions of any kind and their only 

duty was to observe and report home. In case urgent action was needed, the diplomats were 

specifically instructed to address the Soviet ambassador in the respective capital for guidance 

(Stanciu 2008a, 35-44).  

 Such measures were aimed not only at subordinating the diplomatic apparatus by both the 

Communist party and the Soviet Union (whose interests the party promoted) but also at 

preventing the emergence of voluntarism and autonomous action, of critical analysis among the 

circles responsible with foreign policy decision-making. From this point of view, Moscow had 

already been challenged by Yugoslavia and so any satellites’ tendency towards autonomous 

action at any level was regarded as a threat, as a fissure which could permit the emergence of 

national-minded policies or options – or even the penetration of Western espionage (Ghibianski 

2018, 291-312; Kullaa 2011, 87-108). Moscow therefore tried to prevent the formation of any 

institution, professional group or stakeholder able to formulate independent options. The 

instability of the ruling elites played a major role in ensuring Soviet control over the local 

Communist parties and their foreign policies, as well, given the fact that these leaders only relied 

on Soviet support in order to remain in power, otherwise being subjected to the risk of a violent 

overthrow either by the people or by potential Western intervention (Nistor 2006, 148). 

 Especially in the context of the anti-Titoist campaign, the party leadership in Romania 

was vulnerable due to Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej’s previous relations with I.B. Tito of Yugoslavia 

(Anton 2005, 316-319; Betea 2006, 193). Also, Ana Pauker was always considered an option 

until her purge in 1952. The external environment was extremely hostile and the regime was 

confronted with armed résistance in the mountains, absence of international legitimacy and 

Soviet infiltrations at any institutional level. In such circumstances, the alignment of Romania’s 

foreign policy to the Soviet coordinates was close to complete and the regime appeared to favor 

isolation and seclusion because it minimized the risks of incommoding Moscow, as I argued in a 

study published in Great Britain in 2008 (Stanciu 2008b, 7-8).   

 In my researches, I described the impact of these evolutions on Romania’s foreign 

relations and I focused on particular aspects and case-studies deriving from Romania’s specific 

situation. For example, a major role in the deterioration of Romania’s relations with Western 
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countries – apart from the Cold War climate – was the Nationalization Act of 1948 which 

gravely affected Western interests in Romania. The regime’s refusal to negotiate compensations 

had bitter consequences because many foreign governments decided to block Romania’s bank 

accounts opened at their financial institutions (Stanciu 2008c, 243-259; Stanciu 2007c, 309-319; 

Stanciu 2007d, 101-110). Furthermore, when negotiations did begin (mostly due to Romania’s 

stringent need for commercial exchanges that would provide hard currency), another important 

obstacle on the path to reconciliation was represented by the above-mentioned activity of the 

exile circles in Western capitals and their vehement anti-Communist propaganda. The regime 

demanded Western governments to act against those groups and their refusal often caused 

terrible discontent in Bucharest and major delays in the progress of negotiations (Stanciu 2008a, 

177-245).   

 Still, one of the most relevant conclusions of my archival research was that the 

monolithic unity described above, the „uniformity” formulated by Zbigniew Brzeziński in a 

classical work, was more of an illusion than a fact (Brzeziński 1967, 113). Although the initiative 

in the field of foreign policy was, obviously absent due to the mentioned causes, there were 

numerous fractures and cracks at bilateral level demonstrating not necessarily a decision to 

overcome Soviet domination but more how inadequate and inconsistent the Soviet „empire by 

coercion” was when compared to the countless daily challenges of routine statecraft. In a study 

of French-Romanian relations in the period of reference, I demonstrated how both parties 

decided to start negotiations as early as 1952 regarding the compensations claimed by French 

interests in Romania following the Nationalization Act, even though the official position of the 

Romanian government at the time was to reject such claims as unfounded (Stanciu 2007e, 65-80; 

Stanciu 2007f, 164-177; Stanciu 2005, 36-49). The most important stimulus for opening 

negotiations, as far as Romania was concerned, was the need to access alternative sources of 

technology and markets since the Communist bloc framework was insufficient to support the 

necessities resulting from the industrialization program. 

 The French-Romanian negotiations took place between 1952 and 1954 and reached a 

formula for compromise that appeared convenient for both sides. First of all, the level of 

compensations was agreed upon while later the French government was going to hold out a 

quota of the Romanian exports in France in order to cover the compensations for the nationalized 

assets by gradual instalments over a long period of time. It was convenient for Romania because 
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it regulated it relations with France without having to pay anything effectively and it also opened 

its way to the French market. It was also convenient for France because it was unreasonable to 

presume that a Soviet satellite would actually pay hard currency to a Western government at the 

height of the Cold War; chances were, at the time, that the issue would remain pending for 

decades perhaps. This formula for compromise was later used by the Romanian government in 

relation to other Western countries, as well (Stanciu 2005, 36-49). This agreement, signed in 

1954, demonstrated not necessarily a decision to trespass the Iron Curtain or overcome Cold War 

rivalries, but rather a determination to find mutually convenient solutions in order to make that 

situation bearable for both sides by way of small steps. Ultimately, it demonstrates that there was 

an inner dynamic within each bloc which favored contact and interaction beyond rhetoric. As 

would be later visible, economy turned out to be one of the primary vectors of such interactions. 

 Fractures in uniformity or the structural weaknesses of the „empire by coercion” were 

also visible inside the Communist bloc as it was. Even though in relation to the Soviet Union, 

caution and reticence prevailed, the space for maneuver being drastically limited anyway, the 

same was not valid for inter-satellites relations. During my researches, I had the chance to 

reconstitute significant episodes in Romanian-Hungarian relations, for example, which proved 

that national controversies continued to subsist under the appearance of Stalinist uniformity. 

Various authors have discussed the persistence of border-related conflicts in the (future) 

Communist bloc during the first years after the war and underlined the fact that Soviet pressure 

froze the polemics as cold War tensions aggravated (Murashko and Noskova 2001, 164-165; 

Muraşko 1998, 340-341). Yet information regarding Romanian-Hungarian clashes so early in the 

Cold War – and at the height of the anti-Titoist campaign – was virtually inexistent before the 

archives opened.  

 Although such examples are numerous, for the sake of argumentation I shall chose one in 

particular which occurred in 1949. Documents reveal that a secret meeting between the 

Romanian and Hungarian party leaders took place in February 1949 with the participation of 

Mátyás Rákosi, László Rajk, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej and Ana Pauker. Apparently, the meeting 

was called upon as a consequence of a letter addressed by the Hungarian leaders to their 

Romanian counterparts in what concerned the situation of the Hungarian minority in 

Transylvania. The letter referred to a number of issues like: the difficulties in distributing 

publications edited in Hungary among the Hungarians in Transylvania, the problems created by 
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the Romanian authorities to Hungarians wanting to visit their relatives from Transylvania, the 

Romanian Workers Party’s position regarding Hungary and the Hungarian minority which the 

letter implied was not Marxist in its nature (Stanciu 2012a, 53-66). It was obvious that the 

Hungarian regime expected to be able to maintain a direct relation with the Hungarians in 

Transylvania and cultivate a sense of identity but Bucharest rejected that approach. The meeting 

was meant to facilitate further discussions on the issues brought up.  

 The Romanian party leaders adopted an aggressive tactic for the meeting. They accused 

the Hungarians of interference in their domestic affairs and used the anti-cosmopolitan rhetoric 

in order to explain their susceptibility in accepting cultural products from abroad, even from a 

people’s democracy (Stanciu 2012, 58). Ana Pauker – a native Jew therefore beyond any 

suspicion of nationalism – provided a fierce attack on Rákosi and blamed him of irredentism. 

She accused Hungary of sending „reactionary, Catholic magazines” under the pretext of dialogue 

because the entire system of cultural exchanges in Hungary was dominated by the bourgeoisie 

and reactionary circles. Gheorghiu-Dej also firmly rejected any request to facilitate 

communication between the Hungarian government and the Hungarians in Transylvania, 

claiming that the entire relation had to be mediated by Bucharest, if there was to be such a 

relation (Stanciu 2012, 58-59). Beyond the details of this discussion, it remains visible that – 

under the pretense of a Marxist-Leninist argumentation – both sides were actually promoting 

virtually similar policies as pre-Communist governments in this particular issue; the vocabulary 

had changed and the sources of legitimacy as well but the approach had remained strikingly 

unchanged.  

 This particular matter preoccupied me and I continued to follow the topic in archival 

research for the following years, at least for the duration of Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej’s regime. 

Such controversies persisted along the 1950s, even after the Hungarian Revolution of 1956. 

Gheorghiu-Dej was terribly concerned by the effects of the Hungarian Revolution among the 

Hungarians in Transylvania and also by the Hungarians’ predilection for calling into question 

issues that appeared to have been settled. Certain measures as the 1958 unification of the 

Romanian and Hungarian universities in Cluj were a reaction to what the regime perceived as 

Hungarian irredentism and clashes with the leadership in Budapest continued sporadically for the 

period of reference. Some episodes of these clashes have been described, based on archival 

proves, in certain publications I authored (Stanciu 2008d, 305-320).     
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 A rebirth of diplomacy 
 

 Khrushchev’s reforms activated a general process of transformation in the Communist 

bloc, including in Romania (Anton 2007, 52-93; Zubok and Pleshakov 1996, 146-148). In my 

researches I followed the impact of this process mostly at foreign policy level but always 

attentive to correlations and interactions between the levels of foreign and domestic policies. 

Between 1956 and 1964, Romania’s diplomacy underwent significant qualitative changes, 

reaching a point where it could produce independent policies and initiatives, elaborated 

domestically and aimed at serving domestic purposes. This process was parallel with the gradual 

distancing between Bucharest and Moscow at party leadership level, as Khrushchev’s reforms 

were interpreted by Gheorghiu-Dej as a menace to his stability, as Deletant and Tismăneanu 

argued (Tismăneanu 2002, 15-18; Deletant 1999, 100-101).  

 The first major changes in Romania’s foreign policy appear as imitations of Soviet 

initiatives, as reactions to Soviet inducements, as was the case with the assumption of the 

peaceful coexistence doctrine during the Romanian Workers’ Party congress of 1955 

(Gheorghiu-Dej 1960, 16). Historian Dan Cătănuș analyzed the significance of the meeting 

which took place in January 1956, for example, when Khrushchev had specifically requested the 

satellite states to increase their presence in the field of foreign policy, to intensify their activism, 

establish contact in the West and to take lead in launching initiatives, after proper consultation 

with Moscow, obviously (Cătănuș 2011, 120-122). Also, it is important to mention that the 

Romanian-Yugoslav reconciliation was also initiated by Soviet stimulus, following 

Khrushchev’s visit to Belgrade in 1955 (Rajak 2010, 113). 

 But I argue that the significance of this period (1956-1964) derives from the fact that a 

process initiated by Moscow soon gained a pace and a dynamic of its own, other rationalities 

than those which triggered it and later turned on a course radically different from what the 

initiators had in plan (Stanciu 2014a, 207-222). In other words, Khrushchev’s reforms and 

initiatives were more of a school of politics and diplomacy for the Romanian party elites in 

which they learnt how to elaborate and implement policies, later using those skills to bolster a 

course which turned out to be anti-Soviet in its nature when circumstances favored it. Romania’s 

relations with Yugoslavia are representative for the evolutions characterizing this period. 

Practically initiated by Moscow, the Romanian-Yugoslav reconciliation itself later turn on a path 
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detrimental to Moscow, as the distancing between Bucharest and Moscow began to grow after 

1956. In my researches, I paid much attention to this particular issue because is one of the most 

illuminating case-studies for the period of reference (Stanciu 2008e, 113-126).  

 Romanian-Yugoslav relations were representative for the way Moscow reshaped 

relations in the region, as I have argued in several articles; without having any contentious 

background, the two countries broke off relations and came very close to a war (military 

mobilization at borders, deportation of ethnics from border regions etc.) only because the Soviet 

Union imposed such a course (Laković and Tasić 2016, 119; Chirițoiu 2005, 135). After 1955, 

relations that were shattered without reasons had to be rebuilt once again not because the two 

sides chose to (although there was not a particular obstacle from this point of view) but only 

because Moscow demanded it (Stanciu 2009a, 222-224). Gheorghiu-Dej and Tito managed to 

reestablish relatively warm relations and laid the bases for a very fructuous cooperation in the 

years to come, during a meeting between the two leaders in 1956 (Cătănuș 2002b, 72-74). 

Practically, Tito understood Gheorghiu-Dej’s particular situation, his lack of choices starting 

from 1948-1949 onwards and preferred not to hold a grudge against him. But this newly rebuilt 

relation gained new meaning after 1956 (Croitor and Borșa 2014, 48-52). 

 Without recounting Tito’s role in the events of 1956, it is important for the argumentation 

to reiterate the impact of these events on the party leadership in Romania (Cătănuș 2006, 109-

110). Gheorghiu-Dej saw de-Stalinization as a threat to his authority since he had been 

„appointed” by Stalin, especially because his leadership was challenged by competitors in that 

context. He managed to control the situation and later purge his contenders but remained under 

the impression that Khrushchev had been behind the attack (Cătănuș and Tudor 2001, 7-20). The 

turmoil in the autumn of 1956 once again convinced him that Khrushchev was a weak leader, 

incapable of ensuring control, shattering the very structure of the Communist bloc and therefore, 

a menace to Gheorghiu-Dej’s leadership. Romania’s dependence on the USSR was becoming a 

factor of risk for the party leadership in Romania. This was the beginning of a long process of 

reorientation in foreign and domestic policies which ultimately led to the famous Declaration of 

April 1964.  

 In my work, I demonstrated that Gheorghiu-Dej’s aim to reduce his country’s 

dependence on the USSR first embraced an economic form (because a political challenge against 

Moscow as early as 1956 would have been suicidal). A series of my studies demonstrated how 
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Gheorghiu-Dej decided to ignore Soviet demands to focus investments on consumer goods as 

Malenkov’s New Course required and secretly favored investments in heavy industry as he was 

still a major advocate of the Stalinist model of industrialization (Stanciu 2007f, 175-176; 

Deletant 2008, 91). My focus, though, was on foreign relations and I had the opportunity to 

reveal that Romania’s economic nationalism which later led to the well-known clash with the 

Soviet Union manifested as early as 1954. Documents reveal that there were numerous requests 

for raw materials from the CMEA countries, such as crude oil from Czechoslovakia, which 

Romania declined not only in favor of local processing but also in favor of export on Western 

markets where crude oil (or refined nonetheless) was a consistent source of hard currency 

(Stanciu 2007g, 160-162). My researches in the CMEA fund also opened the way for a more 

nuanced view of Romania’s trade policies at the time because they revealed that an enormous 

part of the investments previously agreed upon in the bilateral and multilateral framework of 

CMEA did not materialize. Most of the CMEA countries chose to follow Malenkov’s New 

Course and cancelled many industrial investments, including those that had been signed with 

Romania (Békés 2010, 337-341). Under such circumstances, Romania’s reluctance to work with 

Czecholovakia or the GDR may be interpreted on a more complex note and the Romanian-Soviet 

clash on CMEA reform in the early 1960s can also be regarded as part of a developing process 

rather than an abrupt episode (Țăranu 2007, 134-136; Retegan and Duțu 2004, 7-9).   

 In the second half of the 1950s, Romania’s contacts outside the Communist bloc have 

also intensified. I argued in my work that, so long as Moscow allowed and encouraged the 

enlargement of commercial ties with the West, Romania’s initiative did not seem out of place. 

But while remaining inside the limits of Communist bloc policies, the regime in Bucharest 

managed to identify alternative suppliers of industrial equipment and technology for its 

industrialization necessities, therefore reducing its dependence on Soviet deliveries. In 1958, for 

example, a major trade agreement was signed between Romania and France providing for the 

delivery of several complete technological lines in various industries and another governmental 

delegation was sent by Gheorghiu-Dej in Scandinavia in 1960 where it was met with interest and 

receptivity (Betea 1997, 133; Stanciu 2009b, 61-63). In order to pay for Western technology, 

Romania had to increase its exports of valuable products (such as oil or timber) on Western 

markets which, in turn, determined a decrease of its deliveries on the CMEA market (Stanciu 

2007g, 163). Many CMEA partners complained to Moscow about this since their efforts to 
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supplement various Romanian deliveries failed. A significant part of my work on this period 

contributed to demonstrating the existence of a much wider and complex background to the 

CMEA disputes which ignited in 1962 (Stanciu 2015a, 629).    

 Yugoslavia, on the other hand, was another kind of partner. Romania’s participation at 

the assault initiated by Stalin in 1948 against Tito did not leave a long lasting mark on bilateral 

relations, although at certain moments the Yugoslavs chose to tergiversate various projects, not 

sure if they could actually rely on the Romanians (Stanciu 2009a, 223; Stanciu 2008e, 125). Tito 

was wary of Romania within reasonable limits, in the sense that he did agree to numerous 

cooperation projects but on a slow pace. As Romanian-Soviet disagreements intensified after 

1960, so did the mutual trust between Romanians and Yugoslavs, so practically the evolution of 

Romanian-Yugoslav relations was inversely proportional with the evolution of Romanian-Soviet 

relations. The Iron Gates project was launched at the beginning of Romania’s disputes with the 

Soviet Union and, in spite in proportions, was completed in due time without foreign assistance 

and also while rejecting other countries’ efforts to join (Stanciu 2010, 351-352). It was a 

demonstration aimed towards Moscow, evidently, at least from Romania’s point of view. For the 

Romanians, the cooperation with Yugoslavia was important because it was the only neighboring 

country which was not a member of the Warsaw Pact and therefore outside Soviet control but at 

the same time a Socialist country, so an ideologically-convenient partner (Stanciu 2021a, 378).   

 Political relations between Romania and Yugoslavia improved significantly after the 

Romanian Declaration of April 1964 when Tito was probably convinced to leave behind any last 

trace of mistrust for the Romanians and regular meetings between the two leaders became 

habitual. Having gone through the experience of Stalinist „excommunication”, Tito was aware of 

the limits to which Moscow could be pushed and also aware of the methods employed by 

Moscow against its adversaries (Croitor and Borșa 2014, 204-212). Because of that, I argued in 

another work on the topic, Tito knew exactly how far defiance should go, he was prudent and 

also a good confident for the Romanian leaders, which is why a special relation of mutual trust 

was built by Tito with both Gheorghiu-Dej and Ceaușescu (Stanciu 2014b, 574-575). Numerous 

sources confirm that their close contacts were regarded by Moscow as a potential menace, even 

though there is no evidence whatsoever that they ever conceived any active, anti-Soviet measure 

(Mastny and Byrne 2005, 298; Navratil 1998, 147). 
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 Academic literature paid much attention to Romania’s position in the context of the Sino-

Soviet split and to its realignment from a pro-Soviet position initially to a neutral position after 

the emergence of the Romanian-Soviet disputes at CMEA (Dragomir 2014, 156-163; Crump 

2015, 178; Radchenko 2009, 86). The context and content of the Declaration of April 1964 had 

also been consistently analyzed by many historians such as Florian Banu, Dan Cătănuș, Mihai 

Croitor and others (Banu and Țăranu 2004; Cătănuș 2004; Croitor 2012). In my researches, I 

chose to follow the long term consequences of this political reorientation and to observe its 

practical implications at macro-level (considering the larger framework of Romania’s foreign 

policy) and at micro-level (considering the level of bilateral relations with both Western and 

Eastern countries). Since my contribution at the level of bilateral relations shall be described in 

another section, I shall focus in the following pages on my researches and studies regarding the 

transformation of Romania’s foreign policy following the Declaration of April 1964 and the 

reconsideration of the Chinese issue after 1964. 

 One of the most important questions in what concerned Romania’s policy towards China 

and the entire Sino-Soviet conflict is what were the motivations for adopting a neutral stance, or 

what was the regime trying to obtain in its relation with the Soviet Union by claiming neutrality 

in the Sino-Soviet dispute. In a larger study dedicated to this issue, I demonstrated that 

Romania’s main purpose was to avoid isolation (as Yugoslavia had experienced between 1948 

and 1953) and to limit Moscow’s capacity to impose its will on others and dictate their policies. 

Decision-makers in Bucharest correctly observed that Moscow’s influence (and capacity of 

control) would be weaker as more and more parties challenged its authority and, from this 

perspective, China was vital because the Soviets did not have any possibility to silence it 

(Stanciu 2014c, 250-254; Stanciu 2014d, 98). There was a simple logic in Bucharest: Romania’s 

capacity to elaborate independent policies depended on China (and others) contesting Moscow’s 

primacy – and providing the kind of speech on Soviet imperialism that leaders in Bucharest or 

Belgrade would have wished they could express but were not in the position to do. In other 

words China was saying what the Romanians wished they could and also weakened Moscow 

therefore allowing Romania to pursue its policies independently. From this point of view, a Sino-

Soviet reconciliation would have been just as convenient because it most likely would had been 

based on Moscow’ defeat and the triumph of party autonomy as principle. 
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 In the field of foreign policy, what distinguished Romania from other Warsaw Pact 

countries was its refusal to follow in line sanctioning Soviet policies. Laurien Crump and Dennis 

Deletant had already explained Romania’s obstructive role inside the Communist bloc in 

consistent studies on the topic (Crump 2015, 141; Deletant 2007, 496). The focus of my research 

was outside the institutional framework of the Warsaw Pact, following independent Romanian 

initiatives in the wider sphere of international relations, especially in those particular issues 

which carried an important significance for the Soviet Union, such as the Vietnam War or the 

Arab-Israeli conflict.  

 In a study dedicated to Romania’s position regarding the Vietnam War, I already 

highlighted the fragile equilibrium Romania was trying to maintain between the Soviet Union 

and China (Stanciu 2016, 161-187). Moscow was determined to pursue a course towards 

dialogue with the United States, aiming to obtain agreements on disarming and improve East-

West relations which is why the Vietnam issue was regarded mostly as an obstruction (Bowker 

2002, 90-91; Gaiduk 1996, 250). China, on the other hand, fearful of the American involvement 

in Asia and confident in the strength of the masses, encouraged the North Vietnamese to 

continue the fight. Soviet and Chinese interests were therefore antagonistic but Moscow had to 

support the North Vietnamese because otherwise it could have been accused of betraying the 

cause of international Communism (Baijia 2001, 59; Zhai 1997, 17).  

 From the very beginning, both the Chinese rhetoric and its advice to Hanoi were to 

continue and intensify the fight against the American aggression while refusing to negotiate any 

settlement unless it involved a complete American withdrawal from Indochina. This radical 

stance was augmented by an equally radical criticism addressed to Moscow for betraying the 

revolutionary cause and plotting with the American “imperialists” for world domination (Zhai 

1997, 16-17). The Chinese constantly urged the Vietnamese to refuse American offers of peace 

settlements and especially Soviet and East European attempts at mediation (Westad 1998, 66-

152). Such an attitude terribly complicated Brezhnev’s goal of working out his relations with the 

United States. He was forced to pursue a double aim concomitantly: supporting the North 

Vietnamese so as to reject Chinese criticism on the one hand, while pressuring the North 

Vietnamese to accept negotiations and mediate between them and the Americans on the other 

hand (Danhui 2006, 290). Brezhnev planned to take China out of the game by convoking an 

international meeting of Communist parties under the pretext of helping the North Vietnamese 
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while in fact the Soviets were only interested in „unmasking” China for its absence (absence 

which was regarded as an absolute certainty). Excluding China from the equation by isolating it 

would have offered Moscow more options but Brezhnev’s plans failed because there were too 

many Communist parties, especially in Asia, who chose not to encourage such an idea (Ouimet 

2003, 17).  

 Romania was the only Communist country in the Warsaw Pact to reject the Soviet plan 

altogether from the beginning. Moreover, a Romanian delegation traveled to Vietnam as early as 

1966 in order to evaluate the situation down to the ground and establish contacts with the 

Vietnamese Communists. I have demonstrated in my study that Romania’s position towards the 

Vietnam War was – from 1966 to 1973 – only the product of direct evaluations and contacts after 

meetings with the North Vietnamese because the party leaders in Bucharest refused to assimilate 

the Soviet or Chinese view of the war (Stanciu 2016, 173). Also, the Romanians rejected any 

Soviet attempt to coordinate international Communist assistance to Vietnam because that would 

have given Moscow the upper hand in China’s detriment but also to the detriment of other parties 

(especially since Romania was very determined to being treated on equal bases by the Soviets). 

 Such a policy was often blamed by the Soviets of being pro-Chinese but the Romanian 

refusal to take Moscow’s side never coincided with an explicit support for the Chinese position, 

as Vasile Buga argued (Buga 2015, 151). Romania refused to endorse Soviet policies both on a 

regional and worldwide scale without having been consulted because that might have implied a 

relation of subordination which the Romanians – starting from 1964 onwards – had refused to 

accept, as I emphasized in most of my published work. It was also the case, for example, with the 

Middle East conflict where the Soviet Union was deeply involved supporting the Arab cause 

against Israel (Stanciu 2011b, 73-94). The matter had not been a direct preoccupation at Warsaw 

Pact level until 1967 when the Six-Day War broke out with an unfavorable outcome for the 

Soviet influence in the region. 

Still, Moscow’s direct interests in the Middle East were rather limited too. Yacov Ro’i 

argued that Soviet policies in the region were mostly determined by Cold War calculations and 

the economy of Soviet-American relations. Arab states, Ro’i stated, were good allies for Moscow 

as long as they were „anti-imperialistic” (Ro’i 2008, 3). In the years preceding the war, both 

Egypt and Syria leaned closer and closer to the Soviet Union. After Bath assumed power in Syria 

– and especially after the officer’s coup in 1966 – Syria received increased support from the 
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Soviets who were afraid of a Chinese infiltration, given the fact that the Sino-Soviet disputes 

were aggravating (Ginat 2012, 200). Also, Egypt needed increasing Soviet assistance due to its 

involvement in the Yemen war. Nasser did not receive much support from the United States for 

his war in Yemen but his needs for food and military supplies intensified, which is why he grew 

more and more dependent on Moscow (Ginat 2012, 201). 

Aiming to safeguard its positions and limit Western influence, Moscow did provide that 

support including after Khrushchev’s dismissal from power. In May 1966, Brezhnev sent 

Premier A. Kosygin and deputy foreign minister V.V. Kuznetsov to Cairo, symbolically 

renewing Soviet commitment for support in the ‘struggle against imperialism’. On that occasion, 

Nasser did point out that he expected both moral and material support in the following period 

(Natufe 2011, 285). Moscow kept its promises and continued to offer assistance and even 

increased its quantum. In a study of Soviet and American policies towards the third world, Odd 

Arne Westad argued that it was the support that Egypt and Syria received from the Soviet Union 

which led Nasser to believe that he could increase pressure on Israel, later in 1967 (Westad 2005, 

198). 

 This does not mean that the Soviet Union aimed for a war in the region. Most historians 

agree that neither the Americans, nor the Soviets, were interested in an Arab-Israeli war and, in 

spite miscalculations which may have precipitated the escalations of hostilities, both 

superpowers tried to avoid it. Still, it cannot be ignored that the famous Soviet report addressed 

to Nasser on 13 May 1967 concerning an imminent Israeli attack on Syria had to have played an 

important role in the decision-making process which took place in Cairo. Most probably the 

Soviets did not make correct estimates regarding the impact of such a report on Nasser. The 

Egyptians closed the Aqaba Gulf only ten days later, even though they were fully aware of the 

impact such a decision would have had on Israel. The crisis was precipitated by closing the Gulf 

and also by Nasser’s decision to request the withdrawal of the United Nations Emergency Force 

(UNEF) troops from the Sinai Peninsula (Parker 1992, 180-182). 

 Egypt’s fast defeat by the Israeli forces in 1967, in spite the military support it had 

received from Moscow, was a terrible blow to Soviet prestige in the region and L. Brezhnev tried 

to gather all Warsaw Pact countries to express their solidarity and support for Egypt and, 

evidently, for the Soviet policies in the region. This issue was the topic of another one of my 

studies which represented a starting point for my researches concerning Romania’s policy in the 
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Middle East which I still pursue at present day and represents a priority topic of my future 

researches (Stanciu 2014e). Nicolae Ceaușescu’s gesture to refuse to break off diplomatic ties 

with Israel in 1967 raised much attention at the time but its rationalities had been insufficiently 

explained in the absence of archival sources. After close examination of primary and secondary 

sources available, I reached the conclusion that there was no reason in particular for Romania to 

support Israel and the Romanians had no intention to take Israel’s side in the short or long run 

(Stanciu 2014e, 791).   

 The only reason for Romania’s defiance was only the refusal to blindly endorse Soviet 

policies which had been implemented unilaterally, especially since Romania was expected to 

endorse them without much explanation. As I have written in my studies on the topic, the 

Romanians became active in the Middle East as mediators mostly starting with 1967 and until 

the Camp David Accords and managed to maintain good relations with both the Israelis and the 

Arabs. The explanation for this is precisely that Romania chose not to take sides even though it 

may have appeared so at times but rather promoted an independent policy outside the logic of 

bipolarity. I demonstrated in the article mentioned above that Romania’s position regarding the 

Six Day War was implicitly a product of Romanian-Soviet relations (Stanciu 2014e, 791). At 

both party and state level, the Romanians had nothing much to lose from obeying Soviet 

„instructions” and breaking diplomatic relations with Israel. But doing that, as Premier Maurer 

told Zhou Enlai during a meeting later that year, would have implied vouching for Soviet 

policies that were implemented without consulting Romania. The refusal to vouch for those 

policies had a principled cause referring to the refusal of subordination. This is proved by the 

fact that Romania not only refused to break diplomatic relations with Israel, but also maintained 

good relations with MAKI (Israeli Communists), a party that had been practically 

„excommunicated” by Moscow. The Romanian official position was that Arabs and Israelis must 

engage in direct negotiations unconditionally because as long as they relied on their allies (the 

USSR and the USA), they would only remain instruments in the global Cold War strategies of 

the two superpowers and indirectly or unwillingly promote the superpowers interests in the 

region (Stanciu 2014e, 791-792).  

 Also, when Romania established the first contact with the Palestine Liberation 

Organization, the message conveyed to Yasser Arafat repeatedly was that he should not accept 

Soviet patronage because that would be used as argument or proof against him and he would be 
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regarded as an agent of Soviet influence, but rather should try to engage the Israelis 

independently. For the Soviet Union, the PLO was a very useful actor in the region due to its 

potential to undermine stability and therefore subvert American peace plans; also, the Palestinian 

problem was regarded in Moscow as a factor contributing to the anti-American radicalization of 

the Arab peoples (Ginat and Bar-Noi 2007, 255-284). But an organization such as the PLO and 

its groups of revolutionary fighters engaging in terrorist acts were not much of an ally while a 

Palestinian state, as small as it may have been, was another matter. In October 1973, Moscow 

sent a memorandum to the PLO asking the organization to accept the idea of a Palestinian state 

in exchange of which Moscow assumed responsibility to request the PLO’s presence at the 

Geneva conference which was going to convene later that year to discuss the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. Since the PLO failed to respond favorably, Moscow renounced the plan and foreign 

minister Andrei Gromyko only referred to the Palestinian problem tangentially at the above-

mentioned conference (Dannreuther 1998, 51).  

 It was later in 1974 that Soviet-PLO relations consolidated and Moscow increased its 

support for the organization, especially in light of evolutions in the region. On one hand, the 

Geneva conference, which Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev hoped would represent the framework 

of an American-Soviet settlement of the Middle East conflict, failed and never reconvened. 

Brezhnev was very interested, as Vladislav Zubok emphasized, to save détente with the United 

States and this was why he tolerated – up to a certain point – American unilateralism in the 

region (Zubok 2007, 240). Still, in 1974 it became clear that the United States were dealing with 

the Middle East problems alone, eluding any cooperation with the USSR and Henry Kissinger’s 

„shuttle diplomacy” was beginning to pay off – even though partially. On the other hand, the 

PLO’s recognition by the Arab countries as the sole representative of the Palestinian people 

encouraged Moscow to intensify its support for the PLO as it was the only actor in the region 

completely dependent on Soviet support. Roland Dannreuther also argued that, in the Soviet 

view, the PLO was threatening Jordan’s control over the West Bank and was a major obstacle on 

the path to an Israeli-Jordanian agreement therefore forcing the Americans back to the Geneva 

conference (Dannreuther 1998, 56). Soviet miscalculations in this regard were evident relatively 

soon afterwards. 

 I have argued in another published study that Ceaușescu tried hard to convince Arafat to 

choose the solution of a Palestinian state regardless of its borders only as a starting point, only to 
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be accepted as a party in negotiations and therefore break free from Soviet patronage (Stanciu 

2021b, 956-971). States and governments are partners at a negotiating table able to express their 

own visions and interests while terrorists or freedom fighters would never have that legitimacy 

and therefore others shall speak on their behalf, Ceaușescu explained. This was the very logic 

behind Romania’s policy in the Middle East: combating bipolarity and hegemony because, in the 

Romanian view, it was bipolarity itself as it resulted at the end of World War II, which placed 

Romania in a relation of subordination to the Soviet Union.  

 Romania’s support for the Palestinian cause and for the PLO distinctly did not stem from 

any direct interest or a particular stake in the region but from Nicolae Ceaușescu’s principled 

belief in the righteousness of the Palestinian cause and of the PLO, as well as from his conviction 

that direct dialogue between Arabs and Israelis, even against the interests and influences of the 

two superpowers, would bring about a lasting peace in the region. In the view of the Romanian 

decision-makers, the absence of a Palestinian state was not only the cause of terrorism, as 

Ceaușescu told Yigal Allon in 1975, but also the cause of PLO’s dependence on foreign factors 

such as the Soviet Union or the Arab countries (Stanciu 2021b, 964-969). The establishment of a 

state would mark a great progress in the Palestinian struggle and redefine the Arab-Israeli 

conflict in different terms, according to Romanian leaders. Ceaușescu did his best to convince 

the PLO that his assumption was correct and also used his influence in the region – as limited as 

it may had been – to convince other Arab leaders how important an independent Palestinian state 

was. Romania also advocated the cause of the PLO in Israel and the United States.  

 Starting from 1972-1974, the PLO underwent a slow process of „normalization” 

characterized, on one hand, by the gradual acceptance of policy and diplomacy as instruments of 

struggle distinct from the guerrilla fight, accommodation with the idea of a small Palestinian 

state and the need to accept the existence of Israel at some point in the future, and, on the other 

hand, by increased international recognition, especially after 1974 (Rubin and Rubin 2005, 75). 

Through its energetic activism, Romania played a role in this process and – as limited as this role 

may had been – contributed to the transformation of both the PLO and its regional and 

international environment. Nicolae Ceaușescu may not have convinced anybody of anything 

during the numerous and visits in the region talks but he certainly helped many accommodate to 

a different view of the Palestinian problem, including the PLO itself (Stanciu 2021b, 970-971).  
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 The Multiple Meanings of Détente   
 

 The emergence of the Soviet-American détente in 1972 faced Romanian decision-makers 

with new challenges as their vision of the world and of bipolarity had to adapt to new realities. 

As Elena Dragomir argued, Soviet-American détente was perceived as a threat by the regime in 

Romania because it apparently implied a confirmation of bipolarity (Dragomir 2012, 124). In 

other words, the perception in Bucharest was that a world dominated by bipolar conflict was 

going to be replaced by a world based on a bipolar consensus (Pax Sovieto-Americana) which 

would have left unchanged – if not well consolidated – the spheres of influence established after 

the end of World War II. East-West dialogue was regarded as extremely useful for Romania 

because it enlarged its choices and options but should the East-West dialogue gain the form of a 

superpower-led dialogue, then choices and options would once again be very limited. Although 

the concept was not used in Romanian political or diplomatic vocabulary, what the Romanians 

actually hoped for and tried to promote within the narrow limits of their influence was a 

multipolar world to replace bipolarity.  
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 The events which took place in Czechoslovakia in 1968 once again confirmed to the 

Romanian decision-makers the risks of bipolarity. According to the memoirs of those directly 

involved in the events like I.Gh. Maurer or P. Niculescu-Mizil, the party leadership in Bucharest 

was indeed shocked to find out about the Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia on 21 

August 1968 and this shock may account for much of Ceaușescu’s bravery in vehemently 

condemning the intervention (Niculescu-Mizil 2003, 236; Betea 2001, 186; Niculescu-Mizil 

2001, 256). The Romanian leaders were not prepared for such a turn of events and, in my 

analysis of the decision-making process, I can ascribe this to two major causes. On one hand, just 

as Mihai Retegan emphasized, the regime in Bucharest had been subjected to a complete black-

out in the months preceding the intervention by the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact 

countries. Nicolae Ceaușescu was not even invited to participate in the numerous meetings which 

preceded the decision to intervene militarily and no information regarding such plans reached 

Romanian ears (Palii 2007, 123; Retegan 1998, 181).  

 On the other hand, after the experience of both the Soviet-Yugoslav schism and the Sino-

Soviet polemic, considering the principles of peaceful coexistence formulated by the USSR, and 

in the circumstances of increasing East-West dialogue and opening, a scenario such as Hungary 

in 1956 seemed very unlikely. In my works, I argued that most of the support given by Romania 

to Alexander Dubček along 1968 relied on the premise that a military intervention was excluded 

– moreover, such an option was never even considered in Bucharest (Stanciu 2011a, 146). This is 

why the intervention in itself harbored the perception of imminent threat, a sense of crisis and 

urgency which may explain both Ceaușescu’s vehement public reaction and also his secret 

arrangements in case of an intervention against Romania. In his secret meeting with Tito, as 

Retegan argued, Ceaușescu asked permission to withdraw the Romanian army on Yugoslav 

territory in case of aggression and Tito agreed to it – which goes to show once again the level of 

mutual trust between the two leaders (Retegan 1998, 220).  

 Since many authors focused on the events in the summer of 1968, I chose to focus my 

researches on the aftermath of the crisis and to reconstitute the steps taken by the Romanian 

leadership to defuse what appeared to be a major juncture in Romanian-Soviet relations. 

Although, as Retegan demonstrated, Ceaușescu soon renounced his „belligerent” rhetoric, in the 

following months Romania had been subjected to serious pressures from the Soviet Union, some 

of which I had the possibility to retrace in the British archives, as well. According to British and 
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NATO sources, a Soviet intervention against Romania was presumably pending in November 

1968 and the sources were so reliable that London used official diplomatic channels to warn the 

Romanians of this (Stanciu 2017, 93-94).  

 According to British intelligence sources in Warsaw, orders were being prepared for an 

intervention in Romania on 22 November 1968 at 04.00 hours by Soviet, Polish and Hungarian 

troops. London passed the information to Washington DC for consultation and advice – and this 

decision proves clearly that the information had not been disregarded. The matter was brought to 

the attention of President Lyndon Johnson and State Secretary Dean Rusk and was also discussed 

in the United Stated Intelligence Board (USIB) Watch Committee. The attitude in Washington 

DC appeared to be characterized by caution (Stanciu 2017, 94). On 21 November 1968, the 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office sent a telegram to the British Embassy in Bucharest 

advancing more information that had been obtained in the previous two days. The document 

emphasized that although there was no sign of further Soviet-Romanian frictions and Bucharest 

had lowered its criticism of Moscow in a conciliatory manner, the Soviet Union had the political 

and military capacity to act in Romania in anyway it pleased and was free to ignore all NATO 

warnings if intervention was indeed wanted in the Kremlin. Officials at FCO decided to inform 

Bucharest of this, which goes to prove that the matter was taken seriously at London. The British 

Ambassador in Bucharest, John Edward Chadwick, acted rather quickly and asked for an urgent 

meeting with Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, George Macovescu, only hours after being 

instructed to do so by London (Stanciu 2017, 95). 

 Such rumors certainly represented a major source of insecurity for the regime and helps 

explain future decisions, especially in the field of domestic policy. The cult of personality and 

the deviation towards nationalism under various forms were later determined by Ceaușescu’s 

belief that the unity and solidarity of the entire people around his leaders – just as it happened in 

Yugoslavia in 1948-1953 – may ward off foreign aggression (Iacob 2011, 3; Petrescu 2009, 523; 

Fischer 1989, 166-167). In this sense, the long-term consequences of the Soviet-led intervention 

in Czechoslovakia on Romanian political thinking clearly demonstrate the interplay between 

domestic and foreign evolutions, the way the two spheres influenced each other and ultimately 

the complex dynamic and multilayered depth of decision-making.  

 My researches into the way Romania chose to administer this situation revealed the 

existence of a balanced and cautious approach, trying to neutralize suspicion and avert tension, 
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without making principled compromises. In other words, Romania’s foreign policy continued 

unabated along the same lines as before while both at party and diplomatic levels, Romanians did 

everything possible to convince the Soviets that they were not a threat and had no intention to 

undermine the Communist bloc. From this point of view, Ceaușescu’s visit to Moscow and his 

discussions with Brezhnev in May 1969 – the first official meeting between the two dedicated to 

the Czechoslovak issue – are conclusive for the way Romania chose to juggle with the matters 

and risks involved so as to win on both fronts (avert the threat and maintain the policy 

unchanged). Ceaușescu assured Brezhnev that his intentions had been misunderstood by Moscow 

and he remained loyal to Romania’s international obligations such as those deriving from the 

Warsaw Pact and also to the principles of internationalist Communist solidarity (Stanciu 2013a, 

365). He blamed the absence of dialogue as the cause of the misunderstandings between 

Romania and the Soviet Union and offered a gracious invitation for Brezhnev to visit Romania. 

In this spirit, he was also following advice previously received from both Yugoslavia and China 

to try to defuse tensions with the Soviets because foreign assistance – in the event of aggression 

– was unreliable.  

 His assurances, repeated on several channels in the following period, did not prevent him 

from welcoming Richard Nixon to Bucharest in August 1969 (so only two months after his talks 

with Brezhnev). In 1970, Ceaușescu visited Moscow again to endure Brezhnev’s reproaches for 

his gesture of welcoming an American president amid the war in Vietnam and once again 

Ceaușescu offered assurances that his gesture was only based on the principles of peaceful 

coexistence (Stanciu 2013a, 368). Still, his cat and mouse game continued when he decided to 

pay an official visit to China next year, causing a real revolt in Moscow this time (Brezhnev 

refused to meet him upon his return). As a conclusion, in my most representative study on this 

topic I argued that despite the initial aggressive condemnation of the intervention in 

Czechoslovakia followed by a strategic retreat, Romania’s policy of autonomy in the Communist 

bloc was not altered significantly in its substance, but rather slightly in its form. At a more 

general level, another conclusion derived from this assessment: this case study proved that the 

Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia (and the Brezhnev doctrine) did not manage to contain 

centrifugal forces that were manifesting in the Communist bloc (Stanciu 2013a, 371-372).   

 After Nixon’s visit to Moscow in 1972 where he signed the SALT I agreement, 

Ceaușescu did not forget to remind Brezhnev that three years earlier he had blamed Romania for 
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doing the exact same gesture. But beyond humor, the Soviet-American détente, as mentioned 

above, raised many concerns in Bucharest in regard to a hypothetical confirmation of spheres of 

influence and especially because such an agreement would have been informal in its nature, the 

Romanian diplomacy engaged great efforts in the following years to combat superpower 

meetings and agreements wherever these occurred and to promote, in exchange, a system of 

regulated agreements, juridical in their nature, preferably endorsed by international institutions. 

Also, the rise of small and medium states (which already existed as a topic in international 

debates) became one of the leading features of Romanian foreign policy rhetoric because 

decision-makers in Bucharest believed that the association of all these states around a set of 

principles in a Bandung-style initiative would have undermined the superpowers’ influence and 

shaped their behavior in a favorable manner.  

 Apart from intensifying its presence in international debates about the rights of small and 

medium states, Romania also opened its diplomatic horizon overseas, looking for political and 

economic opportunities in Africa, Asia and Latin America. I documented in my researches the 

decision-making process preceding these initiatives and demonstrated that there was both an 

economic and a political component to it (Stanciu 2018, 1889). Nicolae Ceaușescu organized his 

first extra-European tours in 1972 in Africa and in 1973 in Latin America looking to coopt the 

leaders of these countries towards projects of economic cooperation of the kind CMEA had 

initiated during the 1950s: establishing a common enterprise for which Romania was going to 

deliver the technological equipment and its investment was going to be reimbursed through 

deliveries of the respective products. It was a form in which Romania was trying to find 

alternative markets for its rising industry due to the restrictions of the Common Market but also 

to find partners outside the two opposing blocs where political pressures were sometimes 

considered as unacceptable by the regime in Bucharest (Stanciu 2018, 1891).  

 What my researches into the voluminous folders created before, during and after these 

visits illustrated most of all was that – beyond the economic rationalities which should not be 

neglected – there was also a political purpose. Ceaușescu tried to explain to all African or Latin 

American head of states or governments that he met how important it was, in his view, for small 

and medium states to join hands and fight off the superpowers’ tendency to dominate the world, 

to impose their control. Economic cooperation was a form of escaping superpower control and 

demonstrating how fruitful it was to work together on bases other than imperialism. He 
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enthusiastically called for a front of the unprivileged to stand together against hegemony and, as 

I described in my papers, his appeal was met with much receptivity everywhere (Stanciu 2018, 

1891).  

 On the other hand, a close analysis of the follow-up of these visits also shows that 

instability and incapacity terribly affected the outcome. First of all, projects of economic 

cooperation often failed due to the incapacity of local authorities to ensure mobilization of 

resources, to monitor and evaluate projects and also because of corruption in the local 

administration. Second of all, political appeals sounded very tempting for most of those leaders 

but often regional political rivalries prevented them from actually reaching common ground. 

Also, the Romanian initiative was already a bit redundant since there already was an institutional 

framework such as the Non-Aligned Movement or the United Nations Conference on Trade and 

Cooperation where such issues could be discussed (Malița 2007, 97-98). As a Warsaw Pact 

member, Romania could not join non-alignment, though, and therefore tried hard to discard such 

institutional barriers but with little success (Allison 1988, 66).   

 In my extensive study of Romania’s policy towards the Third World, I argued that the 

Romanian perception of a consolidated bipolarity generated a counter-reaction which aimed to 

rally small and medium states of the Third World in a common front against foreign imperialism 

by means of political activism and economic cooperation. The Romanian understanding of anti-

imperialism, although anti-American initially, gradually gained a more volatile meaning, 

referring both to American and Soviet attempts to control the Third World. Although Romania 

was interested to take advantage of the facilities awarded to developing countries, its 

participation in the UNCTAD debates on development and its approach to the NAM were not 

only economically motivated, but also politically. The Romanians envisaged development as a 

result of economic cooperation free of the political obstructions they experienced both in the East 

and the West and this is why their view on development was closely linked to the struggle 

against hegemony (Stanciu 2018, 1895).  

 When approaching Third World countries, Romania also operated with a strategy which 

differentiated it when compared to other Warsaw Pact countries. There were numerous 

movements of national liberation in Africa for example, some of them supported by the Soviet 

Union and other supported by China (especially after 1972). The support offered by Romania, as 

small of it may have been, was always directed equally in both ways. In this matter too, Romania 
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chose not to endorse blindly Soviet policies and Ceaușescu encouraged such revolutionaries and 

freedom fighters, just as enthusiastically as he did with heads of states, not to rely on any 

superpower but only on their own forces, rejecting foreign interference of any kind. It is 

interesting that Ceaușescu discussed issues of bipolarity and hegemony with Henry Kissinger on 

several occasions and the secretary of state told him that he understood Romania’s reasons and 

the United States did not find an impediment in that. Kissinger knew that the Romanians were 

aiming towards the Soviet Union and that served their interests well (Stanciu 2021c, 223).  

 These initiatives may appear rather futile at a first glance but they were part of a larger 

scheme which involved multiple inter-related directions. In the same spirit, Romania also 

launched an interesting initiative aiming for Balkan cooperation which was more fascinating as it 

was ambiguous, as I explained in the first study dedicated to this issue (Stanciu 2015b, 105-120). 

The initiative was first formulated in 1969 and was later boosted in 1972 in a context dominated 

by both the Soviet-American détente and the beginning of the Conference for Security and 

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). According to Bucharest, Balkan countries had to do everything 

possible to improve regional cooperation as a form of intensifying and sustaining détente and 

East-West dialogue based on the premise that regional détente had to augment global détente. 

Romania invited all Balkan countries to join in a larger multilateral and institutionalized dialogue 

meant to identify potential spheres where cooperation could be improved (Stanciu 2015b, 112-

118). The ambiguity of the project was important because it would not allow it to be rejected but 

instead would maintain it as topic of debate for a long time, which is what the Romanians 

wanted. 

 Romania’s proposal was interesting because, unlike other regions of Europe, the Balkans 

reunited both WTO and NATO member countries, as well as neutrals, in a relatively small area 

with a background of conflicts and therefore could have been a test-case for bridge-building 

across military blocs (Todorova 2009, 29). On the other hand, the Soviet Union was extremely 

skeptical of the idea especially because it came from the Romanians and their intentions always 

looked suspicious in Moscow but also because of its vague character. Romania did not suggest to 

create an institution or sign a treaty – which both could have been either accepted or rejected and 

the matter closed – but suggested a dialogue, a continuous dialogue on cooperation between 

NATO and WTO countries where neither the USSR, nor the USA would participate. Also, given 

Nicolae Ceaușescu’s close relations with Tito, Moscow had serious doubts concerning the 
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Romanian good-intention but, since the idea in itself was very ambiguous, it was very difficult to 

reject. 

 Corneliu Mănescu, the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs, first mentioned the idea of 

improving Balkan cooperation at the meeting of the Warsaw Pact ministers of foreign affairs 

which gathered in Budapest in October 1969, but at that moment he referred to the existing plan 

to turn the Balkans into a nuclear-free region in parallel with other measures aimed at improving 

cooperation.  For the following two years the Romanian proposals did not seem odd to the 

Soviets or Bulgarians as they remained vaguely formulated and were not accompanied by a 

vigorous campaign of support.  

 At the time, Romania was consolidating its relations in the Balkans; apart from its special 

collaboration with Yugoslavia, Romania made significant progress in its relations with the two 

NATO-member countries in the Balkans, Turkey and Greece. In September 1967, for example, 

Nicolae Ceaușescu had a rather sincere conversation with the Turkish Prime Minister Süleyman 

Demirel in Bucharest. Demirel told Ceaușescu that one thing they could do together was to fight 

against the prevailing vision in each bloc that victory against the opposite bloc had to be obtained 

by all means. He also insisted that ideological choices should not prevent cooperation and both 

agreed that Romania and Turkey were able to do more in order to promote cooperation in the 

peninsula.  Nicolae Ceaușescu returned the visit in March 1969 and invited Turkish President 

Cevdet Sunay to visit Romania the following year; the visit took place in April 1970.  Although 

the pace was slower due to the coup in 1967, the same positive trend characterized Romanian-

Greek relations. Significant progress in mutual trade opened the way for political dialogue; 

foreign minister Corneliu Mănescu visited Athens in June 1971 trying to bring Romanian-Greek 

relations to a higher level and promote Romania’s proposals for Balkan cooperation.  In the 

following years, Nicolae Ceaușescu and Konstantinos Karamanlis would exchange many 

bilateral visits. This trend certainly improved Romania’s credibility among Balkan countries 

(Stanciu 2015b, 106-108). 

 The Romanian proposals gained new content after 1972. It was the year when the CSCE 

process started with meetings of the experts but it also represented the institutionalization of 

Soviet-American détente after Richard Nixon’s visit to Moscow and the signing of SALT I. In 

this sense, the Romanians were in favor of a multilateral détente involving small and medium 

actors as well and, most importantly, reducing the political and military pressures exerted by the 
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two superpowers in their spheres of influence (Wenger 2004, 24-76). Romania had been an 

active supporter of the idea of a simultaneous dismantling of both NATO and the WTO and, in 

the context of the CSCE process, advocated in favor of withdrawing foreign troops from other 

states’ territories as an important component of détente (Deletant and Ionescu 2004, 86).  

Military disengagement had to be the first result of East-West dialogue, argued the Romanians 

while having in mind the Brezhnev doctrine, and the strongest guarantee of the continuity of 

détente. The increased American and Soviet presence in the Eastern Mediterranean due to the 

wars in the Middle East, especially the aggravation of the conflict in 1973 certainly raised 

concerns regarding the Balkans – a strategic route for Soviet involvement in the Middle East 

(Pedaliu 2017, 206). 

 Already in 1971, following a long gestation of the project, Nicolae Ceaușescu was 

beginning to speak in different terms of Balkan cooperation. During a meeting with I.B. Tito in 

November 1971, Ceaușescu said that in his view, the progress of the European security 

conference made it necessary to consider a meeting of the Balkan governments in order to 

explore future forms of cooperation.  He told Tito that what he had in mind was a meeting of the 

ministers of foreign affairs from the Balkan states followed by a meeting of the chiefs of states 

with the ultimate aim of reaching a multilateral and institutionalized form of cooperation. The 

first thing on the agenda, he suggested, could be represented by economic cooperation.  While 

Tito was favorable, though reserved, Zhivkov of Bulgaria turned out to be quite hostile. As 

Jordan Baev described it: „given the withdrawal of Albania from the Pact in 1968 and the 

maverick policies of Romania, Bulgaria assumed chief responsibility for allied strategy in the 

Balkans.”  (Baev 2016, 159). Improving relations at bilateral level as well as mutual trade in the 

Balkans was an evolution Moscow was willing to tolerate but a multilateral meeting of the 

foreign ministers in the Balkans, independent of the USSR, just as the CSCE process was 

beginning, had a different meaning in the Kremlin and practically Moscow summoned Bulgaria 

to undermine the Romanian project.  

 Moscow intuited correctly that what Romania was trying to promote was a framework of 

dialogue across the Iron Curtain excluding the two superpowers as a demonstration that 

Communism and Capitalism could engage in discussion independently of Moscow and 

Washington and as a form of cultivating and encouraging that idea. Romania’s irritation derived 

from the fact that, being a Communist country (a European one, also member of the WTO), it 
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was automatically presumed that it was subordinated to the Soviet Union or that the Soviet 

Union had the right (political, moral, military) to speak of its behalf, to make decisions on its 

behalf. That was the meaning of bipolarity and hegemony that Bucharest wanted to dilute, to 

dissipate (because challenging the entire political organization of postwar Europe was far beyond 

its capacity).  

 Romania’s initiative was received with interest by Greece and Turkey.  At that time, trade 

across the Iron Curtain had significantly improved in both quantity and quality and it was rather 

profitable for all parties involved which is why expanding it was a major interest for most 

European countries, especially for developing countries as those in the Balkans. Yugoslavia too 

could be relied upon as a supporter of the idea but the main obstacle proved to be Bulgaria. 

Todor Zhivkov of Bulgaria rejected the initiative altogether first of all because of his allegiance 

to the Soviet Union. On the other hand, there were also bilateral issues that were difficult to 

approach in such a framework, such as the Macedonian question which troubled Bulgarian-

Yugoslavia relations. As Macedonia was part of Yugoslavia, the Bulgarians often „remembered” 

that Macedonians were actually Bulgarians especially when Soviet-Yugoslav relations were 

tense. After the Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia, the Macedonian issue was raised 

again by the Bulgarians as a form of exerting pressure on Belgrade which added an extra burden 

to the path towards dialogue in the Balkans (Sfetas 2012, 243-244).   

 As I have demonstrated in a study I published recently, there was also a serious concern 

as to how probable it was for Romania to be a factor of Chinese influence in the Balkans 

(Stanciu 2019, 434). Such concerns existed in Moscow and Todor Zhivkov did encourage them 

but a careful scrutiny of archival sources demonstrates easily that it was never the case. China 

did not interfere and did not suggest policies to the Romanian leaders although regular exchanges 

of information still happened at the time (Stanciu 2019, 432). It was only the Romanian view that 

the division between NATO and WTO in the Balkans encouraged mistrust among the Balkan 

countries and therefore helped the two superpowers to perpetuate their influence in the region. In 

order to revert this situation, N. Ceaușescu relied on dialogue and trust-building as forms of 

convincing the Balkan countries that they are not a threat for each other. The same principle 

guided Romania’s policy in the Middle East and in the Third World, just as it did in Europe.  

 Although the Romanians have never engaged in a distinct and elaborated anti-Soviet 

scheme together with the Chinese, were never encouraged by the Chinese to assume the 
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responsibility of any anti-Soviet action and the two sides shared very few ideological similarities, 

Romania can still be regarded as an implicit factor of Chinese influence in the Balkans. This 

results first of all from the similarities between the Romanian and the Chinese positions vis-à-vis 

the Soviet Union, from their separate but converging struggle against Soviet hegemony, 

regardless of the fact that it was led with different means and that Romania’s liberty to act was 

severely limited when compared to China. The special relation Romania shared with China 

implicitly encouraged its resistance to the USSR. Understanding Moscow’s vulnerability in front 

of China – as well as in front of a united opposition – the Romanians tried hard to convince the 

Chinese to assume an active role in international relations and encouraged the Sino-Yugoslav 

rapprochement which, in their view, consolidated anti-hegemonic positions in the Balkans and 

undermined Moscow’s influence in the peninsula. As far as the Balkan cooperation project was 

concerned, the Chinese were far from capable to assume responsibility or penetration of the 

region, they did not encourage the Romanians explicitly and were in no position to support the 

Romanian endeavor in any way. Still, at global level, the project served China’s interests in the 

sense that it was directed against the Soviet control of a key strategic region and helped 

undermine Moscow’s influence (Stanciu 2019, 438).  

 Perhaps the apogee of this policy was Romania’s participation at the CSCE between 1972 

and 1975. Romania saw the CSCE as a chance to politically rearrange postwar Europe so as to 

undermine the bases on which Soviet and American hegemony over the continent had been 

established. Romania promoted many principles and ideas at the CSCE but the most relevant of 

them aimed at securing the country’s position in the event of a military threat deriving from the 

Brezhnev doctrine: at principled level, refraining from the threat or use of force and at practical 

level, the establishment of an organism in charged with supervising the application of the final 

documents. These measures (and others) were part of a wider endeavor aimed at transforming 

relations in Europe on bases of equality and multilateral détente. Romania had to once again 

confront the Soviet Union on a different platform, challenging its position and role in postwar 

Europe as it had before challenged Moscow’s position in the world Communist movement. The 

Romanian leadership tried to secure both American and European support for their efforts (at 

different stages and for different purposes) but success was rather limited. This partial failure 

was due to the fact that Western Europe was not determined to go as far as the Romanian leaders 
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in fighting off hegemony and bipolarity because Western Europe was simply not as affected by 

the American hegemony as Romania was by the Soviet hegemony (Stanciu 2021c, 231).   

 Still, I argue that it would be rather superficial to claim that Romanian decision-makers 

failed in their endeavor. Their efforts helped accelerate the fragmentation that was already 

manifesting in the Communist bloc, they encouraged and contributed to various evolutions 

directed against Cold War bipolarity and superpower hegemony (such as non-alignment or 

Eurocommunism) and therefore played a role – as minor as it may have been – in the ultimate 

dissolution of military blocs and the demise of the Cold War.  What is ironic though, is that the 

evolutions Romania helped put in motion turned against its oppressive regime and the end of 

bipolarity was also the end of the regime which so energetically fought against bipolarity.   

 

 

 

 I.2. The Romanian Communist Party and its position in the world 
Communist movement  
 

 Considering the fact that the Romanian Communist Party was not by far the only 

Communist party in the world nor the only promoter of Marxist-Leninism but there was an entire 

„system of Socialist states”, the leaders of the regime conceived their foreign policy in a dual 

framework: state level relations conducted through diplomatic instruments according to 

international law and party level relations conducted through specialized structures of the 

Central Committee according to the principle of internationalism, part of the common 

ideological inheritance of all Communist parties. Language and meanings differed between the 

two levels, and so did the vision of the future and of the world while mutual relations relied on 

approaches that were non-juridical in their nature. This is why – in order to understand 

Romania’s foreign policy in the period of reference – a scrutiny of the international policy of the 

Romanian Communist Party is necessary and illuminating. I dedicated extensive time and effort 

to reconstruct this policy and related it to Romania’s official foreign policy. 
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 2.1. Context     
 

 The Romanian Communist Party, just like other Communist parties in Europe, was 

established shortly after the formation of the Komintern and in strict relation to it. According to 

ideological imperatives, the Communist parties were merely detachments of the world 

Communist movement aiming to bring about liberation of the working class and the end of class 

struggle, in Marxist terms. The world Communist movement was organized, according to 

Leninism, in one single, international and internationalist party based in Moscow, the others 

being merely sections of it (Pons 2014, 7-16; Kołakowski 2005, 738-739; Vaksberg 1998, 11-

15). According to this justification, Communist parties everywhere were requested to 

subordinate to the Komintern in a military-like approach.  

 Subordination was significantly consolidated during Stalin’s years. On one hand, Stalin’s 

theses about Socialism in one country and the intensification of the class struggle as Socialism 

advances all contributed to imprinting an „under siege” mentality in world Communism (Pons 

2014, 65; Tucker 1992, 272-273). Since the Soviet Union was the only Communist country in 

the world, devotion for Marxist-Leninism was judged according to the devotion for Moscow, an 

approach which further consolidated the control exerted by the Soviet Union over other parties. 

Most Communist parties were lacking experience and were persecuted by their national 

authorities so their vulnerability facilitated Moscow’s control over them (Pons 2014, 43-50). 

 On the other hand, the only country where the so-called Socialist Revolution had 

succeeded was the Soviet Union and that occurred by means of insurrection as theorized by 

Lenin. Socialization of the means of production, as prophesized by Mark, repression of the class 

enemy in order to reach the ultimate edification of a Communist society were all implemented in 

the Soviet Union according to Stalin’s view. Therefore, the Soviet pathway towards Communism 

was also ideologically indicated as the only one verified by history, so the only one valid 

(Kołakowski 2005, 871-880). In other words, all Communist parties had to defend the Soviet 

Union as the homeland of Socialism and the base for world revolution and should they ever gain 

power, they should implement the Soviet model indiscriminately – that was the hierarchical 

organization of the world Communist movement which dominated relations between Communist 

parties since the creation of the Komintern and until de-Stalinization. After the war, the 

establishment of the Informative Bureau of the Communist Parties not only confirmed the 
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hierarchy but also demonstrated the demonology of inner-Communist purges in the case of Tito 

and also fiercely condemned any form of autonomous thought as deviation (Ghibianskii 2011, 

265-271; Adibekov 1994, 3-10). It was an exercise in the pedagogy of subordination which 

shaped relations in international Communism for the rest of Stalin’s life.  

 The destruction of the Stalinist myth though, after 1956, played a major role in 

aggravating the crisis which already existed in Eastern European Communism and also 

contributed to the emergence of the first alternative views on the organization of international 

Communism (Bracke 2002, 8). Although N.S. Khrushchev tried to rearrange inter-parties 

relations on new bases, such as the principles formulated on 30 October 1956, it was becoming 

increasingly difficult for any party to explain Stalin’s abuses after preaching Stalin’s genius for 

years and also far too difficult to explain the Soviet intervention in Hungary. While Eastern 

European Communist parties that were in power had a reasonable chance to control debates and 

censor hostile attitudes, it was an impossible mission for the Western European Communist 

parties. It was because of the incapacity to answer such difficult questions that first alternative 

view on the organization of international Communism came from Palmiro Togliatti’s Italian 

Communist Party (Bracke 2002, 10-13; Pons 2010, 49).  

 Togliatti’s theses on poly-centrism and autonomy represented the first ideologically 

coherent attempts to discard Moscow’s monopoly over Marxist-Leninism and the organization of 

the world Communist movement. Although Tito’s defiance had already demonstrated the limits 

of Soviet control, at that time his challenge to Stalin had not been theorized in terms of Marxist-

Leninism but only ideologically resumed to a Trotskyst-style of anti-Stalinist critique. Palmiro 

Togliatti, on the other hand, explains how conditions in each country differ and therefore the 

strategy to gain power and also the Socialist model to be implemented in case of success had to 

be different in each country. Politically originating in a Marxist tradition dominated by Antonio 

Gramsci and citing extensively on Marx and Lenin, Togliatti provided the first ideological 

argumentation contesting the hierarchical organization of the world Communist movement as 

well as the primacy of the Soviet model. Logically, should the Soviet path to Socialism be 

redundant for other societies, than the entire role of Moscow in world Communist only remained 

formal: Togliatti practically explained that there was too little to learn from Moscow (Höbel 

2007, 44-45; Pons 2001, 26-27).  
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 During Khrushchev’s time, the Soviet Union became increasingly weaker, both 

politically and ideologically, in order to contest such trends, especially since a new challenge to 

its supremacy occurred from Asia. Togliatti’s theses did not became a current of Marxist-

Leninism at that time, even though a similar challenge also arose from Poland who claimed, in 

the context of 1956, to build its own version of Socialism, different than Moscow’s. But after the 

emergence of the Sino-Soviet dispute and the crystallization of Maoism, the political and 

ideological fragmentation of international Communism could no longer be either hidden or 

disguised. It was in this context that Romania’s opposition to the Soviet Union finds its true, 

international meaning but, since the Romanians were not alone in this, their relations with other 

parties such as the Chinese or even the Italian, gain particular meaning. 

 These evolutions favored Romania and permitted the regime in Bucharest to pursue its 

own independent policy without much fear of Soviet retaliation. The latter came to be considered 

a real possibility only after the demise of N.S. Khrushchev, when L. Brezhnev was trying hard to 

undo much of Khrushchev’s failures. Decision-makers in Moscow soon understood that the 

Chinese challenge was different, especially since the Vietnam War was aggravating exactly 

when the Soviet Union was striving to achieve progress in Soviet-American relations in order to 

promote disarming. Fearful of a potential Soviet-American agreement in Asia, Mao Zedong 

promoted his so-called „dual-adversary” policy directed against both superpowers and 

encouraged the North Vietnamese to continue the fight and reject Soviet or American peace 

plans. Drawing on his own experience in the Chinese Civil War, Mao was confident that proper 

mobilization of the popular masses could turn out successful and was doing everything he could 

to support the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong while blaming the USSR for betraying to 

cause of the Vietnamese people and „being in cahoots” with the Imperialists (Danhui 2006, 290). 

This represented additional pressure on Moscow to support North Vietnam, supply weapons and 

escalate the bellicose rhetoric precisely at a time when the first détente was progressing and 

disarming had the potential to remove a major burden from the Soviet economy and also 

encourage East-West trade. The United States expected the Soviet Union to facilitate a peace 

agreement in Vietnam but the Chinese involvement in Indochina terribly reduced Moscow’s 

influence (Bowker 2003, 90-91).   

 Brezhnev conceived of a plan to summon a conclave of the Communist parties (an 

international conference of Communist and Workers’ parties) in order to reaffirm Moscow’s role 
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as center of the world Communist movement. The conference was supposed to condemn China 

for its deviation and express full support for the Soviet position thereby isolating the Chinese in 

the world and „unmasking” them as the cause of the polemic in the world Communist movement 

(Stanciu 2016, 169-171; Ouimet 2003, 59).   

 The attempt to single out and isolate China, as a Soviet strategy, certainly remembered 

much of the Titoist precedent. Romania understood the fact that much of its freedom to oppose 

Moscow depended on China to keep up its challenge and explicitly express in public what other 

parties did not have the possibility to express (mainly accusations of „Great Power chauvinism”). 

Brezhnev’s efforts went hand in hand with the Soviet project to reform the Warsaw Pact 

Organization in the sense of increasing centralized command attributes so, in other words, there 

was a larger Soviet movement aimed at consolidating control and reaffirming Moscow’s position 

as leading center of the world Communist movement (Bowker 2003, 90-91). After all, the 

Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia was also part of the same course.  

 But the Soviet control over the world Communist movement was also challenged from 

Western Europe. During the mid-1960s, the ferment of debate initiated earlier by de-Stalinization 

and Palmiro Togliatti’s theses gained magnitude. The Western European Communist parties 

were concerned that radicalism and their association with the Soviet Union around a political 

project that was anti-constitutional in its nature would make it impossible for them to ever 

accede to government, especially since rightist parties which dominated the first postwar decades 

were faced with major political erosion (Glasser 2007, 85). Since Leninist insurrection was 

becoming an increasingly unlikely scenario, Western Communists focused around a possible 

accession to government in a larger leftist coalition of the popular front kind, perhaps with 

Socialists or Social-Democrats. It was the case with the French and Italian Communists, the 

largest and most influential parties in Western Europe, but also in Scandinavia. Eager to 

overthrow decades of Christian-Democrat or Gaullist domination, moderate leftists were also 

interested in exploring a possible alliance with the Communists. But the Leninist political 

identity of the Western Communists made any such cooperation impossible (di Giacomo 2011, 

173; Bracke 2002, 26-28). 

 This is why, in the period of reference, debates intensified among Western Communists 

in an effort to overcome Leninism as part of their identity, following Togliatti’s argument that 

each society had specific conditions and the course towards Socialism must differ accordingly. It 
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was the beginning of what was later to become fully-fledged Euro-communism and the process 

was also accelerated by the Soviet-led intervention in Czechoslovakia which, once again, 

demonstrated to the Western Communists the need to dissociate themselves from the Soviet 

Union and redefine their political identity on different bases. The Romanian Communist Party 

was certainly not in search for a non-Leninist approach to Socialism but the convulsions among 

Western Communists and their endeavor to find particular solutions to their problems served 

Romania’s interests well, just as China’s or Czechoslovakia’s quests for autonomous courses. All 

these cases, in spite the notable differences which separated them, served the same cause in the 

optic of Romanian Communists: challenging the Soviet monopoly over the world Communist 

movement and arguing in favor of differentiation, of adaptability, of independent policies, 

ultimately legitimating poly-centrism as defined by Palmiro Togliatti. They all rejected the 

Soviet model as the only model ideologically validated as well as Moscow’s primacy in 

international Communism – which was what, against all difference, what the regime in Romania 

was trying to obtain.    

  

Various reviews of my work (published abroad): 

  

  

 2.2. Personal contribution 
 

 A major part of my recent work was represented by the analysis and comparison of the 

way the Romanian Communist Party related to other centrifugal currents in the world 

Communist movement, how it encouraged poly-centrism and fragmentation within the narrow 

limits of its political influence and how it tried to mend off potential Soviet retaliation in a 

complicated labyrinth of political and ideological challenges. In the framework of the world 

Communist movement, the Romanian Communist Party shaped its actions according to different 
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landmarks and related to an ideological system of reference with subjective rules and standards 

of conduct. 

 The party did not have a clearly defined political identity when it came to power because 

its interwar past was marked by illegality and subservience to the Komintern (Cioroianu 2014). 

The party was unable to organize domestically or to cultivate cadres or branches. Right after 

1944, the Communists were propelled to power by the Soviet Union and instructed to respect the 

„Constitutional factor”, i.e. the monarchy and the institutional establishment as it existed 

(Giurescu 2006, 129-147; Ionescu-Gură 2005, 27-69). Furthermore, the Communists worked 

together with Social-Democrats and various other political forces in a non-insurrectional 

approach, compared by Edward Mark with the „popular fronts” of the 1930s (Mark 2001, 6-7). 

But the later postwar identity of the party was defined after the emergence of the Soviet-

Yugoslav rift and the establishment of the Informative Bureau of the Communist Parties in 1947. 

 In 1947, there is evidence that Gh. Gheorghiu-Dej was investigated by Moscow for its 

alleged pro-Titoist views and Soviet sources also suspected his close friend and collaborator, 

I.Gh. Maurer, not only of sharing such sympathies, but also of encouraging them (Popa 2004, 76-

77). Various sources concluded that Gheorghiu-Dej was appointed to deliver the anti-Tito report 

of the Kominform in 1948 as punishment or test or both (Cosma f.a., 8; Betea 2006, 193). These 

events may be indicators that a process of adaptation was in progress and multiple options were 

considered with regard to future and policies. The process was abruptly interrupted by the 

aggravation of the Cold War and the establishment of the Kominform (Popa 2001, 59-78).  

 Once again, the party was reduced to the subservient position of the interwar period when 

local freedom of decision was quasi-absent and Soviet control was almost absolute, except from 

the fact that the party was now in power and exercising government. As Gregorz Ekiert argued, 

the act of governing itself created forms of interaction between party and society which 

ultimately determined changes within the party. Accepting more and more members, having to 

administer various problems at all levels of society, the party became vulnerable to forms of 

outside infiltration (Ekiert 1996, 3-6). The majority of its members stopped being former 

imprisoned revolutionaries brought back from the USSR by the advancing Soviet troops, as it 

happened in 1944-45 and instead the majority changed to being composed of locals with little 

ideological education or political practice, most of them being strongly connected with social 

expectations and local practices. Khrushchevism and de-Stalinization facilitated this process by 
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enlarging the space of manoeuver for the local Communist elites, by encouraging them to 

formulate policies adapted to national specificities.  

 Communist elites in Bucharest understood development and industrialization in Stalinist 

terms and were determined to pursue it at any risk because, more than anything, it offered the 

regime independence and stability through autarky. As Dennis Deletant wrote, Gh. Gheorghiu-

Dej’s opposition to the USSR can best be explained in terms of a „native self-reliance” which 

finds its origins in interwar Romania where intense debates opposed those who advocated for a 

European model of development and those advocating for an indigenous model, based on local 

traditions (Deletant 2008, 91). Since the 19th century, Romania’s nation-building process was 

dominated by the competition between „imported” and „indigenous” models of social and 

cultural development and this historic antagonism persisted under Communism, later to find 

correspondents across the world. From this point of view, the Romanian Communists did not 

have any ambition to redefine relations in international Communism just for the sake of principle 

nor any ideological reinterpretation to promote but both of these were only instrumental in 

ensuring the party a freedom to act which the leadership perceived it as limited or nonexistent 

(Deletant 2008, 91-92). The regime perceived the Soviet Union or even other CMEA countries 

as obstacles to its determination to pursue accelerated industrialization and, because Romania did 

not have the power to counter the Soviet Union, it assimilated arguments and supported forces 

that both converged in the same direction: to redefine the world Communist movement on 

different bases than those of the Komintern (Dragomir 2014, 179). 

 The party’s conduct within the world Communist movement derived from this goal. My 

work focused on understanding Romania’s policy towards China in the context of the Romanian-

Soviet divergences by retracing and contextualizing every step between 1964 and 1976 in order 

to observe how far was Romania willing to go in its „special relation” with China and whether 

Romania was a factor of Chinese influence or not in the Warsaw Pact. In the end, I found it 

extremely important for my assessment to clarify just how much did Romania obstruct the Soviet 

efforts to isolate China – in other words, to formulate an initial assessment on the global 

consequences of Romania’s policy in the world Communist movement. In order to attain a 

global view of international Communism and how the Romanian decision-makers influenced its 

inner dynamic, my research also included the Western European Communists and the way 

Romania related to the evolutions and debates which preceded Euro-communism. The 
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significance of this comparative approach derives from the fact that both the Chinese and the 

Euro-communists fought against Soviet influence but had relatively hostile, antagonistic 

relations among themselves. The Romanian Communist Party, on the other hand, had very good 

relations with both sides. 

 When approaching Romania’s policy towards China between 1964 and 1976 (from the 

April Declaration to Mao’s death), one must consider the importance of Moscow’s plan to 

restore unity in international Communism and Leonid Brezhnev’s conviction that such a goal 

could be reached through an international conference. Such conferences were first organized by 

N.S. Khrushchev in 1957 and 1960 in order to affirm unity and solidarity of Communist parties 

in the absence of an institutional framework, after the dissolution of both the Komintern and the 

Kominform (Stanciu 2012b, 123-134; Stanciu 2012c, 104-110). After Khrushchev’s demise, 

Romanian decision-makers perceived Moscow’s initiatives as acute pressures aimed at restoring 

hierarchical control over international Communism and fought hard to prevent it. 

 L. Brezhnev’s efforts to convoke an international conference of Communist parties and 

Romania’s reaction to this initiative had been one of the basic directions of my researches. The 

first such plans were laid out by Moscow as early as 1966, in the midst of the complications 

caused by the Vietnam War. The official purpose of the conference would have been to gather 

support for the North Vietnamese and – skeptical of Soviet intentions – the party leadership in 

Bucharest decided to send its own delegation to North Vietnam and China in order to asses these 

parties’ position regarding such a conference directly, as well as their view of the Soviet Union. 

As I have demonstrated in an elaborated study on this topic published in the United States, this 

visit and its conclusions played a defining role in the formulation of a Romanian policy in the 

Vietnam War (Stanciu 2016). Following direct assessments, the Romanian party leadership 

concluded that the Soviet initiative was merely a subterfuge and that the real motivation was 

much different.  

 A preparatory commission for the organization of such a conference was summoned in 

Budapest in March 1968. A Romanian delegation did participate in spite of the fact that Nicolae 

Ceaușescu had requested prior assurances that the commission would not discuss nor criticize the 

policy of other parties. Relying on a principled approach, as elaborated in the April Declaration 

of 1964, the Romanian delegation argued that debate should only focus on those specific things 

uniting all participating parties and avoid polemics or debates on controversial issues, in light of 
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the experience with the Sino-Soviet split. Also, considering the Yugoslav experience, the 

Romanians also argued, Communist parties should refrain from advising other parties on their 

policies or from issuing political and ideological guidelines. What I demonstrated in a series of 

published articles was that Romania was looking to prevent a Kominform-style scenario in which 

the Chinese deviation would be condemned and therefore Moscow’s primacy in international 

Communism reinforced (Stanciu 2012b; Stanciu 2012c). Practically, the Romanians were not 

concerned that their own party might be condemned but their conclusion was that China was the 

main target and that a common, solidary attack on China might undermine their own freedom to 

act.  

 Moscow perceived the Romanians’ balancing act as a risk, as declassified Soviet 

documents illustrate. Mark Kramer has emphasized the Soviet belief that China was trying to 

sow discord between the USSR and its satellites, as Mikhail Suslov stated during a CPSU 

Plenum in March 1965 (Kramer 1999b, 294-295). Suslov also pointed alarmingly to the alleged 

Chinese commitment to step up this sort of work. Romania had previously tried to mediate 

between Khrushchev and Mao in February 1964 and refused to participate in a communist 

parties’ meeting in March 1965, presumably because the Chinese were not participating (Kramer 

1999b, 295). Such attitudes seemed to confirm Soviet suspicions that China was interfering in 

Eastern Europe. Chinese Ambassador Li Fenglin confirmed, during a conference in 2004, that 

China was indeed trying to manipulate differences between the Soviets and their East European 

allies in order to isolate Moscow (Liu and Mastny 2004, 33). 

 The Romanian delegation had to demonstrate its commitment to the principles it 

defended when subjected to a Syrian attack (because of Romania’s position in the Six Day War) 

which Nicolae Ceaușescu saw as a test-case. The Romanians withdrew demonstratively from the 

conference which prevented the Soviets from reaching their purpose. I argued that Ceaușescu 

was fully aware of two conditions: on one hand, the Soviets would not push the Romanians too 

hard because their entire purpose was to demonstrate anti-Chinese solidarity and an eventual 

Romanian abandonment of the conference would demonstrate the exact opposite of solidarity 

(Stanciu 2014f, 117); on the other hand, Ceaușescu was also aware of the risk of challenging the 

Soviets too recklessly because the period 1968-1969 was marked by the Soviet-led intervention 

of Czechoslovakia and also by the Sino-Soviet armed border clashes (Wishnick 2001, 32-35). 

Both events were indubitable proofs that Moscow was determined to impose it will.  
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 The preparatory commission of Budapest did decide to convene an international 

conference of Communist parties (under various pretexts) that year but the events in 

Czechoslovakia caused it to be delayed until June 1969 (Buga 2015, 204-211). At that moment, 

both the Romanian, and the Soviet positions were weaker. Romanians had already been warned 

about the consequences of their opposition (by the invasion of Czechoslovakia) and they already 

walked out of a meeting before so it was becoming increasingly difficult to fight off Soviet 

pressures. On the other hand, Moscow’s position was not very comfortable either because at such 

a large conference the Western European Communists were expected to participate and raise the 

Czechoslovak issue (Bracke 2002, 32; Lomellini 2009, 61-62). Brezhnev had to juggle carefully 

to avoid a clash on the topic, especially since the Italian Communist Party was determined to 

raise the issue. What the Romanians and the Western Europeans had in common at the 

conference was a shared determination to prevent Moscow from imposing its point of view, even 

though Western European Communists did not care much for the Chinese issue. They did care 

about the organization of the world Communist movement for which they could not accept a 

center – especially after Czechoslovakia – but instead argued for poly-centrism. Enrico 

Berlinguer was very explicit that his party could not accept unity around Moscow as it had been 

before for his own domestic reasons deriving mostly from the pressures of the public opinion as 

well as from his long-term aim of forming a governmental coalition with the moderate left (Pons 

2014, 266; Fasanaro 2012, 171). It was exactly what the Romanian Communist Party wanted in 

regard to China so, as I emphasized in my works on the subject, it was the conjectural coalition 

of numerous forces with different purposes which prevented the Soviet Union from achieving its 

aim of isolating China. On the long run, this contributed to diluting Moscow’s role and prestige 

in international Communism and further fragmented the movement beyond Soviet control 

(Stanciu 2014f, 133).   

 The Conference took place between 5 and 17 June 1969 in Moscow, and the RCP was 

represented by a delegation led by Ceauşescu and Niculescu-Mizil. My researches contributed to 

reconstituting phases of the conference and also to highlighting its political significance. Unlike 

previous meetings, Brezhnev was much more aggressive this time. From the first days, he made 

it clear that Moscow intended to raise the Chinese issue, in light of the armed incidents which 

occurred at the Sino-Soviet border in March 1969. Ceauşescu replied that this was a violation of 

the conference’s agenda and he was not mandated to discuss it.  Were the organizers to proceed 
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with their intentions, Ceauşescu said, he would have to return to Bucharest and ask for a mandate 

from the party’s Central Committee on that matter (Stanciu 2014f, 130). Eventually, Brezhnev 

backed down. He had had a similar experience with the Romanians leaving the preparatory 

conference in Budapest and was not willing to go through that again. Ceauşescu’s strategy was 

not to openly defend China, but to prevent debates and decisions about it making use of 

administrative and ideological arguments; this is why Brezhnev had such a hard time fighting 

Ceauşescu on this topic. Also, as Alfred D. Low pointed out, Brezhnev was aware of the fact that 

many other parties, especially the West European ones, shared Ceauşescu’s view, although most 

of them preferred to remain silent (Low 1976, 297). In the following days of the conference, 

spirits calmed down. Ceauşescu did not leave the meeting and China was no longer mentioned in 

any speech. The conference adopted a declaration which was pretty much empty in its content: it 

reaffirmed the participants’ commitment to fight against imperialism and attributed a similar task 

to movements of national liberation in the Third World. It called for unity against imperialist 

aggression and special paragraphs were dedicated to the war in Vietnam. But there was no 

mention of China nor of the Brezhnev doctrine. As far as the Romanian-Soviets relations were 

concerned, it was a preservation of the status quo: Ceauşescu allowed Brezhnev to play his 

charade of unity and Brezhnev avoided bringing up issues that were likely to jeopardize the 

success of the conference (Stanciu 2014f, 131). 

 A similar centrifugal effect was also caused by the political and ideological turmoil 

among Western European Communists, before and after the Prague Spring. In my work, I 

reconstructed and explained the connections which occurred – again, from different reasons – 

between Romanian and Western Communists and the convergence which animated their 

relations during the 1960s. When Romania was the first Warsaw Pact country to establish 

diplomatic relations with West Germany in January 1967, Romanian-West German relations also 

had a party-level connection that was seriously under-investigated. It was the historical and often 

controversial issue of the relations between Communism and Social-Democracy in Europe.   

 The initiative for such a form of political reconciliation originated in Italy. Following on 

Palmiro Togliatti’s ideas, Luigi Longo envisaged a grand coalition reuniting Communists with 

all forces which opposed the rightist parties or imperialism at large and advocated in favor of 

reform and social welfare: Social-Democrats, Socialists and also Third World movements of 

national and colonial liberation (Pons 2010, 49; Bracke 2002, 26-28). Luigi Longo’s platform 
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called for uniting anti-imperialist forces around those particular things they did have in common, 

in a vision named allargamento („enlargement”) defined mostly by each party’s decision to put 

aside differences and search for common ground for the sake of a greater good. In Luigi Longo’s 

approach, allargamento involved a renunciation to the traditional sectarianism of international 

Communism in favor of dialogue; the Komintern had, decades before, labeled social-democrats 

as „social-fascists” and the animosity had persisted until that moment (Galeazzi 1990, 118-120).  

 Alexander Höbel emphasized in an analysis of Luigi Longo’s policies the fact that, while 

continuing Palmiro Togliatti’s line, he also initiated a new “style of leadership” (stile di 

direzione) and searched for a common platform with other leftist forces in Italy (Höbel 2010, 57-

700.  Longo elaborated his call for unification between Communists and all the other forces 

fighting for Socialism at the 11th congress of the PCI.  The aim of PCI’s change of policy was to 

increase its domestic legitimacy, its reputation as a dialogue partner, closely linked with issues of 

primary importance at home (Bracke 2002, 26-28). Such an endeavor though could not be 

convenient for Moscow, as it decreased internationalist solidarity and therefore favored 

fragmentation in world Communism. Also, from the Soviet point of view, PCI’s efforts to adapt 

its policies to the immediate necessities and challenges of the Italian society brought the party 

dangerously close to an alternative path to Socialism – which ultimately happened during the late 

1970s with the emergence of Euro-communism.   

 When it comes to PCI-PCR relations, a basic question regards the anti-Soviet character of 

it. It was obvious that both parties were interested in limiting Moscow’s influence in world 

Communism, but, as Maud Bracke argued, PCI was not determined to go as far as causing a real 

rupture (Bracke 2002, 10).  Neither was PCR. What PCI wanted was to change the nature of the 

relations between Moscow and the other Communist parties so as to insure a larger freedom of 

maneuver, necessary in domestic politics. A rupture was not desirable for PCI for various 

reasons: on one hand, Moscow continued to subsidize the Italian Communists with consistent 

funds and on the other hand, the internationalist solidarity with Moscow and the other 

Communist parties was an intrinsic component of PCI’s political identity.  Practically, there was 

a tension between PCI’s domestic goals and its internationalist obligations, but in order to 

maintain or save as much as possible from the party’s internationalist identity, it was 

internationalism itself that needed to be changed. „Nuovo internazionalismo” challenged the 
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Soviet domination of the world Communist movement and aimed to redefine internationalism on 

bases on autonomy and poly-centrism.    

 Also, when N. Ceauşescu called for unity and reconciliation in world Communism he did 

not necessarily mean that it was attainable, as much as PCR may have wanted it. The appeal to 

unity also had a preemptive connotation: it warned the Soviets not to try to gather Communist 

parties against China and it also warned them that other parties (i.e. PCR, or others for that 

matter) did not subscribe to Soviet positions and were determined to defend their own 

independently elaborated positions. From this point of view, the use of the Chinese issue by PCR 

was instrumental, aimed at safeguarding unity and preventing a return to previous practices of 

the Komintern. After all, PCR was not interested in switching sides, as the Albanians did, and 

maintained its neutrality in the Sino-Soviet dispute all along. This ostensive use of the Chinese 

issue by the Romanians would have probably been much more efficient if other parties joined in, 

but Luigi Longo did not seem to understand the message. N. Ceauşescu even called on the PCI to 

support the Sino-Soviet reconciliation by intervening both in Moscow and Beijing, but Luigi 

Longo had different visions in this matter. 

 Nicolae Ceaușescu was a major supporter of allargamento and saw a great opportunity in 

the concept of a Communist-Social Democratic reconciliation. I already argued that in his 

perspective, such a reconciliation would have opened more bridges between East and West, 

therefore diluting the meaning of the Iron Curtain and of bipolarity altogether (Stanciu 2015c, 1-

21). Cooperation with the West would have been much easier in case of leftist governments 

should Communists and Social-Democrats agree to reconcile. In particular, what Ceaușescu had 

in mind, as I emphasized in many of my works, was the case of West Germany where the Social-

Democrats led by Willy Brandt acceded to government advocating a major change in the 

relations with the Communist East, the Neue Ostpolitik which promised so many opportunities 

for a country such as Romania (Hofman 2006, 439; Cary 2000, 240-248). 

 The Soviet Union was initially skeptical of Brandt’s Neue Ostpolitik and so were West 

Germany’s direct neighbors such as East Germany, Poland or Czechoslovakia, fearful for the 

security of their borders (Grieder 1999, 177-179). Romania, on the other hand, searching to 

attenuate bipolarity and open new gateways towards cooperation in the West, was very 

enthusiastic about Willy Brandt’s efforts and endorsed them right away. Mostly to the revolt of 

its Warsaw Pact allies, Romania established diplomatic relations with West Germany in January 
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1967, being the first country for which the Hallstein doctrine was cast aside (Crump 2015, 156-

158). In such a context, the Italian concept of allargamento gained new meaning for Romania 

because it not only justified the Romanian-West German cooperation but it also reduced 

Moscow’s ideological control over issues of international Communism. Enlarging the world 

Communist movement by including parties or movements outside of Soviet control would have 

certainly reduced Moscow’s preponderance, its ability to impose its will and its interpretation on 

ideological matters. This is why the Romanian Communist Party was one of the most vocal 

promoters of allargamento from inside the Warsaw Pact and elaborated an entire reformist 

platform in international Communism based on the rejection of Kominternist practices such as 

sectarianism and organizational hierarchy. 

 The event which occurred in January 1967 caused great dissent among the Poles and East 

Germans. Especially in Berlin, the party press engaged in a very negative propaganda directed 

against Romania, much to Ceaușescu’s fury. As a form of protest, he refused to attend the 

Communist parties’ conference held in Karlovy Vary in April 1967 (Stanciu 2014f, 120-121). 

Romanian-West German relations evolved positively in the following period. Willy Brandt paid 

a visit to Ceaușescu in August 1967 and the two discussed not only bilateral relations, but also 

issues of European security. Brandt told Ceaușescu that he understood the need to reach 

agreements concerning the Oder-Neisse border and also in relation to East Germany, but at the 

same time he complained that obstacles were not easy to overcome, as the West German 

electorate too was very sensitive on such issues. Brandt expressed his commitment to help 

overcome the problems, but insisted that more time was needed for real progress to be achieved 

(Stanciu 2015d, 87-88).  

 Ceaușescu seemed very sympathetic with Brandt, both in their dialogue and after. 

Starting with 1967, Ceaușescu became increasingly supportive of allargamento policies, 

especially in what concerned relations with Socialists and Social-Democrats in Europe. It is 

difficult to say if Brandt actually convinced Ceaușescu of his good intentions or if Ceaușescu 

used the allargamento argumentation in order to justify post factum a gesture which was 

determined by economic and political rationalities. During his following meetings with other 

party leaders, Ceaușescu seemed more and more devoted to the spirit of allargamento, as 

documents reveal (Stanciu 2015d, 88-89).   
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 The PCR’s rationalities for engaging on such a course must not be understood as an 

altruist gesture in support of Western Communists or German Social-Democrats, but they had 

much to do with Romania’s foreign policy in what concerned both East and West. Enlarging the 

world Communist movement towards other non-Communist forces for the sake of the anti-

Imperialist struggle had the potential to weaken Moscow’s control over the movement and its 

capacity to impose already-made decisions. In any Communist conclave – as were the meetings 

in Karlovy Vary in 1967 and the international conference of Communist and Workers’ parties in 

Moscow in 1969 – the Soviet Union could impose its points of view with great difficulty should 

forces outside its control participated with full rights. Moscow’s weakness would have certainly 

served Romania’s interest to assert its autonomy in the bloc. Also, as documents reveal, N. 

Ceaușescu was interested in promoting cooperation between Communists and Socialists at 

European level because he perceived it to be a form of undermining international bipolarity 

(Stanciu 2015d, 88). Such a leftist front, he considered, could have mobilized European society 

much better on an anti-Imperialist course directed – as far as Western Europe was concerned – 

against the American domination. 

 Moreover, my researches followed another fascinating evolution of the period: the efforts 

employed by Romania in order to facilitate reconciliation and dialogue between the Chinese, on 

one hand, and the Western European Communists (as well as Yugoslavs), on the other hand 

(Stanciu 2014c, 249-262). In spite the fact that ideological divergences made it almost 

impossible, some timid successes were achieved, such as the visit of Santiago Carrillo, secretary 

general of the Spanish Communist Party, to China on direct Romanian mediation (Stanciu 

2014g, 151-159). The Chinese and the Western European Communists were at odds first of all 

because China attributed them the same etiquette as „revisionists” because of their gradual 

renunciation to the principle of insurrection and even tried to mend in their internal affairs. On 

the other hand, the radicalism of the Cultural Revolution represented a political phenomenon 

with little echo among the Western Communists parties, in spite the anarchist, Maoist tendencies 

of the 1968 generation (Judt 2008, 374-375). Still, Romania’s effort to mediate between the two 

sides illustrates its commitment to consolidate a „political front” directed against bipolarity and 

hegemony.  

 My researches into the complexity of Romania’s presence in the world Communist 

movement were the first in this direction and aimed to supplement and offer additional insight 
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into Romania’s foreign policy by clarifying its relations with both China and the Soviet Union. 

What my researches revealed, among other things, was that the initiative in Romanian-Chinese 

relations always belonged to the Romanians while China was usually less enthusiastic or often 

reluctant to join in on Romanian plans (Stanciu 2019, 437-438; Stanciu 2014f, 132-133). This 

goes against Soviet fears at the time that China may had been using Romania on an anti-Soviet 

plan (Kramer 1999, 294-295). Also, my work demonstrated that the Western European 

Communists were very interested in working together with Romania for the „reform of 

internationalism”, as Maud Bracke formulated it, because as a Warsaw Pact country, Romania’s 

agreement and collaboration added extra legitimacy to their theses such as poly-centrism or 

allargamento (Stanciu 2015c, 19-20; Stanciu 2015d, 93-94). This is why the analysis of 

Romania’s activity in the world Communist movement offers additional nuances and opens new 

directions of interpretation into the global processes which led to the fragmentation and ultimate 

dissolution of the world Communist movement, as a political and ideological driving-force, as a 

framework for Soviet imperialism worldwide.   
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 I.3. Romanian foreign trade and international economic cooperation in the 
context of the global Cold War 
 

 Understanding the dynamic of Romania’s foreign policy and the complex interaction of 

factors and conjecture, both internal and external, which shaped the decision-making process, a 

macro-level look at foreign policy would be insufficient without more insight at the micro-level 

of bilateral relations. My researchers followed numerous case-studies of bilateral relations in 

order to better grasp motivations, nuances and stages of progress and ultimately to reveal not 

only the impact of international context on bilateral relations but also how the sum of progress in 

all bilateral relations also influenced international context, too. The driving force and the most 

important motivation in developing bilateral relations was the need to expand and enlarge 

foreign trade and international economic cooperation. Engaged in a massive industrialization and 

modernization project of Stalinist proportions, the regime was dependent on foreign cooperation 

since its resources were limited and so was the Soviet willingness to support it, at least after 

1953. Therefore, foreign trade and international economic cooperation, conceived both at 

bilateral and multilateral level, were seen as gateways and opportunities to endorse the 

industrialization project, to provide it with the missing resources and overcome obstacles of 

political nature. This is why the party and governmental leaders of the time engaged in consistent 

efforts to encourage and promote this course, most of the times against the odds of the global 

Cold War and its fluctuations. Since macro-level international developments were beyond the 

control of the regime, foreign trade and economic cooperation were promoted through the 

instruments of bilateral relations and institutional participation.  

  

 3.1. Context 
 

 Bilateral relations is a field which had been seriously under-researched in Cold War 

studies although it has the potential to reveal under-layers of international relations and patterns 

of bonding and interaction previously unknown. In recent years, there has been an increase in 

research interest concerning cultural diplomacy, for example (Mikkonen and Suutari 2016; 

Mikkonen and Koivunen 2015). Also, the role of small states in East-West multilateral détente 

has also been investigated by some authors, providing illuminating conclusions (Schaufelbuehl et 

al. 2019; Hanhimäki 2010). Little less attention has been granted to the impact of the early Cold 
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War on bilateral relations in East Central Europe, to the way the global Cold War affected 

previous patterns of economic cooperation, for example, or to the way in which regional conflict 

persisted beneath the appearance of being frozen.   

 The weight of the East-West divide forced nations to rebuild their trade relations and 

political commitments irrespective of affinities or traditions, and also pressured societies to 

reimagine their future in terms of a different cultural horizon. „The tone adopted to and about 

Western diplomatic and consular representatives of all grades by all Governments of the Iron 

Curtain is on the same level as the vituperations of their press. It is the style of an aggressive 

drunk”, wrote Lord Vansittart, an old-school British diplomat, just five years after the Second 

World War had officially ended in Europe (Vansittart 1950, 177-178). Stalin imposed Soviet-

type regimes in most Central and East European countries, severing their political, cultural and 

economic relations to the rest of the world. As the ideological and political conflict between the 

Soviet Union and the United States was aggravating, the Soviet satellites were isolated from the 

so-called “Western world”, in which the Communist regimes saw nothing more than a threat to 

their security and stability in power (Appelbaum 2012; Kershaw 2019, 2-14).   

 These changes had a dramatic impact on diplomacy, as well. Diplomacy remained the 

only link between the Communist regimes of the Soviet bloc and the rest of the world, but it was 

far from being an instrument of communication and negotiation. For many years, diplomacy had 

been nothing more than a field of confrontation, of propaganda and espionage, in which 

accusations and threats replaced the classic norms of diplomatic conduct. As far as the Soviet 

satellites were concerned, Stalin’s grip on these countries prevented them from exerting the 

slightest degree of independence or initiative in foreign policy and their entire diplomacy was 

subdued by Moscow, serving only the USSR’s needs as subsidiary instruments of the Kremlin 

(Borhi 2001; 47-48). 

 In the context of Khrushchev’s reforms, the formulation of the peaceful coexistence 

doctrine did not only have an impact at the level of the global Cold War but also represented an 

outlet and an opportunity for small and medium states to gradually rebuild bilateral relations by 

way of small steps. The initial motivation resided mostly in economic necessity but as relations 

began to be reconstructed, historical affinities played a role as well, just as the general 

attractiveness of the West for the bureaucratic apparatus involved in foreign relations and not 

only. The Soviet satellites needed industrial equipment which the USSR could not always supply 
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as requested while Western European states needed markets for their revitalized industry, as 

mentioned in a previous section. The natural conclusion is that relations which had been severed 

by global events were slowly resurrected by local decision on premises close to the conditions 

from which they were severed (Lippert 2017, 77-84; Loth and Soutou 2014). Economic interest 

was the driving force behind this phenomena.  

 A similar process occurs in the Communist bloc too. Relations which had been imposed 

by the USSR inside CMEA were quickly reconsidered in the context of Malenkov’s „New 

Course” and projects previously initiated under Moscow’s pressures were abandoned (Popa 

2006, 178-182; Kramer 1999, 7-10; Richter 1992, 14-15). This is not to say that Soviet satellites 

did not have any form of economic cooperation but in the absence of previous pressures, these 

countries developed those particular forms of economic cooperation which best suited their 

interests, beyond and above ideological or political commandments. The case of Romania and 

Yugoslavia and their successful cooperation for the Iron Gates hydro-electric project on the 

Danube had already been mentioned but there were other situations as well. In spite political 

divergences, Romania and the Soviet Union developed another successful project on River Prut 

where a large hydro-electrical plant was built, right on the border between the two countries, at 

Stânca-Costești. The project succeeded especially because it was economically useful to both 

parties, it served their objective necessities, instead of being just a form of demonstrating 

political solidarity or compensating for something else (Buga 2013, 393).  

 As Warsaw Pact countries became increasingly interested in enlarging trade and 

cooperation in the West, they were met with similar interest across the Iron Curtain. As early as 

1961, Foreign Office analyses pointed out that the Eastern European regimes were experiencing 

greater autonomy and was expected that both the Sino-Soviet split, on one hand, and the East-

West détente, on the other hand, would further facilitate such evolutions. In their effort to rely 

less on repression and coercion and more on promises of a better life, the Communist regimes in 

the region were directly interested in improving economic cooperation with the West. Therefore, 

the Foreign Office recommended the British government to strengthen „commercial, cultural and 

scientific contacts with the Warsaw Pact countries” as a form to encourage not only détente but 

also internal reform, since local uprisings in the Eastern European countries were considered 

futile in light of the conclusions of the Hungarian revolution of 1956 (Hughes 2015, 43). It is 

important to emphasize, therefore, that cooperation with Eastern European countries was not 
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envisaged only in terms of mutual economic benefits but also as a form to reduce the pressure 

these regimes exerted upon their own nations. In July 1964, another analysis conducted by the 

Joint Intelligence Committee stated clearly that the Eastern European countries did enjoy a lot 

more freedom than before and there was a degree of diversity, otherwise dependent on the East-

West détente (Hughes 2015, 43).  

 The United States did not hesitate to expand their relations in Eastern Europe as well. 

Soon after winning the elections, President Lyndon Johnson established the „Miller Committee” 

in charged with analyzing the ways through which the United States could enlarge and diversify 

its trade in Eastern Europe since Japanese and West European firms seemed to have had an early 

start in this direction (Hughes 2015, 46). For the Johnson administration, it was not only about 

trade: the President’s view on „bridge building” in Eastern Europe was an inheritance from the 

Kennedy administration which Lyndon Johnson was determined to continue in the interest of 

East-West détente (Colman 2010, 117-118).    

 France too was developing its own independent approach to Eastern Europe. President 

Charles de Gaulle’s rather utopist project of a „Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals” was 

gaining momentum in the French foreign policy especially after 1964. A basic premise of the 

project was that the Cold War was artificial just as ideologies were artificial and international 

relations in Europe had to be conceived with nation-states as primary actors. Charles de Gaulle 

appeared to expect a reflux of the two superpowers’ domination of Europe which was to create a 

larger political space for France’s affirmation. In the meantime, he was determined to somehow 

„hurry history” a bit by establishing relations with Red China, withdrawing from NATO’s 

military structures and courting the Soviet Union and the East European countries (Martin 2012, 

93-95). Romania again played a major role here: Romanian Premier I.Gh. Maurer’s visit to Paris 

in 1964 consolidated de Gaulle’s conviction that Romania was pursuing an independent course 

which, in the end confirmed his suppositions. Also, Maurer’s visit in Paris gave a new impulse to 

French-Romanian relations (Martin 2012, 96).  

 West Germany was perhaps the best example in terms of economic cooperation with the 

East.  Bonn had been an obedient ally of the Americans in what concerned trade with 

Communist countries and observed the CoCom (Consultative Group – Coordinating Committee) 

limitations but after 1953 its trade with Eastern Europe intensified considerably. A researcher of 

West German-East European relations, Axel Schildt, argued that „as a rule, the Federal Republic 
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remained Eastern Europe’s most important trading partner in the West” (Schildt 2003,162-163). 

After 1960, West Germany started to regulate its commercial relations in Eastern Europe by 

establishing trade missions: in Romania (1963) and Bulgaria (1964). Bonn appeared ready for 

major transformations as well and Romania was a primary subject in this sense (Schildt 2003, 

163). This way, step by step, East-West relations were overcoming the borders of bipolarity and 

trying to return to a normal dynamic based on mutual contacts and interests instead of 

ideological imperatives. They represented the bases for what was later called „multilateral 

détente” and also for the CSCE process (Hanhimäki 2010, 201; Wenger 2004, 24).   

  

 3.2. Personal contribution 
 

 Although my work focused mostly on political and economic relations, the devastating 

impact of the global Cold War on local and regional inter-state relations was visible in 

Romania’s case too, unloading a burden of enmity and mistrust where there had been 

cooperation before and also forcing friendship and cooperation where there was only enmity 

before. In this second instance, a forceful imposition of cooperation did not serve the purpose of 

a long term reconciliation but it merely froze conflicts and prevented the parties involved from 

finding flexible, negotiated solutions, as discussed in the first section of this thesis.  

 One of the most interesting aspects of the first Cold War decade in the Communist bloc 

was represented by economic relations especially within the framework of the Council for 

Mutual Economic Aid. My doctoral research involved the analysis of Romania’s bilateral 

relations during the first decade of Communism and this way I had the chance to examine 

archives concerning the first initiatives aimed at institutionalizing cooperation immediately after 

the establishment of CMEA. Inside the CMEA framework, new patterns and models of 

multilateral cooperation were envisaged and experimented in an attempt to substitute previously 

existing commercial ties with the West. A fascinating conclusion of such researches was that 

although at CMEA these models of cooperation ultimately failed, they were later revived by 

Romania in relations to Third World countries starting from the late 1960s.   

 In order to elude the absence of capital as major impediment, a number of countries 

would convene to implement an investment in a multilateral framework, replacing hard-currency 

with material assets needed to start a particular enterprise. Later, the working enterprise would 



75 
 

reimburse the investor-countries with products of a value equivalent with that of the assets 

invested plus potential interest (capital remuneration). It was the case with Romania, GDR, 

Czechoslovakia and Poland who agreed in 1951 on a common enterprise to be developed in 

Romania to exploit reef from the Danube Delta in order to produce cellulose (Stanciu 2009a, 59-

66). There were numerous such agreements which created a larger network of inter-dependencies 

aimed at ultimately advancing a form of bloc-level economic autarchy. Romania in particular 

was extremely interested in such forms of cooperation given its pre-existing low level of 

industrialization, the absence of capital or access to credits, difficulties in obtaining technology 

or access to markets. Its raw materials base was, on the other hand, very attractive for other 

CMEA countries which were in the position to provide technology and were in need for the end-

products. 

 The regime’s determination to pursue an accelerated course of industrialization involved 

great demand for industrial products, technology and equipment, all of which were rather scarce 

on the CMEA market. The Soviet Union played a key role in supporting these policies by 

providing equipment and technology at prices below the world market; later, Moscow chose to 

renounce a consistent part of the war reparations Romania still owed in order to financially 

support the local regime in its ambition to industrialize the country (Turnock 2007, 31-62). Also, 

a major help for Romania, given the systemic lack of hard currency in its foreign trade circuits 

was the introduction of the bilateral and multilateral clearing at CMEA level which permitted 

temporary adjournment of debts through transfer along the trade chain and also a financial 

alleviation due to the fact that compensation between trade fluxes rarely imposed a need for 

money transfer. Such circumstances permitted the regime to initiate massive investments in 

industry (metallurgy, energy, chemical) which were going to pay off years later. A second book I 

published after the defense of my doctoral thesis analyzes the complex network of bilateral and 

multilateral relations established by Romania within the CMEA framework and their 

contribution to the industrialization process, as well as their later failures (Stanciu 2009a, 193-

198).  

 In what concerns cooperation with the West, my researches in Romanian and British 

archives followed the process of reconstructing bilateral relations after the Stalinist collapse, the 

gradual steps undertaken in various circumstances to rebuild trust and find ways to coexist in a 

conflicted world. The basic premise was not that countries on opposite sides of the Iron Curtain 
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decided to leave behind their ideological prejudices but, on the contrary, that they chose to 

rebuild their relations in spite those prejudices, aware of their need to coexist even in such 

conditions (Suri 2006, 359). The Communist regime did not change its views of the West but 

only acknowledged that cooperation with it was useful and dialog was better than propaganda. 

Western governments reached similar conclusions, as discussed above.  

 The persistence of mistrust and ideological antagonism was visible from the very first 

steps undertaken by Bucharest after 1956 to increase its presence and activism in the West: in 

diplomacy, media, cultural events etc. The anti-Communist emigration remained the most 

sensitive issue and the cause of an apparent paradox. The Romanian government was in the 

situation of working with another government who was hosting and encouraging groups which 

advocated for the overthrow of the Romanian government (Stanciu 2013b, 258). Yet, neither 

government could do anything about it, not even the host government because it was confronted 

with public pressures to support those groups and because the freedom of speech guaranteed that 

(Stanciu 2008f, 124-125). The initial plan in Bucharest was aggressive: a Committee for 

Repatriation was established with the task of encouraging the emigrants to return home under 

serious promises of not being prosecuted. A vigorous propaganda campaign was organized in 

this sense, as I discussed in a published study, aimed to convince at least parts of the emigrants 

because this way the regime would have consolidated its international legitimacy (Stanciu 2008f, 

124-125). Such efforts were useless in the end and the regime in Bucharest soon discovered that 

the best way to deal with such issues was to ignore them. Unfortunately, anti-Communist 

opposition became increasingly frail as East-West relations improved.   

 In my studies on the initial phases of Romania’s foreign trade and international economic 

cooperation projects, I noticed that initiatives were not directed from the very beginning at those 

particular governments which were perceived in Bucharest as the fore-runners of anti-

Communism such as the United States or Great Britain. Instead, initiatives were directed at those 

particular „Western” countries – most of them not even Western geographically – which were 

regarded as more neutrally-inclined in terms of Cold War antagonisms, such as the Scandinavian 

countries. This strategy was determined on one hand, by the receptivity Romania expected and 

on the other hand, by the need to avoid courageous gestures which may have disturbed Moscow. 

The governmental delegation which visited Scandinavia in 1960 signed not only economic 

agreements but also conventions on cultural exchanges. In the following years, it opened the way 
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for more high-level visits led either by Premier I.Gh. Maurer or by Nicolae Ceaușescu himself. 

Tage Erlander or Urho Kekkonen visited Bucharest as well and acknowledged that their 

countries shared a large part of Romania’s views on international cooperation (Stanciu 2012b, 

205-208).    

 The study of bilateral relations can sometimes be extremely significant for it may reveal 

changes that are in progress but not yet visible in the general array of a country’s foreign policy. 

It is the case, for example, with Romania’s relations with the United States at the beginning of 

the 1960s. While the country’s foreign policy doctrine remained faithful to the principles of 

peaceful coexistence and its divergences with Moscow could not possibly go as far as to 

challenge the country’s security policy as member of the Warsaw Pact, a major change of 

orientation is visible in the bilateral relations level. Following the Cuban Missile Crisis, Gh. 

Gheorghiu-Dej sent an emissary to Washington to meet with the American secretary of state 

Dean Rusk to whom he conveyed the following message: in case a nuclear war was to break out, 

the United States should not just presume by default that Romania was on Moscow’s side but 

should wait to see exactly how the Romanian government would formulate its position. Dean 

Rusk acknowledged the message, promised to convey it to President J.F. Kennedy and, as a 

guarantee of credibility, asked whether Romania did have nuclear weapons stationed on its 

territory or not. Romanian ambassador Corneliu Bogdan answered that it did not (Cătănuș 2008, 

161-162). 

 This conversation may be interpreted as a major breach in the Warsaw Pact security, as a 

dangerous signal of reorientation on part of Romania – and according to any interpretation, it 

actually was. Still, in Romania’s relations with the United States or the Western countries 

generally, there was no major change on short term. No major change occurred in Romania’s 

relation with the Soviet Union either, apart from the economic and ideological divergences that 

were already public long before Gheorghiu-Dej conveyed such a message to Kennedy. The 

Romanian foreign policy rhetoric remained confined to the principles of peaceful coexistence as 

formulated by Khrushchev (Stanciu 2013b, 261; Moraru 2008, 119). In spite all that, bilateral 

relations unveil that a process of change occurred in Romania’s view of foreign affairs which 

went beyond economic interests or divergences concerning CMEA reformation. The role of the 

Cuban Missile Crisis in bestirring the minds of the Romanian decision-makers was vital, just as 

the CMEA divergences had been before (Cătănuș 2011, 318-323; Harrington and Courtney 2002, 
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218). It determined the regime in Bucharest to envisage its security in terms of direct bilateral 

agreements, assumed by Romania on its own, even though it was evident that Romania would 

never be able to leave the Warsaw Pact. Hungary and later Czechoslovakia were lessons in this 

sense. But the basic premise that Romania’s security depended solely on the Soviet Union was 

starting to dissipate. 

 Although a Communist regime of Leninist extraction which still regarded capitalism as 

an arch-enemy, it practically operated a difference of nuance: while the West was the ideological 

adversary and was going to remain so, the immediate threat to Romania’s security was not 

necessarily the adversary but rather the allies (Watts 2012, 36-40). The latter could be a threat 

either because it interpreted Romania’s decisions and choices wrongly, as it happened in 

Czechoslovakia, or because it engaged in a world war with the West without consulting or 

considering Romania at all (the Cuban crisis scenario). On the other hand, it was becoming 

evident that the West would never act against the regime in Romania alone (the Warsaw Pact 

was useful from this perspective) but only in case of a generalized conflict. This apparent 

paradox shaped Romania’s foreign policy for the next decades and the bilateral relations level 

displays that paradox much better than other areas. My work on trade relations and economic 

cooperation therefore followed this hypothesis and contributed to unveiling the steps gradually 

taken by the Romanian regime in order to attain its goals and interests within the bounds of this 

paradox.  

 One of the most visible features of Romania’s approach in foreign trade and international 

economic cooperation was a progressive tendency towards forms of autarky and economic 

nationalism (Deletant 2008, 91-92). As industrial development was gaining pace, the Romanian 

government was increasingly interested in finding markets for its industrial production and also 

in finding reliable suppliers of top technology. Contact with the West already familiarized 

decision-makers in Bucharest with the fact that often Western technology was much superior to 

Soviet technology (Stanciu 2007g, 155-160; Betea 1997, 133). These goals, though, were 

difficult to reach mostly due to political reasons. The United States had been imposing 

restrictions in what concerned trade with Communist countries and especially in regard to 

technological exports – exactly the area in which Romania was interested. It is true that such 

restrictions had been reduced as détente progressed but they still existed (Romano 2009, 93-98).   
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 Another major problem in the area of foreign trade and economic cooperation which 

disturbed Romanian endeavors and had to be addressed bilaterally was the trade tariffs. On one 

hand, there was the most favored nation clause in relation with the United States and Romania 

was very determined to obtain it and employed serious lobby in Washington in order to achieve 

that, not only for economic reasons, but also for prestige (Harrington and Courtney 2002, 358-

287). On the other hand, there was the European Economic Community which also practiced 

protective tariffs. Other Communist countries were affected by the latter as well but Romania 

rejected any attempt to treat the EEC tariffs at CMEA level as part of the East-West trade 

arrangement and preferred to administer the issue bilaterally, again (van Ham 1995, 86; Fry 

1993, 7-8). In my research and published studies I retraced the steps undertaken by the 

Romanian regime in bilateral relations with each Western country in order to obtain trade 

facilities or exceptions from the general rules, as well as its efforts to negotiate partnerships with 

Western companies for the joint distribution of various Romanian products.  

 Politically, bilateral relations offered much more freedom to maneuver in terms of trade 

and cooperation because there was less pressure and less visibility as compared to a larger forum. 

Romania did have a capital of benevolence in the West due to its divergences with the Soviet 

Union and wanted to take advantage of it independently. Romanian diplomacy searched for 

common grounds with their Western counterparts and urged them to take action especially in the 

context of détente where Romania and Western governments often shared common points of 

view in matters of security and cooperation. In relation with France for example, Romania 

worked well on a common platform directed against bipolarity and hegemony, even though 

French expectations were higher than what Romania was able to provide in terms of sovereignty. 

In the field of bilateral cooperation, Romanian-West German relations achieved much success 

especially because both governments – in spite the European impact of their decision to establish 

diplomatic relations – chose to focus mainly on economic cooperation and cultural exchanges. 

There was a large degree of complementarity, as well, which facilitated common projects in 

various fields.  

 My work focused on another category of relations Romania promoted energetically 

especially after 1972: cooperation with Third World countries. Although economic contacts and 

commercial exchanges existed before, Romania’s strategy of approaching these countries was 

mostly triggered by the Soviet-American détente and the Romanian apprehension of a confirmed 
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bipolarity (Stanciu 2018, 1883). Also, trade restrictions as those detailed above were also a 

decisive factor in the regime’s determination to find different outlets for Romanian industrial 

products or sources of raw materials. As I emphasized in my studies, there was a complex 

economic and political motivation which could not be handled institutionally because Romania, 

as member of the Warsaw Pact, was restricted from joining the Non-Aligned Movement, for 

example (but not only). On the other hand, there were numerous internal conflicts and enmities 

between many of these countries so, once again, a bilateral approach turned out to be the most 

suitable. Unlike Tito who – along with the founders of the NAM – chose to gather Third World 

leaders around a single negotiating table in order to demonstrate force and unity – Ceaușescu 

preferred to approach each of these leaders individually, although on a similar platform of aims 

as Tito before (Stanciu 2021a, 387-389).  

 In its bilateral contacts with Third World countries, Romania proposed various projects 

of economic cooperation inspired by the CMEA experiences and not only and also made appeals 

to political solidarity. Romania offered numerous scholarships for students of these countries and 

shared their expectations for better trade and investment regulations, joining most of them in 

initiatives at the United Nations, such as the Declaration for a New Economic World Order 

adopted in 1974 (Stanciu 2018, 1885-1886). The Soviet Union was profoundly displeased by 

Romania’s association with Third World countries and also by its interest in the Non-Aligned 

Movement and a Soviet delegation admonished Ceaușescu during a meeting which took place in 

1974, as I have written before (Stanciu 2018, 1893-1894).   

 Romania’s involvement in the Middle East peace process relied on bilateral contacts as 

well. The Romanians delivered messages from one side to another, as it did when it came to 

mediating a Sino-American approach but never tried to organize a multilateral meeting nor 

participated in one and never launched any peace proposals of its own, in spite Ceaușescu’s 

personal ego. Romania acted only by conveying messages, facilitating dialogue and advising in 

favor of direct contacts, independent of the superpowers, but only in a bilateral framework, 

trying to maintain a „low profile” in what concerned the responsibilities assumed. In any 

particular case, Romania chose not to follow the line of the Warsaw Pact or the Soviet Union but 

always relied on direct bilateral contacts prior to formulating a position of any kind (Stanciu 

2021c, 207-208). Romania chose not to side with India during the Indo-Pakistani War of 1971, 

even though its commercial relations with India were rather intense and India was also supported 
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by the Soviet Union, but performed its own evaluation of the situation and preferred to 

sympathize with Pakistan. I argued in a recent study that Romania chose to interpret the East 

Pakistani issue and the subsequent proclamation of Bangladesh in terms of interference in 

Pakistan’s domestic affairs. According to Bucharest, India took advantage of Pakistan’s internal 

difficulties, inflamed already existing ethnic problems and later used the pretext to justify an 

armed intervention that directly violated Pakistan’s sovereign rights (Stanciu 2021d, 111-112). 

The argumentation resembled very much Romania’s own sensibilities in what concerned 

borders, neighbors and domestic affairs – not to mention that China, a longtime supporter of 

Pakistan, shared the same point of view.   

 This example demonstrated once again with empirical evidence that Romanian decision-

makers tried to dissociate themselves from collective decisions adopted by formal or informal 

Communist conclaves because it rejected in principle the way such a system reduced the 

country’s freedom to decide for itself. In order to exercise this freedom, Romania relied on 

gathering its own information and relating it to its own perception of the outside world, based on 

its own experiences and susceptibilities and later adopting independent decisions, but always 

careful of the limits to which Moscow could be challenged. Bilateral relations were the 

instrument through which Romania shaped its foreign economic policy, obtained information 

and arranged partnerships, often eluding other instruments which could have provided the same 

thing only for the sake of having a larger freedom of maneuver. This way, the careful juggling of 

bilateral relations was an effective tool of advancing autonomy in the Communist bloc and 

promoting national interest far from bloc restraints. Also – and this is the main focus on my 

contributions on this topic – Romania conducted its entire trade policy and economic cooperation 

projects through bilateral arrangements, successfully eluding the bipolar supra-structure of the 

postwar world. International economic cooperation was vital to Romania’s projects of 

industrialization and the success of such projects – as much as it was – depended largely on 

foreign partnerships which Romania arranged and orchestrated outside the institutional or 

political boundaries of the two blocs, through the instrument of bilateral relations. This is how 

economic cooperation and foreign trade contributed to the dilution of bipolarity and to the 

emergence of new, trans-bloc patterns and networks of interests which ultimately had their role 

in shattering bipolarity.  
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 II. Career development plans 
 

 I envisage the future of my scientific and didactical career as an organic development and 

progress of the achievements I obtained so far, with a reasonable orientation towards the 

exploration of new research avenues deriving from my previous experiences but also enlarging 

the sphere of my preoccupations, as shall be detailed below.  

  

 II.1 Priorities in education 
 

 As a doctoral advisor, I expect to be able to capitalize on my experience in teaching and 

guiding students, as I have done in the past 20 years, in organizing groups, in finding the right 

motivation, in preparing educational and scientific materials (selecting bibliography and 

sources), in adapting tasks and responsibilities according to each student’s intellectual potential 

and academic interests. Beyond doubt, a doctoral advisor has a much greater responsibility 

especially in what concerns the methodological approach of the doctoral student’s researches and 

also in what concerns academic integrity. A doctoral student’s peers shall no longer be 

undergraduate students but well-established academics which would probably address his 

researches and publications in a polemic manner, therefore the students shall have to be able to 

argument his ideas and conclusions, to prove conclusively and convincingly his hypothesis, and 

also to incorporate feedback in a constructive manner.  

 A doctoral advisor has great responsibility in what concerns the formation of a researcher 

both in terms of scientific knowledge but also in terms of character. The student must be 

encouraged to engage in dialogue, to always question his deductions and look for confirmation 

of his sources. He must reject with utmost determination plagiarism, remnants of a biased 

approach especially in humanities (perhaps most of all in the field of history) and must approach 

academic literature as well as his colleagues’ argumentations in a critical manner. I am 

determined to encourage my doctoral students to explore every side of a scientific career by 

participating in conferences and by publishing as much as possible in order to cultivate contact, 

exchanges of knowledge and integration in the academic environment. It is extremely useful for 

doctoral students to be part of research project teams, even as research assistants because they 

can observe the practical organization of the work in the domain and learn from more skilled 



83 
 

colleagues. Also, a fundamental step in the formation of a researcher is represented by 

scholarships at various research or academic institutions, especially abroad. Having the chance to 

experience different views on similar topics, different approaches on the same subject or 

references to a different academic background, a young researcher could better understand the 

inner diversity of academia, the complexity of convergent and divergent ideas and conclusions 

which clash in the arena of debate and argumentation, learning to respect opposing views and to 

engage in solid argumentation at any time.  

 In terms of scientific guidance, a doctoral advisor must not impose his points of view on 

his students but remain open to new ideas, even if the doctoral student is not always capable of 

elaborating a coherent argumentation: in that case, the student must be advised on how to 

improve his argumentation in the benefit of his own idea instead of protruding, of impelling your 

own views on the students. In this sense, a doctoral research is and must be a voyage of 

discovery for both the student and the advisor. This is why I believe that research methodology 

plays a key role in training the students on how to devise an argumentation and master the 

polemical and rhetorical instruments necessary to defend their own conclusions. In that case, the 

doctoral formation would have achieved its ultimate goal: to direct a young researcher not 

necessarily towards the completion of a thesis but towards a career. Post-doctoral scholarships 

have a tremendous influence in helping successful young doctors to remain on the path of 

research and I see it as a priority to encourage my students in such a direction.   

 I believe that at this time, when the first generation of post-Communists researchers has 

reached maturity having to go through countless difficulties and striving to integrate new ideas 

and methodologies in an academic sphere which had been subjected to virtual isolation before 

1989, it is the right time to encourage the formation of new intellectual elites, free of both the 

preconceptions but also the privations of the generation trained during the 1990s, an elite 

educated in the spirit of competitiveness, critical thinking and intellectual dialogue. Having to 

overcome enormous challenges myself during my academic training, I believe I can contribute to 

the consolidation and improvement of my home university as a center for research and an 

intellectual forum, having the benefits of an internationalized environment, of young but highly-

experienced faculty members and of dedicated students. 
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 II.2 Priorities in research 
 

 As an expert in the field of international relations history, I intend to continue my focus 

on related subjects but in such a way as to integrate the pursuit of the same topics which shaped 

my career with new challenges, new domains of knowledge where my expertise could bring 

added value. In the following paragraphs, I shall detail some of the research directions I intend to 

focus on in the following years, without claiming that my researches would indivertibly remain 

confined to these limits; they reflect my priorities in terms of research, the form in which I 

envisage the development of my previous studies and their expansion towards new areas, 

theoretically and empirically inter-related. 

 The history of Romania’s foreign policy during the Communist period would certainly 

remain a major focus of my researches and also the starting point of any thematic enlargement or 

ramification. My initial researches started in a rather chronological sequence not because of 

deliberate option but because, according to law, a period of 50 years must pass since the creation 

of a document in order to be de-classified. Later, I discovered more and more alternative sources 

and access to archives has also been improved but the chronological approach persisted due to 

already-established topics of research. This is why, in the following years, I intend to advance 

chronologically towards the last decade of the Communist regime in Romania in order to clarify 

correlations and interplays between the internal degeneration of the regime, on one hand, and the 

transformations in its international environment, on the other hand, which both led to the 

country’s virtual isolation in international affairs. 

 One of the main topics that needs to be carefully evaluated is the problem of the human 

rights in light of the Helsinki process. The issue is very complex because literature described it in 

terms of the pressures exerted by Western governments and organizations towards compliance 

and respect for the human rights. On the other hand though, an empirical evaluation of the period 

1975-1989 easily reveals that the human rights abuses intensified in Romania right after 1975. 

Although there is clearly sufficient domestic explanation for that – such as the accelerating 

industrialization process or the aberrant proportions of the cult of personality – a question 

remains whether or not foreign pressures determined a counter-reaction from the regime. As the 

Helsinki process progressed, most Communist countries chose to concede in this direction, 

except for Romania whose abuses continued to aggravate.  
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 On the other hand, foreign pressure and the media attention received by the anti-

Communist dissidents in Romania certainly encouraged their activity and stimulated them to take 

further action. Even though large manifestations of intellectuals or workers solidarity did not 

occur in Romania as they did in Poland or Czechoslovakia, these action undermined the regime’s 

credibility and prestige. Due to the irrational concentration of power in Ceaușescu’s hands, many 

argue that he may have considered criticisms as personal attacks which, in turn, generated 

negative reactions. So, in this case, the unipersonal nature of the regime generated irrational 

decisions and the purpose of foreign pressure was only partially attained: it encouraged 

dissidence but also stimulated repression. The question also relies on a rather revisionist view of 

Eastern European Communist regimes which contests the uniformity thesis formulated decades 

earlier and instead argues that these regimes were extremely diverse and multitudes of similar 

factors generated multitudes of different reactions.  

 In reference to the period 1975-1989, the evolution and analysis of Romania’s foreign 

policy must have under consideration numerous other variables. It was the case, for example, 

with the defection of I.M. Pacepa to the United States; as a prominent figure of Romanian 

foreign espionage, he shook the very basis of the regime with the information he must have 

delivered to the CIA. That was certainly an embarrassment for Ceaușescu not only in his 

relations with the West, but also in relation with the Warsaw Pact. In a unipersonal regime like 

Ceaușescu’s, Pacepa’s gesture certainly influenced high-level decisions in the years to come. 

 At the same time, international environment changed radically, too, towards the end of 

the 1970s. The Nixon era opened many opportunities for Ceaușescu such as mediation in the 

Sino-American relations or the Arab-Israeli conflict, gaining him international visibility and 

prestige only to begin with. But towards the end of the decade, normalization in Sino-American 

and Sino-Soviet relations, as well as the Camp David Accords and similar other evolutions 

downgraded Ceaușescu’s presence in Western chancelleries, his credibility and his opportunities. 

The Carter administration’s focus on human rights and later the advent of R. Reagan and his 

challenges against the „evil empire” radically changed the rules of international game to which 

Ceaușescu had been accustomed. A personal regime like his own did not have the institutional 

mechanisms to adjust and provide alternative solutions.  

 In the field of foreign policy analysis, there are many other topics worth of a consistent 

analysis. Only for the sake of argumentation I wish invoke the problem of international terrorism 
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and how Communist governments related to it. It has already been demonstrated that the 

Romanian secret police used terrorist action to annihilate adversaries such as Radio Free Europe 

journalists. Still, in terms of foreign policy, Romania condemned Palestinian terrorism, for 

example, and sources indicate that Ceaușescu personally may have been involved in the 

notification received by the Vatican regarding the assassination attempt planed against Pope John 

Paul II. Exactly what was the relation between the Romanian government and international 

terrorism as a phenomenon and just how far was Ceaușescu willing to compromise in order to 

reach his personal goals? Once again, the hypothesis derives from Ceaușescu’s personal power 

and the virtual dissolution of the institutional apparatus of diplomacy which generated irrational 

decisions in this regard too, as the cult of personality progressed. On the other hand, the relation 

between Communist regimes and international terrorism deserves more empirical and archival 

researches and is suitable for comparative analysis, as well.  

 International institutions and Romania’s participation in them represents a second topic 

of major interest to me, continuing and enlarging my previous researches. International 

institutions can be regarded in a double role: on one hand, as venue for Romanian activism in 

different matters such as sovereignty or development, and, on the other hand, as factor of 

influence acting upon the Romanian process of foreign and domestic policy-making. In what 

concerns the latter, a potentially significant yet under-investigated subject is Romania’s relations 

with UNESCO and the activity of the Romanian UNECO Committee in Bucharest.  

 Romania’s activity in international organizations has already been the subject of 

consistent researches, although there are still numerous topics that need attention (Negulescu 

1975; Nistor 2014). The researchers’ interest, though, was focused mainly on issues of foreign 

policy and foreign relations, exploring Romania’s independent stance at the United Nations 

Organization and its subsidiary organizations, the principles it promoted and its cooperation with 

both Western countries and developing countries. Histories of Romania’s participation at 

UNESCO had been published (before 1989 including) but no researcher tried to evaluate the 

impact of UNESCO programs and policies in Romania, the way it shaped policies in the field of 

culture, education or science. A researcher of UNESCO’s history stated recently that: „historians 

have in other words uncovered the roots of many of the soft power initiatives launched to 

construct sincere solidarity between people, but we still know very little about their subsequent 

impact” (Duedahl 2016, 4). It is this particular gap, in Romania’s case, that my research plan 



87 
 

tries to fill, focusing not only on Romania’s participation at UNESCO, but on the impact of 

UNESCO programs and recommendations in shaping domestic policies in the field. 

 The participation of Communist countries in UNESCO offered the organization a chance 

to promote its goals across the Iron Curtain, although this endeavor was met with resistance and 

had to overcome numerous political and ideological obstacles. Nevertheless, numerous 

Communist countries signed the UNESCO conventions, accepted most UNESCO 

recommendations, sent permanent delegations to the organizations and also established national 

commissions at home. Under such circumstances, the organization did have a chance to promote 

its objectives behind the Iron Curtain in spite political and ideological filters. The impact of 

UNESCO programs and policies in these countries remains, nevertheless, unknown, which opens 

a gate for substantial researches. Some scholars such a Reinhold Niebuhr argued that UNESCO 

could not have exerted too much influence in the Communist bloc let along promote 

reconciliation between the two blocs because that would involve people in the Communist 

countries thinking and acting differently from the political elites (Niebuhr 1950, 6). Yet, this 

vision appears limited in light of Joseph Nye’s definition of soft-power as the ability to influence 

an actor’s behavior not by using coercion but through the ability to attract and co-opt (Nye 2004, 

6-9). Considering the active role of many Communist countries in UNESCO inspired programs 

and policies, especially during the 1960s-1970s, UNESCO’s influence in the Communist bloc 

can be defined as a soft-power instrument. I assume as hypothesis that the ramifications of 

UNESCO’s bilateral relations in the Communist bloc (permanent delegations, national 

commissions, national centers and international events) permitted the circulation of ideas and 

exchanges of practices through which UNESCO acted as a transnational vector of transformation 

advancing reforms in fields like education, culture and science and promoting dialogue between 

nations and cultures beyond and above the political and ideological limitations of the Cold War. 

Romania joined UNESCO in 1955 as part of its efforts to become member of the United Nations 

system (Nistor 2014) and the National Commission UNESCO Romania (onwards CNR 

UNESCO) was established in September 1956. Initially, CNR UNESCO functioned as 

subsidiary to the Institute for Cultural Relations Abroad (1958-1964) and was later moved to the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs (1964-1989). As the Communist regime in Romania adopted an 

independent stance in foreign relations after 1964, representation and participation in 

international organizations became a key priority in Bucharest. Romania took an active stand at 
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UNESCO through its permanent delegation and also through the delegations participating at 

other UNESCO events, supported the developing countries in the debates regarding the New 

World Information and Communication Order and the so-called MacBride Report (“Many 

Voices, One World”, 1980) which called for a better representation of developing countries in 

the international media; Romania also supported the establishment of a research center for 

superior education in Bucharest under the UNESCO aegis (CEPES, 1972). 

 International institutions also played a major role in Romanian foreign policy as an arena 

for various foreign policy initiatives and sometimes as a facilitator of contacts and partnership 

aimed to potentiate initiatives which otherwise may have been overlooked. In 1965, for example, 

the United Nations voted a resolution with a very long and complicated title: „Actions on the 

regional level with a view to improving good neighborly relations among European states having 

different social and political systems”. The most interesting part of that resolution was not its 

text, but its intentions – it was initiated and promoted by a group of nine countries: Romania, 

Bulgaria and Hungary/ Austria, Finland and Yugoslavia/ Belgium, Denmark and Sweden. As 

this list shows, it was a peace and cooperation initiative concerning East-West relations which 

did not include any of the two superpowers. It was for the first time in divided Europe when 

small countries belonging to both military blocs decided to ignore both Moscow and Washington 

and make a step – as small as it may had been – towards an improvement in political and 

economic cooperation, towards overcoming the climate of mistrust. The resolution was initially 

proposed by Romania in 1960 but, in order to ensure its success, Romanian Foreign Minister 

Corneliu Mănescu and his deputy Mircea Maliţa decided to adopt other countries as initiators, as 

well. The Resolution ambitiously stated that the group of nine countries was interested in a 

„transformation of the European international system away from inter-bloc relations to 

pluralized, inter-national relations in which all states, in principle, should participate equally.” 

 These two examples demonstrate the under layers of various tangential topics which are 

sometimes easily neglected when exploring the façades of Romanian foreign policy. There are 

regional and global interplays which such topics may reveal and there are also comparative 

implications from a methodological point of view, all allowing for new approaches and 

challenging investigations with both empirical and theoretical inferences. Starting from the same 

premise of tangential topics or ramifications of foreign-policy making, I intend to focus on 

economic issues as well, which I discovered during my studies on foreign relations, because 
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these relations involved economic cooperation and all the technical twists and turns that come 

with it. This way, I had to improve my knowledge of economic mechanisms which may very 

well be used in enlarging my field of interest towards related areas. 

 The economics of socialist industrialization depended in a great measure on foreign 

economic relations, international cooperation and foreign trade since – apart from the Soviet 

Union, perhaps – no socialist country had the economic resources, either natural, human or 

technological, necessary to implement such as ambitious project on their own. Most archive-

based studies on these topics, either quantitative or qualitative, are merely at beginning since 

interdisciplinary specialization is highly needed in order to cover issues of economic 

development. Also, to be able to analyze the interdependence between foreign trade and foreign 

cooperation, on one hand, and investment plans or developmental rhythms, on the other hand, 

requires a lot of technical specialization. In recent years, some researchers have approach this 

issue in Romanian historiography, but mostly on regional bases (Aioanei 2019).     

 My expertise in the field of foreign relations, international context and foreign 

cooperation projects may prove useful in approaching the international implications, restraints 

and opportunities of economic policies. Only to start from a basic example, it is only by means 

of comparison with other Socialist countries or capitalist countries that certain quantitative 

indicators may gain significance: the proportion of accumulation and consumption in the planned 

allocation of resources, as well as the ratio between them. Comparative studies may reveal 

qualitative interpretations concerning the dynamic of economic disparities, helping answer vital 

questions such as: did the Communist regime contribute to the reduction of disparities between 

Romania and the West, on one hand, or between Romania and its Central European neighbors, 

on the other hand? If so how did this rhythm fluctuate and what were the causes of its 

fluctuations? Using a domestic reference point as historians did most of the time (such as the 

percentage of alphabetized people or the percentage of urbanization in Romania in 1930) reveals 

partial and biased information while comparing this evolution to the evolution of other countries 

in the region as well as comparing the reduction or enlargement of disparities may improve our 

qualitative knowledge. 

 In terms of economic history and the analysis of the economics of socialist 

industrialization either in a domestic-reference framework or in a comparative framework, 

another issue is of vital significance: prices and parities. Since the Romanian currency was not 
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freely convertible and did not comply with the gold standard, it is virtually impossible to 

calculate the real costs of various economic operations or investments, to analyze how lucrative 

or profitable they were, and therefore the evaluation of the entire economy and its performance 

indicators becomes almost impossible. Still, there are methods of calculation and statistics, based 

on parity, which may help the researcher reach some figures closer to reality. Such figures 

constructed and calculated on parity may bring us much closer to what real prices and costs of 

the economy were and furthermore may permit us to calculate performance indicators or to 

harmonize the existing indicators.  

 Being able to determine prices and calculate indicators is of paramount importance 

because this way we may determine the real return on equity, the cost of capital (either domestic 

or borrowed), the real cost of labor and/or social expenses such as education or health and, of 

course, the fluctuations in the standards of living. Reaching such a point does not only require an 

interdisciplinary approach, but also the valuable input of international data on which parities are 

constructed. In this last matter, my expertise so far makes it easier for me to identify sources of 

information and data at international organizations level or to contextualize data according to 

different reference levels, according to political and economic conditions of each country 

(Bulgaria or East Germany) or each sub-period (Stalinist, post-Stalinist, oil crisis, stagnation 

etc.). As difficult as such studies may be, they hold the key to improved qualitative evaluations 

of how a planned economy worked or to the reasons for its failures, apart from intuitive 

assessments. The functioning of planned economies had been extensively analyzed in academic 

literature but until recently authors and researchers did not have access to archives and could not 

benefit from the insight offered from primary sources. It is more so in the case of Romania. Liviu 

Țăranu or Brândușa Costache authored important books on economic issue but they are only a 

starting point for an in-depth evaluation. Although I am not an economist, my deep 

understanding of politics and international cooperation issues makes it so that I can bring a 

consistent contribution, alongside economists, to a larger comparative research on economy, the 

inter-dependences of economic development and to the calculation and interpretation of the 

qualitative indicators mentioned above. 

 These are only some of the directions which, as challenging and generous as they may 

seem, raise my interest and fascination and motivate me to invest further energy in research. 

There is, of course, a publication motivation deriving from my double position in both research 
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and education which consists in the elaboration of textbooks and monographs with a didactical 

purpose. My students as well as my institution could benefit seriously from recent, updated 

courses, including and debating the most recent evolutions in academic literature. Such textbooks 

have an important role in shaping the mind of young students, in orienting them towards relevant 

content especially given the vertiginous abundance of information today and also in educating 

them in a critical spirit. Also, they represent instruments of dialogue between different academic 

traditions and schools and help familiarize the students and debutant researchers to the multitude 

and diversity of competing ideas. I believe that, as a doctoral advisor, my responsibilities in this 

direction would grow exponentially, especially since – in this way – I shall have the chance to 

work with three different levels of students and implicitly follow their evolution from 

undergraduate level, to Master’s degree and finalizing with doctoral studies. At this point in my 

career, I feel that I have reached the maturity needed to engage in such an endeavor with success.  
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