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Abstract 

 

This thesis examines the relations between the United States and Romania through the 

prism of the interaction of détente in the ‘long seventies’ with the US policy of 

differentiation towards Eastern Europe. It deals with the dynamics that shaped the 

evolution of their bilateral relations after Bucharest’s opening towards the West and the 

subsequent embrace of this initiative by Washington as an instrument to undermine the 

unity of the Soviet bloc. 

The focus of this dissertation is on the progress of the relationship between the two 

countries from 1969 to 1980 during the presidencies of Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford 

and Jimmy Carter. Based on multi-archival research from both US and Romanian 

sources, it aims to provide an analytical account of the exceptionally close relationship 

between Washington and Bucharest through a chronological narrative. In this way, the 

variations and the fluctuations in attitudes, atmosphere and expectations from both sides 

are highlighted to facilitate an evaluation of the connection between the initial goals 

and the actual results that this partnership produced. I argue that the examination of US 

policy in Eastern Europe through the prism of the interrelation between détente and 

differentiation allows us to shed new light on the substance and the scope of US 

objectives towards the communist bloc in the seventies. 
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Introduction 

 

 

‘In the Crimea, Warsaw Pact leaders are being briefed on whether there is life on the 

moon. A Soviet cosmonaut explains that this problem depends on how one defines life; 

he notes that Soviet scientists believe certain living molecular chains or even 

microorganisms may well exist on the lunar surface. Exclaims Ceausescu, “Bunk, there 

can’t be life!”. Surprised, Brezhnev says, “How can you be so sure there’s no life on 

the moon—you’ve never even been there”. Ceausescu replies, “I’ve never gotten an 

invitation!”’1 This political joke was one of the many that one could hear among 

gatherings of Romanians in Bucharest in the mid-seventies, albeit with the necessary 

degree of caution for fear of being overheard.  

Humour has always been a means of expressing discontent with the rule of any 

dictator. Nonetheless the focal point of the above joke illustrates the public perception 

of the Romanian leader’s international conduct. His at times obsessive pursuit of 

official state visits was nothing but an instrument in his effort to place Romania on the 

map of international politics while at the same time building up his personal prestige as 

a renowned and respected statesman. The trademark of Ceausescu’s foreign policy was 

the development of an omnidirectional network of relations with any state available 

regardless of its ideological orientation. Approaching Third World countries was a 

standard practice of the communist regimes in their effort to win the hearts and minds 

of the newly independent peoples of Africa and South East Asia. What made Romania 

standout out from the rest of Eastern European regimes though, was its eagerness to 

establish close relations with the West and in particular with the United States despite 

being a member of both the Warsaw Pact and the Council for Mutual Economic 

Assistance (Comecon).  

Inspired by this peculiar position of Romania during the Cold War, this thesis 

examines the relations between the United States and Romania through the prism of the 

                                                           
1 ‘Airgram A-280, Embassy Bucharest to State Department, Romanian Political Jokes’, 11 October 1973, 
4, Folder Pol Rom, Box 2565, Subject Numeric Files 1970-1973, Political and Defense, RG 59: General 
Records of the Department of State, U.S. National Archives. 
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interaction of détente in the ‘long seventies’ with the US policy of differentiation 

towards Eastern Europe. It deals with the dynamics that shaped the evolution of their 

bilateral relations after Bucharest’s opening towards the West and the subsequent 

embrace of this initiative by Washington as an instrument to undermine the unity of the 

Soviet bloc. 

The focus of this dissertation is on the progress of the relationship between the 

two countries from 1969 to 1980 during the presidencies of Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford 

and Jimmy Carter. Based on multi-archival research from both US and Romanian 

sources, it aims to provide an analytical account of the exceptionally close relationship 

between Washington and Bucharest through a chronological narrative. In this way, the 

variations and the fluctuations in attitudes, atmosphere and expectations from both sides 

are highlighted to facilitate an evaluation of the connection between the initial goals 

and the actual results that this partnership produced.  

Cold War history is dominated by the theme of the relentless competition 

between the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union. Almost every 

aspect of this tumultuous relationship has been studied in detail. This has produced 

various conclusions regarding the origins, nature and evolution of this global struggle 

to such an extent that at times the very meaning of the term ‘Cold War’ becomes 

blurred.2 Orthodox, revisionist and post-revisionist interpretations along with the latest 

work on the new international history of the Cold War provide a rich variety in the post 

Second World War historical literature.3 Nevertheless, there are certain aspects that 

remain seriously under researched, often because they have been overshadowed by the 

spectre of the Washington–Moscow axis. The last two decades or so, however, has seen 

the opening of archival sources -especially in the former communist states- resulting in 

a plethora of new material becoming available for historical enquiry. This fresh wave 

of sources originating from countries that played junior/peripheral roles in the 

international system can be very useful in examining the behaviour of leaders and 

                                                           
2 For a thought-provoking and authoritative discussion on the state of Cold War historiography see, 
Federico Romero, ‘Cold War Historiography at the Crossroads’, Cold War History 14, no. 4 (2 October 
2014): 685–703. 
3 For an extended, multi- angle discussion, see  Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, eds., The 
Cambridge History of the Cold War (Cambridge University Press, 2010); Richard H. Immerman and 
Petra Goedde, eds., The Oxford Handbook of the Cold War, Oxford Handbooks (Oxford, New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2013); Saki R. Dockrill and Geraint Hughes, eds., Palgrave Advances in Cold 
War History (London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2006). 
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governments of smaller countries and the way their ambitions and initiatives influenced 

or even modified the course of the Cold War. In other words, an updated account of the 

role of the periphery should also be incorporated in the history of the Cold War in such 

a way that its dynamics can be appreciated in their proper dimensions. This is what the 

analytical framework of ‘pericentrism’ aspires to.4 The ‘pericentric’ approach to the 

study of the Cold War argues that ‘by studying the junior actors of the international 

system in terms of some essential premises concerning their conduct, we can arrive at 

a better explanation of key features of the Cold War.’5 Thus, it provides a perspective 

that complements the traditional ones as it allows historians to analyse and offer new 

insights on the behaviour of the two superpowers towards their junior allies or their 

minor regional competitors, and vice versa. 

Pericentrism is thus adopted as the principal investigative tool for this project 

because it offers a robust analytical framework in which to situate and explore the 

themes of the dissertation. The examination of the close relationship between the United 

States and Romania can shed light on the obscure area where ideology, national interest 

and morality conflict or blend depending on the circumstances. As will be discussed 

further, Nixon and Kissinger’s decision to set aside the domestic conditions of the 

communist states and solely evaluate their external behaviour as part of their 

‘differentiation’ policy provokes important questions when one considers the 

compatibility of means and ends in the multifaceted struggle known as the Cold War. 

The issue becomes especially interesting when we consider that this posture continued 

even during the subsequent Carter administration, whose key foreign policy focus – 

human rights - was highly ideological. The case of the partnership between the US and 

Romania is a highly pertinent example because it involves, on the one hand, a 

superpower branding itself as the Western champion of democracy and, on the other, a 

repressive dictatorial communist regime. It is thus extremely significant to understand 

how, why and under what conditions this kind of special relationship could be formed 

and flourish in the Cold War context. 

As the title of the dissertation suggests, the key themes of this work are the US 

policy of differentiation towards Eastern Europe, détente and Romanian foreign policy. 

                                                           
4 Tony Smith, ‘New Bottles for New Wine: A Pericentric Framework for the Study of the Cold War’, 
Diplomatic History 24, no. 4 (2000): 567–591. 
5 Smith. 
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It would be fair to argue that Cold War historiography has long neglected American 

foreign policy towards Eastern Europe. Monographs dedicated to the topic are scarce 

and either examine the region in the context of the origins of the Cold War or serve 

more as policy prescriptions given that they were written while events were still 

unfolding, especially in the eighties.6 The period from the sixties onwards is even more 

neglected.7 One reason for this may be the lack of  policy with meaningful content from 

Washington, as has been argued.8 Nevertheless, a significant factor for this 

historiographical oversight is that Eastern Europe was overshadowed by its hegemonic 

patron, the Soviet Union. Hence, also due to the ‘bloc’ or ‘satellite’ perception of the 

socialist world by the West, US considerations regarding Eastern European regimes 

appear only in passing in most landmark historical treatises of US foreign policy, which 

inevitably focus on the struggle of both superpowers for the hearts and souls of 

mankind.9 Nonetheless, there are a few notable exceptions that systematically engage 

with US policy towards Eastern Europe providing useful insights for further research, 

either in the form of broader studies or focusing on specific regimes.10 

The aim of this project is to contribute to the study of a certain aspect of 

American foreign policy in Eastern Europe, namely the policy of ‘differentiation’ as it 

was implemented by the administrations of Nixon, Ford and Carter, respectively. 

Differentiation has recently attracted focused scholarly attention in the context of the 

                                                           
6 Robert Francis Byrnes, U.S. Policy Toward Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union: Selected Essay, 
1956-1988 (Westview Press, 1989); Stephen A. Garrett, From Potsdam to Poland: American Policy 
Toward Eastern Europe (Praeger, 1986); Ronald R. Krebs, Dueling Visions: U.S. Strategy Toward 
Eastern Europe Under Eisenhower (Texas A&M University Press, 2001). 
7 Notable exceptions focusing on 1968 are, Vojtech Mastny, ‘Was 1968 a Strategic Watershed of the 
Cold War?’, Diplomatic History 29, no. 1 (2005): 149–177; Mitchell Lerner, ‘“Trying to Find the Guy 
Who Invited Them”: Lyndon Johnson, Bridge Building, and the End of the Prague Spring’, Diplomatic 
History 32, no. 1 (2008): 77–103. 
8 Geir Lundestad, The American Non-Policy towards Eastern Europe, 1943-1947: Universalism in an 
Area Not of Essential Interest to the United States (Universitetsforlaget, 1978). 
9 Among the most influential studies see, Melvyn P. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind : The United States, 
the Soviet Union, and the Cold War, First edition. (New York: Hill and Wang, 2007); Raymond L. 
Garthoff, Detente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to Reagan (Washington, 
D.C: Brookings Institution, 1994); John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal 
of American National Security Policy during the Cold War, Rev. and expanded ed (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2005). 
10 Bennett Kovrig, Of Walls and Bridges: The United States and Eastern Europe (New York: NYU Press, 
1991); Svetozar Rajak et al., eds., The Balkans in the Cold War (London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017), 
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-43903-1; Mark Kramer and Vít Smetana, eds., Imposing, 
Maintaining, and Tearing Open the Iron Curtain: The Cold War and East-Central Europe, 1945-1989, 
The Harvard Cold War Studies Book Series (Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books, 2014); László Borhi, 
Dealing with Dictators: The United States, Hungary, and East Central Europe, 1942-1989 (Indiana 
University Press, 2016); Douglas E. Selvage, ‘Transforming the Soviet Sphere of Influence? U.S.-Soviet 
Détente and Eastern Europe, 1969–1976’, Diplomatic History 33, no. 4 (1 September 2009): 671–87. 
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Balkans, including the two non-socialist countries of the area, namely Greece and 

Turkey, from the mid-sixties to the early seventies.11 Nonetheless, the present study 

shifts the focus to Washington’s policy towards the communist regimes of the broader 

Eastern European region throughout the seventies, as it was manifested through the 

Romanian case.   

The central feature of the US policy of differentiation was to treat each 

communist state as a distinct case for the purposes of evaluating external conduct, and 

the potential for meaningful engagement thereat. The basic logic of the policy 

presupposed that depending on how satisfactory the foreign policy of an Eastern 

European regime was and how much it collaborated in cases of settling other, mostly 

private, American claims, then a series of economic, commercial, educational and 

technological agreements could be put forward regardless of the internal situation in 

each country.12 It should be noted that differentiation was not invented from scratch by 

Nixon and Kissinger. Elements of differentiation existed in the policies of previous 

administrations, especially after 1956 when ideas of ‘rolling back’ communism proved 

unrealistic.13 Nevertheless, Nixon and Kissinger’s version provided a more realist yet 

concise and systematic framework for their approach to the communist satellites.14 As 

Kissinger notes in his memoir, by treating these countries as sovereign states, respecting 

their domestic systems whilst rewarding them for any favourable international acts, the 

US intended to ‘encourage sentiments of national independence’ particularly vis-à-vis 

the Soviet Union.15 Thus, Nixon’s conception of his Eastern European and Romanian 

policy will be the starting point of enquiry and potential changes and continuities of the 

following administrations will be tracked respectively. 

This study is situated historically in the period in Cold War historiography 

known as ‘détente’. Studying differentiation towards Romania against the background 

                                                           
11 Effie G. H. Pedaliu, ‘The US, the Balkans and Détente, 1963–73’, in The Balkans in the Cold War, ed. 
Svetozar Rajak et al., Security, Conflict and Cooperation in the Contemporary World (Palgrave 
Macmillan UK, 2017), 197–218. 
12 Kovrig, Of Walls and Bridges, 118. 
13 Gry Thomasen, ‘Lyndon B. Johnson and the Building of East-West Bridges : Catching up with Détente 
in Europe, 1963-1966’, in The Long Détente : Changing Concepts of Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, 1950s-1980s, ed. Oliver Bange and Villaume Poul (Budapest ; New York: Central European 
University Press, 2017), 255–80. 
14 Robert J. McMahon and Thomas W. Zeiler, Guide to U.S. Foreign Policy: A Diplomatic History (CQ 
Press, 2012), 413–14. 
15 Henry Kissinger, White House Years: The First Volume of His Classic Memoirs (New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 2011), 1265. 
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of détente provides a better understanding of the general dynamics that shaped the 

international system during this period. Besides, it allows me to place US - Romanian 

relations in their proper context and to understand the political setting within which the 

leaders from both sides planned and executed their foreign policies. Détente constitutes 

one of the most significant chapters of the Cold War due to the transformative effect it 

had on the complex nature of the relationship between the two competing 

superpowers.16 Its precise definition still causes serious debates among historians. Most 

simply agree to disagree on the topic. There are various approaches concerning both 

the content and the periodization of détente formulating a spectrum spanning from more 

expansionist views at one end to more restrictive and precise interpretations at the 

other.17 

The availability of new archival material has prompted renewed interest on the 

theme of detente and a flourishing of multiple approaches and aspects, spanning the 

traditional focus on US-Soviet rapprochement to the emergence of European détente as 

an independent project.18 In addition, the new scholarship on détente incorporates both 

                                                           
16 For a short but informative discussion see, Jussi M. Hanhimäki, The Rise and Fall of Détente: 
American Foreign Policy and the Transformation of the Cold War (Potomac Books, Inc., 2013). 
17 Representative examples of the two extremes are respectively, Wilfried Loth, Overcoming the Cold 
War: A History of Détente, 1950-1991 (Palgrave Macmillan, 2002); Garthoff, Detente and 
Confrontation, 1994. 
18 To name just a few from the most recent and influential studies, Daniel J. Sargent, A Superpower 
Transformed : The Remaking of American Foreign Relations in the 1970s (Oxford ; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2015); Hanhimäki, The Rise and Fall of Détente, 2013; Mario Del Pero, The Eccentric 
Realist: Henry Kissinger and the Shaping of American Foreign Policy (Cornell University Press, 2013); 
Jussi M. Hanhimäki, The Flawed Architect : Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Policy (Oxford 
University Press, USA, 2004); Oliver Bange and Poul Villaume, The Long Détente: Changing Concepts 
of Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1950s–1980s (Central European University Press, 2017); 
Stephan Kieninger, Dynamic Détente: The United States and Europe, 1964–1975 (Rowman & 
Littlefield, 2016); Angela Romano, From Détente in Europe to European Détente: How the West Shaped 
the Helsinki CSCE (Bruxelles; New York: Peter Lang, 2009); Petri Hakkarainen, A State of Peace in 
Europe: West Germany and the CSCE, 1966-1975 (New York: Berghahn Books, 2011); Oliver Bange 
and Gottfried Niedhart, eds., Helsinki 1975 and the Transformation of Europe (New York: Berghahn 
Books, 2008); Fredrik Logevall and Andrew Preston, Nixon in the World : American Foreign Relations, 
1969-1977 (Oxford University Press, USA, 2008); Carole Fink and Bernd Schaefer, eds., Ostpolitik, 
1969–1974 European and Global Responses (Washington, D.C: German Historical Institute, 2011); 
Henry Kissinger et al., Soviet-American Relations: The Détente Years, 1969-1972, 11438 (State 
Department, 2007); Robert Dallek, Nixon and Kissinger : Partners in Power, First edition. 
(HarperCollins Pub., 2007); Julian E. Zelizer, ‘Détente and Domestic Politics’, Diplomatic History 33, 
no. 4 (2009): 653–670; Angela Romano, ‘Détente, Entente, or Linkage The Helsinki’, Diplomatic 
History Vol. 33, no. No. 4 (2009): 703–22; Jussi M. Hanhimäki, ‘Détente in Europe, 1962–1975’, in The 
Cambridge History of the Cold War, ed. Odd Arne Westad and Melvyn P. Leffler, vol. II (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2010), 198–218; Robert D. Schulzinger, ‘Détente in the Nixon–Ford Years, 
1969–1976’, in The Cambridge History of the Cold War, ed. Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 373–94; Sarah B. Snyder, ‘“Jerry, Don”t Go’: 
Domestic Opposition to the 1975 Helsinki Final Act’, Journal of American Studies 44, no. 01 (February 
2010): 67; N. Piers Ludlow, ‘The Real Years of Europe? U.S.-West European Relations during the Ford 
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traditional and new methodologies exposing the study of this period to novel 

approaches, such as the ‘social turn’ in international history.19 From this vast literature 

this study aligns with the approach that argues that détente ‘refers to an era when 

subsequent American administrations attempted to redefine their relationship with the 

Soviet Union in order to increase predictability and reduce the potential of direct 

military confrontation.’20 Hence, détente coincides with the period when ameliorating 

relations with the Soviets became an integral part of the American foreign-policy 

agenda and this took place in a systematic and openly demonstrated way in the Nixon 

administration, an approach continued by Ford and Carter.21 Nevertheless, this kind of 

periodization in the long seventies does not mean that traces and factors leading to 

détente cannot be found in preceding years and events. However, for the sake of 

conceptual clarity it is more useful to study them in the framework of a ‘prehistory’ of 

détente. The same applies to the effects of détente, particularly the long-term ones. 

Détente, its origins and its legacy are deeply interrelated themes but they are not one 

and the same.22 

This dissertation however is not simply a project on ‘US foreign policy towards 

Romania’. The Romanian factor is equally important since this study aspires to 

investigate both ends of the relationship. Therefore, the exploration of the causes and 

motives of the Romanian leadership is fundamental. The post- war political history of 

Romania was the story of the struggle of its communist regime for domestic popular 

legitimacy and international recognition as something more than just a member of the 

Soviet bloc.23 Due to the agrarian structure of Romanian society and the lack of an 

                                                           

Administration’, Journal of Cold War Studies 15, no. 3 (July 2013): 136–61; Angela Romano, ‘Untying 
Cold War Knots: The EEC and Eastern Europe in the Long 1970s’, Cold War History 14, no. 2 (3 April 
2014): 153–73. 
19 See for example, Jeremi Suri, Power and Protest: Global Revolution and the Rise of Detente (Harvard 
University Press, 2009); Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War : Third World Interventions and the 
Making of Our Times (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); Loth, Overcoming the Cold War. 
20 Hanhimäki, The Rise and Fall of Détente, 2013, xix. 
21 Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind; Barbara Zanchetta, The Transformation of American International 
Power in the 1970s (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014). 
22 For a perceptive and insightful discussion of the state of the art in the literature regarding Détente and 
its legacy see the special issue of Cold War History Vol. 8, No. 4, November 2008. 
23 Dennis Deletant, România Sub Regimul Comunist, 4th ed. (Bucureşti: Fundatia Academica Civica, 
2012); Vladimir Tismaneanu, Stalinism for All Seasons: A Political History of Romanian Communism 
(University of California Press, 2003); Robert R. King, A History of the Romanian Communist Party 
(Stanford, Ca. : Hoover Institution Press, 1980); Michael Shafir, Romania, Politics, Economics, and 
Society : Political Stagnation and Simulated Change (Lynne Rienner, 1985); Dennis Deletant and Mihail 
Ionescu, ‘Romania and the Warsaw Pact: 1955-1989, Working Paper 43’, (Washington, D.C.: Cold War 
International History Project), April 2004. 
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industrial working class in the interwar period, the Romanian Communist Party (RCP) 

had at best a marginal appeal to the Romanian people. The fact that the integration of 

new territories to the Romanian Kingdom after the end of the First World War relied 

heavily on a nationalist narrative came in contrast to the internationalist agenda of the 

Romanian communists. In addition, the RCP’ s somewhat ambivalent embrace of the 

Comintern’s Soviet line led to questions about its allegiance to Romanian interests, 

severely limiting its popularity among the local population and causing it to be outlawed 

by the authorities. Thus, the Romanian communists either lived underground, at 

constant risk of imprisonment, or found refuge in Moscow.24  

This division would later play an important role in the power struggle for the 

control of the RCP and the state after the end of the Second World War. The fraction 

of the ‘home Communists’, led by Gheorghiu-Dej, prevailed in the end and cleansed 

the party of the ‘Moscovites’ after their most prevalent figures like Ana Pauker and 

Teohary Georgescu were purged.25 The absence of a genuine popular resistance 

movement during the war in the mould of the partisans in Yugoslavia or Albania meant 

that the imposition of the Communists as the ruling political force in Romania depended 

exclusively on the presence of Soviet military forces.26 Hence the regime under 

Gheorghiu-Dej consolidated its grip on power through terror of the Stalinist variety.27 

Romania, despite being a relatively small East European country, was unusually 

active in Cold War politics especially under the reign of Nicolae Ceausescu. Through 

the promotion of his nonconformist profile within the communist bloc, Ceausescu 

wanted to establish himself as a first-rate statesman internationally. He tried to achieve 

this goal by resorting to a series of foreign-policy choices that presumably posited him 

on an independent ground balancing between the East and the West. Ceausescu 

signalled his unwillingness to toe the Soviet foreign policy line, for example by refusing 

to break relations with Israel after the Six Day War in June 1967 (having recognized 

West Germany earlier that year), his open support of China in the Sino-Soviet split and 

                                                           
24 King, A History of the Romanian Communist Party. 
25 Robert Bideleux and Ian Jeffries, A History of Eastern Europe: Crisis and Change, 2nd ed (London ; 
New York: Routledge, 2007), 494–95. 
26 Stefano Bottoni, ‘Reassessing the Communist Takeover in Romania: Violence, Institutional 
Continuity, and Ethnic Conflict Management’, East European Politics and Societies 24, no. 1 (1 
February 2010): 59–89. 
27 Dennis Deletant, Communist Terror in Romania: Gheorghiu-Dej and the Police State, 1948-1965 (C. 
Hurst & Co. Publishers, 1999). 
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his condemnation of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. At the same time, Romania 

attempted to increase its economic independence from the Soviet Union and the 

Comecon system by establishing trade agreements with the West and taking part in 

Western capitalist institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the 

World Bank. 

It should be noted however that despite the common belief that Ceausescu was 

a ‘maverick’ who tried to keep the Soviets at a distance and pursue his own ‘national’ 

road to communism, he was not the mastermind behind this policy.28 His predecessor 

Gheorghiu-Dej was the one who set the foundations for the de-satellitization process.29 

The landmark of this strategic foreign-policy choice was the 1964 Independence 

Declaration which argued in favour of each Communist Party’s right to define and 

pursue its own way towards the accomplishment of a communist society.30 

Nevertheless, Nicolae Ceausescu capitalized on his predecessor’s ideas and he took 

them one step further by actively opening his regime towards the West and the Third 

World in an attempt to emulate the example of Tito’s Yugoslavia. However, despite the 

obvious similarities, especially on attitudes between Romania and Yugoslavia, the 

differences in the cases of the two non-conformist communist actors in Eastern Europe 

were rather significant. Especially after the rift with Moscow, Belgrade was not 

integrated in socialist bloc institutions such as the Warsaw Pact and the Comecon and 

had the liberty to pursue its own foreign-policy agenda that sought to create a third pole 

in international politics, that of the Non-Aligned nations.31 This, along with implicit and 

                                                           
28 Dragoş Petrescu, ‘Building the Nation, Instrumentalizing Nationalism: Revisiting Romanian National-
Communism, 1956–1989’, Nationalities Papers 37, no. 4 (July 2009): 523–44. 
29 Dan Catanus, Tot Mai Departe de Moscova... Politica Externa a Romaniei, 1956-1965 (Bucureşti: 
Institutul Național pentru Studiul Totalitarismului, 2011); Corina Mavrodin, A Maverick in the Making: 
Romania’s de-Satellization Process and the Global Cold War (1953-1963) (London: The London School 
of Economics and Political Science, Unpublished PhD Dissertation, 2017); Johanna Granville, ‘Dej-a-
Vu: Early Roots of Romania’s Independence’, East European Quarterly 42, no. 4 (22 December 2008): 
365. 
30 CC al PMR, ‘Declaratie Cu Privire La Pozitia Partidului Muncitoresc Roman in Problemele Miscarii 
Comuniste Si Muncitoresti Internationale Adoptata de Plenara Largita a CC Al PMR Din Aprilie 1964.’ 
(Bucuresti, Editura Politica, 1964). 
31 For Tito’s policy vis-à-vis the US and USSR and  the Non -Aligned movement see, Svetozar Rajak, 
‘From Regional Role to Global Undertakings: Yugoslavia in the Early Cold War’, in The Balkans in the 
Cold War, ed. Svetozar Rajak et al., Security, Conflict and Cooperation in the Contemporary World 
(Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017), 65–86, https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-43903-1_3; Sandra Bott et 
al., eds., Neutrality and Neutralism in the Global Cold War: Between or within the Blocs?, Cold War 
History (London ; New York: Routledge, 2016); Svetozar Rajak, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union in the 
Early Cold War: Reconciliation, Comradeship, Confrontation, 1953-57, Cold War History Series 26 
(Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon ; New York: Routledge, 2011). 
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at times explicit US and Western support and Marshall Tito’s own personal prestige 

permitted Yugoslavia to maintain its own independent stance throughout the Cold 

War.32 

On the other hand, even though Ceausescu would have liked to have emulated 

the example of his neighbour, particularly in terms of international recognition, there 

were several inherent restrictions for such an open and direct clash with Moscow. First, 

the proximity of Romania to the Soviet Union. The long-shared border between the two 

countries meant that the threat of a potential Soviet invasion would always be part of 

Bucharest’s strategic considerations, even though the chances of such an outcome were 

never that great. Second, the lack of genuine popular legitimacy made it doubtful that 

Ceausescu would be able to retain his position in conditions of turmoil and complete 

isolation within the bloc.33 This was after all the main reason why Ceausescu’s regime 

was one of the harshest in Eastern Europe and paradoxically one of the reasons why the 

Soviets would tolerate his deviations.34 As long as the monopoly of power of the RCP 

and consequently the communist character of the regime was not in danger, Moscow’s 

interests were not actually threatened. Therefore, Romania decided to remain part of 

the socialist bloc’s institutional structures and through careful balancing acts sought to 

maximize its position by embracing the role of ‘persistent objector’ within the bloc.35 

This peculiar position of Romania has sparked certain debates in the relevant 

literature on whether Romania’s foreign policy was truly independent, (semi-) 

autonomous or even whether Bucharest’s game was actually to deceive the West in a 

‘Trojan Horse’ operation to extract intelligence and technology from the United States 

and Europe under the auspices of Moscow.36 There is no consensus on the degree of 

independence of Bucharest's foreign-policy making. None of those extremes, however, 

                                                           
32 Beatrice Heuser, Yugoslavia in Western Cold War Policies, 1948-1953 (Oxford: University of Oxford, 
1987). 
33 Tismaneanu, Stalinism for All Seasons, 2003; Dennis Deletant, România Sub Regimul Comunist. 
34 Anatoly Dobrynin, In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Six Cold War Presidents 
(1962-1986) (New York: Times Books, 1997), 182. 
35 For example regarding Romania’s conduct within the Warsaw Pact see, Laurien Crump, The Warsaw 
Pact Reconsidered: International Relations in Eastern Europe, 1955-69, Routledge Studies in the 
History of Russia and Eastern Europe 22 (London: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group, 2015). 
36 For a detailed discussion see, Elena Dragomir, ‘The Perceived Threat of Hegemonism in Romania 
during the Second Détente’, Cold War History 12, no. 1 (February 2012): 111–15, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2010.510837; Eliza Gheorghe, ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu’, in Mental Maps 
in the Era of Détente and the End of the Cold War 1968–91, ed. J. Wright and S. Casey (Houndmills: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 67–72. 
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accurately represent the nature of the Moscow-Bucharest relationship given the 

numerous vicissitudes it faced. Hence, as will be argued in this study, Romania’s 

foreign policy could be viewed as sovereign and independently oriented vis-à-vis the 

East European bloc’s common line in certain foreign-policy issues. 

Recently, English-language literature regarding Romania’s foreign policy has 

been flourishing.37 However, the domain of US-Romanian relations during the Cold 

War remains significantly neglected and otherwise sporadically addressed in studies of 

limited scope.38 The most notable exception to this is J. Harrington and B. Courtney’s 

‘Tweaking the Nose of the Russians: Fifty Years of American-Romanian Relations, 

1940-1990’.39 This detailed study of the relations between the United States and 

Romania after the Second World War has served as the reference work on the topic 

since its publication in the early nineties but suffers from the lack of Romanian archival 

sources. Literature in Romanian is similarly scarce. Some studies focus mainly on 

                                                           
37 See for example, Eliza Gheorghe, ‘Atomic Maverick: Romania’s Negotiations for Nuclear 
Technology, 1964–1970’, Cold War History 13, no. 3 (August 2013): 373–92, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2013.776542; Cezar Stanciu, ‘Autonomy and Ideology: Brezhnev, 
Ceauşescu and the World Communist Movement’, Contemporary European History 23, no. 01 (February 
2014): 115–34, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0960777313000532; Cezar Stanciu, ‘Crisis Management in the 
Communist Bloc: Romania’s Policy towards the USSR in the Aftermath of the Prague Spring’, Cold 
War History 13, no. 3 (August 2013): 353–72, https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2012.746955; Mihai 
Retegan, In the Shadow of the Prague Spring: Romanian Foreign Policy and the Crisis in 
Czechoslovakia, 1968 (Iasi: Histria Books, 2000); Cezar Stanciu, ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu and the Origins of 
Eurocommunism’, Communist and Post-Communist Studies 48, no. 1 (March 2015): 83–95; Dennis 
Deletant, ‘“Taunting the Bear”: Romania and the Warsaw Pact, 1963-89’, Cold War History 7, no. 4 
(November 2007): 495–507, https://doi.org/10.1080/14682740701621796; Dragomir, ‘The Perceived 
Threat of Hegemonism in Romania during the Second Détente’, February 2012; Mioara Anton, ‘Un 
Episod Controversat: Stabilirea Relatiilor Diplomatice Romano-Vest Germane, 31 Ianuarie 1967’, in 
Romania, Supravietuire Si Afirmare Prin Diplomatie in Anii Razboiului Rece, vol. 3 (Bucureşti: Editura 
Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, 2013), 402–11; Mircea Munteanu, ‘When the Levee Breaks: The Impact 
of the Sino-Soviet Split and the Invasion of Czechoslovakia on Romanian-Soviet Relations, 1967–1970’, 
Journal of Cold War Studies 12, no. 1 (2010): 43–61; Cezar Stanciu, ‘A Rebirth of Diplomacy: The 
Foreign Policy of Communist Romania between Subordination and Autonomy, 1948–1962’, Diplomacy 
& Statecraft 24, no. 2 (1 June 2013): 253–72; Cezar Stanciu, ‘Fragile Equilibrium: Romania and the 
Vietnam War in the Context of the Sino-Soviet Split, 1966’, Journal of Cold War Studies 18, no. 1 (1 
January 2016): 161–87; Cezar Stanciu, ‘Romania and the Six Day War’, Middle Eastern Studies 50, no. 
5 (3 September 2014): 775–95, https://doi.org/10.1080/00263206.2014.913575; Elena Dragomir, Cold 
War Perceptions: Romania’s Policy Change towards the Soviet Union, 1960-1964 (Cambridge Scholars 
Publishing, 2015); Eliza Gheorghe, ‘Building Détente in Europe? East–West Trade and the Beginnings 
of Romania’s Nuclear Programme, 1964–70’, European Review of History: Revue Européenne 
D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 235–53. 
38 Mircea Munteanu, ‘Communication Breakdown? Romania and the Sino-American Rapprochement’, 
Diplomatic History 33, no. 4 (2009): 615–631; Paul D. Quinlan, The United States and Romania: 
American-Romanian Relations in the Twentieth Century (American-Romanian Academy of Arts and 
Sciences, 1988); Graeme S. Mount, ‘US-Romanian Relations during the Presidency of Gerald R. Ford’, 
Canadian Journal of History 46, no. 1 (2011). 
39 Joseph F. Harrington and Bruce J. Courtney, Tweaking the Nose of the Russians: Fifty Years of 
American-Romanian Relations, 1940-1990 (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1991). 
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cultural aspects of the contacts between the two sides whereas the period of 

investigation does not exceed the late sixties/early seventies.40 Furthermore the works 

of a former Romanian diplomat provide valuable insights on the course of the bilateral 

relationship but they lack historical archival research.41 Therefore, this thesis aims to be 

the first systematic and analytical account of the relations between the United States 

and Romania during their ‘golden period’. In other words, it strives to provide a 

balanced account of the bilateral relations in question by re-examining them through 

the lenses of both American and Romanian archives, placed in the context of broader 

international developments during the period of détente in the Cold War. By doing so, 

this study contributes to the field by examining and illuminating a largely neglected 

aspect of détente, namely its interaction with the US policy of differentiation and the 

dynamics it entailed in Washington’s relations with one of the most vigorous actors of 

the Eastern European bloc. 

The overarching question that this dissertation aims to address is why the 

rapprochement between Washington and Bucharest occurred and how it developed into 

a peculiar but nonetheless special relationship in the seventies. To this end, the 

following chapters discuss a series of sub-questions that contribute to a better 

understanding of not only the bilateral relationship but also the dynamics of Cold War 

politics concerning Eastern Europe in general. Specifically, what was the role of 

Romania within the Cold War policy of Washington and how was it posited in the 

framework of the policy of differentiation against the background of rising détente? 

Furthermore, given that the three presidencies covered here have quite opposing 

reputations, from Nixon and Kissinger’s (and Ford, to a lesser degree) cynical and 

amoral realist approach to the champion of international human rights, Jimmy Carter, 

another question arises: is it continuity or change that more accurately describes 

American policy during this period? The analysis will show that the former is the most 

appropriate characterization. Equally important though is the investigation of Nicolae 

                                                           
40 Bogdan Barbu, Vin americanii!: prezența simbolică a Statelor Unite în România Războiului Rece 1945 
- 1971 (Bucureşti: Humanitas, 2006); Gabriel Stelian Manea, Un Adulter in Familia Comunista: 
Romania Si SUA in Anii ’60 (Târgovişte: Editura Cetatea de Scaun, 2016); Nicolae Ecobescu, ed., 
Romania, Supravietuire si afirmare prin diplomatie in anii Razboiului Rece., 7 vols (Bucureşti: Editura 
Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, 2013). 
41 Mircea Raceanu, Cronologie comentată a relațiilor româno-americane: de la începutul cunoașterii 
reciproce până la prăbușirea regimului comunist în România, 1989 (Bucureşti: Silex, 2005); Mircea 
Raceanu, Istoria clauzei națiunii celei mai favorizate în relațiile româno-americane (Bucureşti: Institutul 
Național pentru Memoria Exilului Românesc, 2009); Roger Kirk and Mircea Raceanu, Romania Versus 
the United States: Diplomacy of the Absurd 1985-1989 (Palgrave Macmillan, 1994). 
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Ceausescu’s motives behind his overture to the United States. Also, how did this 

strategic choice of the Romanian dictator contradict or compliment Romania’s relations 

with the Soviets and how successful was he in his balancing act between the East and 

the West? Quite often as will be portrayed below, symbolism prevailed over substance. 

   The narrative of this dissertation is presented chronologically, through six 

chapters. The opening chapter engages with President Nixon’s official visit to 

Bucharest in August 1969. This unexpected initiative by Nixon signified the beginning 

of the much-celebrated special rapport between the two states and served as an open 

manifestation of the White House’s agenda regarding the Soviet bloc. Romania was 

selected as the test case of differentiation in the early stages of the much-sought détente 

with the Soviets. 

Chapter 2 presents developments during the first term of Nixon’s 

administration. It deals with economic and trade relations, with an emphasis on the 

Romanian pursuit of Most Favoured Nation (MFN) status and Bucharest’s overture and 

eventual admission to the World Bank and the IMF in 1972. Ceausescu’s first visit to 

the White House constitutes the reference point of the preservation of close cooperation 

at the highest level between the two sides. 

Chapter 3 discusses the transition from Nixon to Ford and the repercussions this 

entailed for the continuation of both détente and differentiation in relation to the highly 

controversial, within the US, Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe 

(CSCE) in Helsinki. In chapter 4 the focus shifts to the bilateral relations with the 

granting of MFN status to Romania as its centrepiece. The background of the copious 

negotiations behind this agreement reveal that at that specific moment the United States 

managed to infiltrate the realm of Romanian sovereignty by convincing the leadership 

in Bucharest to accept, implicitly, the connection of emigration with increased trade as 

dictated by the Jackson-Vanik amendment. The chapter argues this was a step that 

Western Europe -until then the other pillar of détente promotion behind the Iron 

Curtain- was reluctant to take. 

Chapters 5 and 6 are dedicated to the Carter years. The former analyses Carter’s 

Eastern European policy and traces changes and continuities compared to the record of 

his two predecessors. Differentiation, even though slightly altered with the injection of 

human rights rhetoric, would remain the guiding principle. Chapter 6, in turn, deals 



14 

 

with the bilateral aspect and illustrates that despite Carter’s declared statements on the 

centrality of human rights in the new administration’s foreign policy, their conflict with 

certain strategic and political interests would quite often downgrade them to a 

secondary level. Thus, the Romanian case serves as an example of the constant dilemma 

of prioritizing between the former or the latter at a time when the fragile foundations of 

détente were on the verge of collapse. Lastly, the concluding chapter discusses the 

findings of this study evaluating this special and odd relationship. It summarises the 

reasons why it flourished and assesses its dynamic in the framework of the interaction 

between differentiation and détente. 
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Chapter 1: Richard Nixon in Romania 
 

 

 

Introduction 
 

Richard Nixon’s presidential visit to Bucharest in August 1969 was the first of its kind 

in Eastern Europe after the Second World War. This visit was a turning point in the 

history of the relations between the two states and it demarcated the beginning of the 

golden era of this peculiar ‘special relationship’ in the 1970s.42 The significance of this 

event lies on the fact that it took place only a few months after the inauguration of the 

new American president and just a year after the Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia. 

Nixon’s decision to pay an official visit to his Romanian counterpart Nicolae Ceausescu 

can be explained by two sets of reasons.  

First, Nixon sought to reward the Romanian leader for a series of actions that 

suggested a more independent stance within the communist bloc, while setting an 

example to others of the pay offs they might expect from the new administration’s 

version of the differentiation policy.43 Second, through this surprising decision to visit 

Bucharest, Nixon wanted also to check the reflexes of the Soviets. Such a visit to a 

Warsaw Pact member state could work as a test of the limits to which détente could be 

extended to the broader communist bloc. In other words, Nixon and Kissinger sought 

to explore the compatibility of their grand design of superpower détente with the USSR 

with their policy towards the rest of the socialist states. On a more practical level, the 

rationale behind this visit included a third motive as well. Due to Romania’s 

omnidirectional network of political contacts within the communist world (it 

maintained ties with the USSR, China and Vietnam), the White House intended to 

                                                           
42 The term special relationship was used in a memorandum of the National Security Council in 1970. 
‘Memorandum from Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)’, 8 January 1970, Folder European Security Issues, 
U.S. and Soviet Diplomacy; Box 667; NSC Files, Country Files; Europe, Richard Nixon Presidential 
Library and Museum. 
43 The policy of differentiation towards the communist bloc was officially announced by President Nixon 
in February 1970. However as it is argued here its conception and subsequent development began in the 
early days of the administration. Richard M. Nixon, ‘First Annual Report to the Congress on United 
States Foreign Policy for the 1970s’, in Public Papers of the Presidents: Richard Nixon (Washington, 
DC: US Government Printing Office, 1970).   
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explore the possibility of opening new channels of communication with both the 

Chinese and the Vietnamese. Hence, the opening to Romania was not a clear-cut sign 

of the imminent détente but rather a means of demonstrating Washington’s intentions 

and checking the Kremlin’s flexibility at the same time. 

 

Building the profile of the maverick 
 

On the morning of 21 August 1968 an enormous crowd gathered in the Palace Square 

in the centre of Bucharest to hear Romania’s leader Nicolae Ceausescu declare, among 

other things:44 

It is inconceivable in today’s world, when the peoples are rising to the struggle to defend their 
national independence and for equality in rights, that a socialist state -socialist states- should 
violate the freedom and independence of another state. There is no justification whatsoever, and 
there can be no excuse for accepting even for a moment the idea of military intervention in the 
affairs of a fraternal socialist state.45 

 The balcony speech, as it is also known, condemning the invasion of 

Czechoslovakia, constitutes the apogee of Ceausescu’s rule. Indeed, his open criticism 

of the application of the Brezhnev Doctrine of limited sovereignty enabled Ceausescu 

to create enormous political capital, both domestically and internationally. It was the 

first time that the Romanian masses expressed their support to the Romanian 

Communist Party (RCP) at such a high level. Under the spectre of an imminent Soviet 

threat, the party enhanced its (until that point limited) popular legitimacy.46 In addition, 

in the eyes of Western public opinion, Ceausescu received many positive comments 

and great sympathy for being courageous enough to stand up against the Soviet 

hegemon, opening in this way more channels of communication with the West, as will 

be shown below.47  

 Nevertheless, this gesture was not an isolated event. It was a political act that 

culminated in Romania’s policy of confronting the hegemonic influence of the Soviet 

                                                           
44 ‘Rumania Forms an Armed Militia’, The Times, 22 August 1968; Scanteia, 22 August 1968. p.1 
45 Special To The New York Times, ‘Rumania Warns Soviet; Ceausescu Adamant’, The New York Times, 
22 August 1968. 
46 Vladimir Tismaneanu, Stalinism for All Seasons : A Political History of Romanian Communism 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003); Deletant, ‘“Taunting the Bear”’; Mary Ellen Fischer, 
Nicolae Ceausescu: A Study in Political Leadership (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Pub, 1989). 
47 ‘Ceausescu Takes Steps to Protect Rumanian Independence From Soviet Attack; Seeks to Obviate 
Invasion Pretext’, The New York Times, 23 August 1968. 
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Union within the communist bloc. Since Gheorghiu-Dej’s time Romania had started 

distancing itself from the tight control of the Soviet Union and pursued a relative 

autonomy in its foreign-policy formulation with the 1964 Declaration as the ideological 

centrepiece of its deviant stance.48 

 Inspired by the recent Sino-Soviet rift in the early 1960s, the Declaration 

described the official Romanian position on ideological issues within the global 

communist movement.49  It was a well-designed document advocating party autonomy 

and it highlighted each communist party’s fundamental right to determine the most 

efficient ways to build socialism, denying the notion of a world-leading centre in the 

communist movement.50 

 Ceausescu succeeded Gheorgiu-Dej in 1965 and he was determined to further 

enhance his predecessor’s policy vis-à-vis Moscow. Nevertheless, Romania was part of 

several Soviet-led institutional structures, namely the Warsaw Pact and the Council for 

Mutual Economic Assistance (Comecon). Therefore, every deviating initiative by the 

RCP had to be presented in such a way as to avoid triggering a complete rupture in the 

relations between Bucharest and Moscow, following a ‘reasonably unreasonable’ 

path.51 There were four cases where the Romanian leadership clearly challenged the 

uniformity of the socialist camp: the Sino- Soviet split; the Six-Day War in 1967; 

relations with West Germany; and the socialist bloc’s reaction towards the Prague 

Spring. Nevertheless there is no general consensus on the degree of independence of 

Bucharest's foreign-policy making. Interpretations span from those that perceive 

Ceausescu as a maverick, to those that see him as serving the role of the Trojan horse 

on behalf of the Kremlin in an attempt to deceive the West. None of those extremes, 

however, accurately represent the nature of the Moscow-Bucharest relationship given 

the numerous vicissitudes it faced. Hence, Romania’s foreign policy could be viewed 

                                                           
48 For the original text see CC al PMR, ‘Declaratie Cu Privire La Pozitia Partidului Muncitoresc Roman 
in Problemele Miscarii Comuniste Si Muncitoresti Internationale Adoptata de Plenara Largita a CC Al 
PMR Din Aprilie 1964.’; Stanciu, ‘Autonomy and Ideology’; Elena Dragomir, ‘The Perceived Threat of 
Hegemonism in Romania during the Second Détente’, Cold War History 12, no. 1 (February 2012): 111–
34, https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2010.510837.   
49 Yong Liu, Sino-Romanian Relations: 1950’s-1960’s. (Bucuresti: Institutul Național pentru Studiul 
Totalitarismului, 2006). 
50 Stanciu, ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu and the Origins of Eurocommunism’. 
51 CIA, Directorate of Intelligence;, ‘Intelligence Memo;  Romania’s Nationalist Course’;, 15 July 1969, 
Folder President Nixon’s trip July- August public statements; Box 460; NSC files; President’s trip files, 
Richard Nixon Presidential Library and Museum. 
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as sovereign and independently oriented vis-à-vis the East European bloc’s common 

line on certain foreign policy issues.52 

 With regard to the Sino–Soviet split, Romania adopted a neutral position. This 

neutrality, however,  was construed as opposition in Soviet eyes.53 This stance was not 

only based on ideological grounds and Ceausescu’s conviction in ‘unity through 

polycentrism’, but also on the idea that a world communist movement including China 

would balance the power of the USSR within it.54 In January 1967, Romania established 

diplomatic relations with the Federal Republic of Germany after a series of negotiations 

between the two countries that had started in 1966, defying in this way the bloc’s 

common line as dictated by the Soviets.55 The mutual recognition of the two states was 

one of the first practical manifestations of the abandoning of the Hallstein Doctrine and 

the adoption of Ostpolitik by West Germany.56 In addition, a few months later Romania 

was given the opportunity to further declare its independent foreign policy in a context 

broader than inter-communist rivalries. The Six-Day War between Arab and Israeli 

forces in June 1967 created a new source of tension in the Middle East. The Romanian 

leadership surprised the rest of the Warsaw Pact by its refusal to sign the common 

declaration that set out a strong pro-Arab position and called for the breaking of 

diplomatic relations with Israel.57 Bucharest instead decided to follow a policy of strict 

neutrality maintaining a balanced attitude towards the belligerents and advocating a 

peaceful solution through negotiations.58 

                                                           
52 For a detailed discussion see, Dragomir, ‘The Perceived Threat of Hegemonism in Romania during 
the Second Détente’, February 2012, 111–15; Gheorghe, ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu’, 67–72. 
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One year later, in 1968, the East European bloc and the hegemonic image of the 

Soviet Union faced a crisis leading to the Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia.59 

Despite the participation of five Warsaw Pact members in the invasion, the decision-

making process did not take place within the Warsaw Pact framework, but rather took 

the form of a ‘multilateral decision’ of the five, excluding Romania.60 The Romanian 

leadership – consistent with its rhetoric in favour of national roads to socialism – 

expressed its support for Czechoslovak president Dubcek’s reforms, despite the fact 

that, in reality, Ceausescu was never keen on implementing similar measures of that 

scale in Romania.61 Due to Romania’s record as a persistent objector to Soviet efforts 

to control and dictate the foreign policy of the Warsaw Pact, General Secretary Leonid 

Brezhnev had decided not to invite a Romanian delegation to the subsequent 

multilateral meetings about the future of Czechoslovakia, to Ceausescu’s dismay.62  

Given this operational exclusion of Romania from the decision-making process, 

the denunciation of the attack against Prague took place under the spectre of a potential 

follow-up operation against Bucharest. Therefore, in his balcony speech Ceausescu 

announced the creation of the Patriotic Guards, and the resolve of his nation to fight 

back in the event of Soviet aggression, in an effort to raise the potential costs of such a 

move. Nevertheless, being aware of the eventual futility of armed resistance, and after 

a disappointing meeting with Tito in the aftermath of the speech, the Romanian 

leadership decided to proceed with caution.63 It attempted to find a balance between 

appeasing the Kremlin and maintaining its autonomous image by seeking an opening 

to the West, and especially the United States, using this network of relations as a 

deterrent to Moscow.64  

Apart from these challenges against Soviet dominance, Romania appealed to 

the Americans for yet another reason. This appeal lay in the direct contacts it maintained 

with the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) and the National Liberation Front 
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(NLF) in South Vietnam. In an effort to upgrade its position vis-à-vis the West, and the 

United States in particular, Romania offered its mediation services to the two 

belligerent sides with a view to gain political and economic benefits.65 Specifically, 

Bucharest attempted to play a mediating role between the United States and the 

government of North Vietnam through the so-called ‘Packers Channel' between 1967 

and 1968, in which Prime Minister Ion Gheorghe Maurer was actively involved. Its 

efforts had proved fruitless, however.66     

Therefore, it is plausible to argue that by 1969 Romania found itself in an 

exceptional position. It was a state with direct contacts with the Soviet Union, China 

and North Vietnam. It had exhibited an independent profile within the communist 

sphere, but unlike Yugoslavia (the other independent actor of the communist world) 

Romania remained part of the Warsaw Pact and the Comecon at the same time. 

Consequently, Bucharest emerged as a promising partner in Nixon’s foreign policy 

considerations. 

 

 

Nixon and Eastern European foreign policy 
 

In January 1969 President Nixon announced in his inaugural address that ‘after a period 

of confrontation, we are entering an era of negotiations’ with the Soviet Union. It was 

nothing but surprising to hear a statesman previously labelled as ardent anti-communist 

now argue in favour of expanding areas of mutual interest between the contending 

powers in order to promote what he characterized as a ‘structure of peace’.67 Nixon and 

his National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger, having realised that international 

conditions were shifting, initiated détente in their relations with the USSR, with a view 

to confronting the relative decline of US power as it was perceived around the world, 
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especially under the spectre of the Vietnam war.68 Furthermore, with such a policy, they 

would respond to European pleas for reduced tensions and improved economic relations 

with the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc in general. Additionally both men 

comprehended the emerging significance of the People’s Republic of China as a 

growing challenge in the world Communist movement, especially after the Sino–Soviet 

split.69 This reconfiguration of the focus of US foreign policy resulted in a series of 

diplomatic triumphs, such as the opening to China, the SALT agreements, and the Paris 

settlement ending the Vietnam War, all of them achieved through secretive diplomatic 

methods in the likes of Kissinger’s diplomatic ‘architecture’.70 As Craig and Logevall 

claim ‘Nixon the arch anti-communist proved to be a nimble and flexible negotiator 

with communists, and more willing than many in Washington to acknowledge the 

existence of a new configuration of world power’.71 

 

Eastern Europe and ‘differentiation’  
 

In this general framework, Eastern European policy ‘was subordinated to the higher 

politics of détente’ on the presumption that peaceful coexistence would contribute to 

evolutionary change in this geographical area.72 Hence, it was founded on two 

fundamental pillars.73 First, Nixon and Kissinger de facto accepted the special security 

interests of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe.74 Nevertheless, they were categorically 

against providing any sort of de jure recognition of the existing borders there. However, 

Washington decided to refrain from any acts that could stir any domestic uprisings in 

Eastern European states.75 According to Kissinger: ‘You will not hear any statements 

from us about the need to ‘liberate’ Eastern Europe from the Soviet Union, and we, in 

all likelihood, will stop using even such expressions as “building bridges”, since we 

                                                           
68 For a thorough and up to date assessment of détente and its consequences see Cold War History journal 
special issue Nov. 2008; Jussi M. Hanhimäki, The Rise and Fall of Détente: American Foreign Policy 
and the Transformation of the Cold War (Potomac Books, Inc., 2012). 
69 Schulzinger, ‘Détente in the Nixon–Ford Years, 1969–1976’, 374. 
70 Fredrik Logevall and Andrew Preston, Nixon in the World; Hanhimäki, The Flawed Architect. 
71 Campbell Craig and Fredrik Logevall, America’s Cold War: The Politics of Insecurity (Cambridge, 
Mass: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2009), 254. 
72 Kovrig, Of Walls and Bridges, 116. 
73 Selvage, ‘Transforming the Soviet Sphere of Influence?’ 
74 Nixon, ‘First Annual Report to the Congress on United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s’. 
75 Selvage, ‘Transforming the Soviet Sphere of Influence?’, 674. 



22 

 

understand the actual situation.’76 It was evident that Nixon had left behind the policy 

of ‘building bridges’ pursued by Lyndon Johnson and opted for ‘differentiation’ which 

was the second pillar of his East European policy. Despite the presence of elements of 

‘differentiation’ in the policies of previous administrations, especially after 1956, 

Nixon and Kissinger’s version provided a more realist yet concise framework for their 

approach to the communist satellites.77 

 For the new administration, differentiation meant that the foreign policy and the 

external behaviour of each state was the utmost standard upon which the improvement 

of relations with the United States would depend.78 Therefore an emphasis was put by 

the White House on the sovereignty of communist states renouncing the Brezhnev 

Doctrine which – after Prague – was looming in particular over Romania. As President 

Nixon explained when addressing the US congress:   

[T]he United States views the countries of Eastern Europe as sovereign, not parts of a monolith. 
And we can accept no doctrine that abridges their right to seek reciprocal improvement of 
relations with us or others. We are prepared to enter into negotiations with the nations of Eastern 
Europe, looking to a gradual normalization of relations.79  

As Henry Kissinger later explained, US policy ‘sought to encourage the flexibility of 

the East European states by giving scope to their nationalism through directly dealing 

especially with countries seeking to assert their national goals.’80 Nixon and Kissinger 

opted for relations at state level with the socialist regimes in contrast to low-level 

people-to-people contacts advocated by Willy Brandt and his Ostpolitk, which for 

Washington could become dangerous through its potential to provoke instability.81   

Through differentiation Nixon and Kissinger wanted to show to Moscow that 

despite their understanding of Soviet interests there were certain limits that détente 

could reach with regard to Eastern Europe. In this context, ‘maverick’ Romania fitted 

as the textbook example of this rhetoric. All these factors paved the way for a historical 

moment in relations between the United States and Romania and Eastern Europe in 
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general. For the first time since World War II, an American president would visit a 

communist capital in Europe. 

 

 

Nixon’s state visit to Bucharest, August 1969 
 

Extending invitations and ‘splashdown’ in Bucharest 
 

Ceausescu’s opening to the West was an integral part of his policy of guaranteeing 

Romania’s independent course. Within this opening, developing relations –political and 

commercial– with the United States would serve as an extra boost for the economy and 

Bucharest’s international role.  

Soon after Richard Nixon’s presidential inauguration, Ceausescu decided to 

attempt to enhance his relations with Washington. In a conversation with the US 

ambassador in Bucharest, Richard Davis, the Romanian president ‘urged that US–

Romanian “political relations” be developed, referred to his meeting with President 

Nixon two years ago and expressed hope that the President might sometime visit 

Romania.’82 Furthermore, in February, Ceausescu ordered the Romanian ambassador 

to Washington, Corneliu Bogdan, to extend an invitation to President Nixon to visit 

Romania. As it was expected at this point the new president ignored the invitation, 

focusing on his number one priority at that time, Vietnam. Meanwhile Nixon had 

decided to seek the Soviet Union’s cooperation in Vietnam in order to achieve a 

settlement that would end the war and at the same time eliminate a potential source of 

renewed superpower confrontation. Nevertheless, this opening to Moscow was 

designed to take place as part of Nixon’s policy of linkage, which presupposed that 

developments in one field of discussions would affect the progress of negotiations in 

another. Indeed, the Soviets were asked for assistance in finding a working solution 

over Vietnam, a gesture that was accompanied by Kissinger’s suggestions to 

Ambassador Dobrynin for a possible linkage between Vietnam and American help in 

                                                           
82 Nixon had visited Bucharest in 1967 as a private citizen during a world tour, where he was received 
with special honours, leaving a great impression on him. ‘Memorandum from Robert Ellsworth to the 
President’, 6 July 1969, Folder Romania vol.1; Box 702; NSC Files; Country Files- Europe, Richard 
Nixon Presidential Library and Museum. 



24 

 

the Middle East. However, this effort failed when on 27 May Kosygin discarded the 

offer claiming that ‘taking into account the complexity of each of these problems by 

itself it is hardly worthwhile to attempt somehow to link one with another.’83 

As a result, Nixon was disillusioned with the non-cooperative attitude of 

Moscow and was considering certain ways of expressing this to the Soviets. Inspired 

by the very warm welcoming of astronaut Frank Borman in Czechoslovakia, Nixon was 

receptive to the idea of arranging more visits to Eastern European countries with a view 

to getting back at the Soviets for their intransigence. Nixon mentioned this to Kissinger 

on a note in early June: ‘Henry, I believe we could needle our Moscow friends by 

arranging more visits to the Eastern Europe countries. The people in those countries, if 

given a chance, will welcome our cabinet officers and others with great enthusiasm.’84 

In the meantime the Romanian leadership kept bringing up the issue of a potential visit. 

Ambassador Davis in his report after a meeting with Foreign Minister Corneliu 

Manescu conveyed the invitation which he framed it within a strategy where Bucharest 

policymakers ‘in pursuit their policy of develop[ing] good bilateral relations with all 

countries have increasingly used technique of visit exchanges.’85 In the following 

weeks, Nixon’s initial idea of US officials visiting Eastern Europe took further shape, 

and he decided that he should make the visit himself in order to do something ‘bold’ as 

his adviser John Ehrlichman suggested.86 

Eventually, Nixon decided that it would be in Romania that he would make his 

move. Nixon was determined to needle or ‘tweak the nose of the Russians’ in the words 

of Romanian ambassador Bogdan.87 Indeed, the fact that Romania was one of the few 

communist countries that retained cordial relations with China in combination with its 

previous defiance of the Soviet line in matters of foreign policy, would at least raise 

suspicions in Moscow, especially regarding China. Or, in Nixon’s words: ‘By the time 
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we get through with this trip they are going to be out of their minds that we are playing 

a Chinese game.’88 

When the first rumours spread in the circles of the administration, everyone was 

taken by surprise. A few months earlier, Helmut Sonnenfeldt –member of the staff of 

the National Security Council (NSC)– had advised in favour of developing political 

consultations with Romania as part of a deterrent diplomacy, along the lines of the 

Yugoslav policy. However, he warned against ‘excessive fanfare’ claiming that ‘if we 

invest too much of our prestige in our relations we have more of it to lose if things go 

badly.’89 Similarly, the State Department was against a visit to Romania at that point 

due to the unfavourable timing.90 It is clear that the proposal to arrange a visit at the 

highest level had spooked the foreign-policy establishment. 

On 21 June Ambassador Bogdan was called by Kissinger and was informed that 

the president wished to stop to Bucharest on his way back from Asia, where he  was  

scheduled to witness the Apollo 11 splashdown in the Pacific.91 Taken aback, the 

Romanian side promptly gave a positive response. The fact that the visit would coincide 

with the much-awaited 10th Congress of the Romanian Communist Party, which would 

be attended by a Soviet delegation headed by Brezhnev himself, did not prove an 

obstacle as it was postponed for a few days.92 Ceausescu was well aware that he had 

been given a unique opportunity to elaborate on his plans for closer economic 

cooperation with the West. In addition, he would have the chance to build on his 

personal relationship with Nixon, who seemed to have a favourable disposition towards 

him mainly because of his non-conformist posture regarding Soviet dictums. 

Ceausescu’s decision to prioritize Nixon's visit over that of Brezhnev signalled that 

‘there could be no greater proof of the importance that Romania attached to a separate 

opening to Washington and to a Presidential visit.’93 
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On 28 June the visit was announced publicly, sending mixed signals and 

triggering criticism. Almost immediately, both the State Department (which was not 

informed in advance) and the press considered it a risky and provocative move that had 

the potential to undermine the progress of negotiations on important issues such as 

SALT. Even worse, it could further aggravate the Soviets and thus make them less 

cooperative on East – West issues in general. This was a concern that was shared by 

America’s NATO allies, who were also irritated over not being consulted beforehand.94 

Kissinger tried to downplay the possible negative concerns in a press briefing, stating 

that under no circumstances should the visit be viewed as ‘an anti‐Soviet gesture’, and 

by highlighting the personal bond of President Nixon with Romania due to his previous 

pleasant private visit there. He stressed that ‘the United States is interested in dealing 

with the countries of Eastern Europe on the basis of mutual respect… We feel under no 

obligation to check with the Soviet Union before making visits to sovereign 

countries.’95 Nevertheless, the following month the press adopted a more sympathetic 

approach and promoted the upcoming trip.96 In the Eastern bloc, the news of the visit 

came also as a big surprise. Soviet and other Eastern European media downplayed its 

significance, mentioning it only in passing and days later dismissing it as ‘cheap 

sensationalism’. In contrast, in Yugoslavia it was welcomed as a positive contribution 

to East-West relations.97   

At the same time, the Romanian leadership was more than satisfied by the 

prospect of establishing direct contacts with the president of the United States. 

According to a source in the Romanian government ‘the President’s decision to visit 

Rumania in the immediate future and to stop in no other Eastern European country had 
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exceeded the most optimistic expectations of the Rumanian leadership’ and was a 

‘source of major gratification’ for Bucharest.98 

Despite the public rhetoric, the White House was in fact concerned about the 

Soviet response. Considering the timing (just a year since the invasion of 

Czechoslovakia) and the delicate place of Romania within the Eastern bloc, 

Washington inquired whether there might be any negative effects on Bucharest’s 

relations with Moscow. The Romanian response was that they did not believe so and 

that in any case the Romanian Communist party (RCP) ‘had carefully weighed the risks 

involved’ and that the ‘moral and psychological’ benefits of the president’s visit would 

outweigh any negative Soviet responses.99 Moscow refrained from making any public 

comments. The Soviet delegation’s visit, headed by Leonid Brezhnev and Alexei 

Kosygin, scheduled for 14 July was postponed, and they proposed to come to Bucharest 

sometime in the fall.100 Although the Romanians did not want to present it this way, it 

was a clear indication of Moscow’s irritation about this unexpected development. 

Indeed, a few months later in a meeting between Ceausescu and Brezhnev in Moscow 

the latter openly accused the Romanian ruler of ‘flirting with imperialism’.101  

Meanwhile in Romania, Bucharest indicated, through some unprecedented 

gestures, just how much it was investing in the upcoming visit. Romanian television 

dedicated an hour of its programming to the commemoration of the United States’ 

Independence Day, and the American chargé d’affaires, Harry G. Barnes Jr, was 

allowed to appear on screen to inform the Romanian public about Nixon’s upcoming 

visit.102 The Romanian public received the news with great enthusiasm, which made the 

visit ‘the talk of Bucharest’.103 Furthermore, the Romanian press praised the visit as 

another sign of Romania’s determination ‘to reach out even further to explore any 
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possibilities of stepping up international collaboration’ and that it aimed for even closer 

economic, technical, and scientific relations with the United States.104 

 

 

An American president on Romanian soil for the first time 
 

Nixon landed in Bucharest as scheduled on 2 August, where he was welcomed by 

President Ceausescu with a full honour guard and with ‘a warm reception from 

hundreds of thousands of flag‐waving Romanians in the largest and most genuinely 

friendly welcome of his global tour.’105 The reports of the conversations and the briefing 

material are illuminating regarding the true motives of this trip and the general 

atmosphere between the heads of the two states.106 For Kissinger, Ceausescu was ‘a 

shrewd, ambitious, power-conscious operator on the international stage’ but at the same 

time he could be a useful asset in Nixon’s foreign policy for he could provide valuable 

insight into attitudes behind the Iron Curtain, while at the same time serving as 

‘transmission belt’ or  ‘a go-between’ for Washington and its adversaries. Simply put, 

the Romanian dictator could be enlisted ‘in the service of the credibility of your 

[Nixon’s] diplomacy.’107 Hence the discussions would prioritize international issues 

over bilateral relations Nevertheless, Nixon began by expressing his willingness to 

work constructively on the arrangements of certain bilateral issues that would be taken 

care of in detail by the ‘technical staff’.108 A Cultural Agreement would be signed 

during his stay there, referring to the subsequent opening of the libraries in Bucharest 

and New York. Ceausescu appreciated Nixon’s suggestions but he also noted that the 

number of official agreements remained low, despite the higher number of verbal 

promises. At the same time, he expressed his desire of develop further partnerships on 
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science and technology, and even access to nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, a field 

that ‘has a decisive part to play in the development of a country’ like Romania.109 Nixon 

was eager to help the Romanians in this domain and he assured Ceausescu that he would 

arrange a mission with his advisor on this matter, Dr Lee Du Bridge in the short term.  

Trade and economic relations were next on the agenda. Ceausescu raised the 

issue of most favoured nation status (MFN) and licencing for imports and exports, 

which was a priority for his government.110 MFN status was rather complicated because 

of the restraints the White house faced due to the prominent role of the Congress in 

trade policy. Nixon explained that despite his administration’s appreciation of 

Romania’s international interests, the war in Vietnam complicated the question. 

Romania was shipping goods to North Vietnam which automatically disqualified it for 

MFN. The same obstacle existed for Export/Import bank loans due to the 1968 Fino 

Amendment.111 Nevertheless, the US president voiced his personal support for MFN 

treatment for Romania but given the circumstances he linked it with developments in 

Vietnam. However, as a sign of his positive stance he pledged to facilitate 

trade/commercial ties with Romania within the limits of his presidential powers, for 

example in making export licencing easier and upgrading Romania’s status on direct 

sales.112 

Ceausescu, pleased but aware of the difficulties, tried to convey a realistic if not 

strictly pragmatic view on the expansion of the bilateral relations: 

If possible we shall be friends. We do not wish relations to be preconditioned. Our mutual 
interests will dictate our relations. We know no one wants to lose money in relations with 
Romania and we don’t want that. We are a Communist country but we want to benefit. We want 
to build on this. We believe this is possible.113 

Nixon was also particularly interested in the relations between Romania and the Soviet 

Union, especially in the shadow of the Brezhnev Doctrine. He repeatedly mentioned 

that his administration did not want to cause any ‘embarrassment’ to Bucharest vis-à-
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vis the Soviets and he enquired about how much further the Romanians could go 

without triggering a negative response. Ceausescu was consistent with his 

independence rhetoric and declared that ‘as far as Romania is concerned, relations with 

the U.S. cannot embarrass us in any way’, though always on the condition that non-

interference in the domestic affairs of each state was respected.114 He further defended 

his position, saying that Romania could have relations with every state it wished were 

they beneficial for its interests and that Moscow could not deny this, especially when it 

was doing the same thing. Romanian policy, in other words, would be decided in 

Bucharest and nowhere else. Nixon asked Ceausescu to convey this point to all his East 

European counterparts, adding:  

The American press said this trip would embarrass Romania and be harmful. We do not want 
that. We want good relations with Romania and Russia. We do not want to break up the Warsaw 
Pact. We want good relations with all countries.115 

The most important themes for Nixon, though, were China and Vietnam. These were 

after all an underlying cause for the whole  idea  of  this  visit. He explained that his 

intention was to have good relations with both the Soviet Union and China, and that his 

reason for not recognizing the People’s Republic of China was ‘not because of China’s 

internal policy but because of its policies toward its neighbours.’116 Nixon realized the 

future importance of China given its size and potential. Despite his reluctance to get 

involved into the Sino–Soviet confrontation, he was wary of the repercussions of further 

Chinese isolation: ‘In 25 years, China will have a billion people. If fenced off by others, 

it makes for a terribly explosive force that may destroy the peace of that time.’ At this 

point Ceausescu intervened stating that good relations between the United States and 

the Soviet Union were ‘welcomed only if they are not to the detriment of other states.’117  

Regarding China, he agreed that China’s role was fundamental for the achievement and 

preservation of peace in Asia, and he urged the Americans to recognise the PRC and 

accept it as a member of the United Nations. Agreeing to disagree, Ceausescu caught 

Nixon’s attention by offering to share with him his perception of China’s intentions. He 

believed that Beijing had several domestic problems to deal with that prevented it from 

threatening or violating the sovereignty of any other state. He was very critical of the 
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existing social structures in China, blaming them for the backwardness that prevailed 

there.  

Nixon also probed Ceausescu on the nature of the Moscow – Beijing clash. He 

justified his interest in the matter pointing out that, once Vietnam was settled, the US 

aspired to establish relations with the Chinese. The Romanian leader responded that 

despite the ideologically oriented public condemnation of the Soviet Union from 

Beijing, the real cause of the dispute was of national/political character, namely: ‘the 

Soviet reluctance to concede China its proper place in international affairs. [The] 

Chinese will not play a second-class role.’118 At this point the US president grasped the 

opportunity and after praising Romania’s role in this matter by maintaining contacts 

with both sides, he asked whether his host could play the role of mediator between the 

White House and the PRC. Ceausescu accepted noting:  

As to our willingness to mediate between the U.S. and China—the U.S. has every possibility to 
talk directly with the Chinese without mediation—I will say we shall tell our opinion to the 
Chinese, and of your opinion of this problem. We shall act to establish relations on the basis of 
mutual understanding.119 

The following day the two delegations met again in the same closed circle, where 

President Nixon presented the situation in Vietnam from the US perspective.120 Having 

recognised first the Romanian efforts in 1967, he explained that the main objective of 

his administration was to find a way towards peace by securing for ‘the South 

Vietnamese the option to decide their own future’. They could not just simply leave 

Vietnam and let the National Liberation Front take over without arranging a transitional 

process in advance. In addition, he detailed certain aspects about which the Americans 

were flexible, reaffirming his desire for a negotiated solution to the war, despite 

doubting whether the Vietnamese were interested in substantive discussions. He said 

that there were strong signs that Hanoi would continue to avoid contributing to the talks 

in Paris with a view to wearing down American forces on the ground, and leveraging 

public opinion to force the government to withdraw unconditionally. For Nixon, who 

knew that his words would be passed along, there was no such option: 

I never make idle threats; I do say that we can’t indefinitely continue to have 200 deaths per 
week with no progress in Paris. On November 1 this year—one year after the halt of the 
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bombing, after the withdrawal of troops, after reasonable offers for peaceful negotiation— if 
there is no progress, we must re-evaluate our policy.121 

Hanoi could not be allowed to humiliate the United States but peace remained the 

ultimate objective nevertheless. In this sense, Nixon was thinking aloud about whether 

opening another channel of communication would be helpful, adding that ‘ending this 

war on a fair basis…will make possible the many Romanian–U.S. actions we talked 

about, could make possible U.S–Chinese relations, and would help relations with the 

Soviet Union. All this is possible.’122 

Ceausescu welcomed the measures of the United States, but nevertheless 

encouraged Washington to do more, opining that the real problem was not North 

Vietnam but the war taking place in the south. Almost five days before this meeting 

Ceausescu had met with representatives both from North Vietnam and the National 

Liberation Front (NLF) from the south, and consequently he could share his information 

with Nixon regarding the latter’s attitude. According to Ceausescu the NLF 

representative said that they wanted to reach a fair solution and that they did not intend 

to humiliate the United States. On the contrary, they wanted to retain relations with the 

Western superpower once the war was over. In fact, he revealed that he was asked by 

both the NLF and the ambassador of North Vietnam ‘to use our [Romania’s] relations 

with the U.S. to assist in reaching a solution as quickly as possible.’123 Ceausescu 

wanted to go into more details regarding a potential settlement and asked Nixon if the 

US was willing to accept the formation of a coalition government ‘on an equal basis’ 

in South Vietnam. Both Nixon and Kissinger replied that free elections, not 

negotiations, should form the basis of any future South Vietnamese government. 

Finally, the two presidents agreed to establish a confidential channel of communication 

that would run directly between the Romanian embassy in Washington and Henry 

Kissinger, and Ceausescu promised that he would convey the American view in detail 

to the North Vietnamese authorities.   

 

 

The impact of the visit 
 

                                                           
121 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’. p.450. 
122 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’. p.450. 
123 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’. p.450. 



33 

 

The trip eventually drew the attention of the press and was covered in a positive way.124 

The president himself contributed to this spirit by saying to the New York Times: ‘This 

was the most moving experience I have had in travelling to over 60 countries…People 

were out by the hundreds of thousands, not ordered by their government, but cheering 

and shouting.’125 This was an opinion shared by his accompanying staff as well.126 

Apart from the press coverage, Nixon’s Romanian adventure was a topic of 

discussion in high-level talks with other European leaders. On his way back from 

Bucharest, Kissinger made a stop in Paris in order to meet with President Pompidou 

and Prime Minister Chaban-Delmas, with Romania being on the agenda.127  

The impression that most stood out for the US national security advisor was the 

reaction of local crowds. To be clear, Kissinger harboured no illusions that he had 

witnessed a purely spontaneous outburst from the people with no organizing the 

authorities. He commented that ‘even if the reception had been a 100 per cent artificial 

one created by the government, it would still remain an extraordinary sign of the 

independence of the Romanian government vis-à-vis the Soviet Union’.128 

Nevertheless, he was clearly struck by the authenticity of the passion of the crowd; it 

was clear to him, at least, that they were genuinely moved by the chance to glimpse an 

American president in person.129 

After that, proceeding with his assessment, he judged the Romanian leaders as 

‘tough, subtle and unemotional.’130 Sonnenfeldt also commented briefly on the 
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exchange of opinions at the junior level. Both he and Kissinger concluded that while 

the Romanians offered nothing new regarding their general positions, they remained 

positive in  their  assessment  that East – West contacts and negotiations constituted an 

‘ultimate protection against the USSR’ and  clear  in  their  ambition  that ‘in a situation 

of détente the Soviets would be inhibited.’131 

The French were particularly interested in the Soviet factor. They inquired as to 

whether any signs of Soviet ‘nervousness or disquietude’ had been spotted because of 

the visit. Kissinger answered negatively, adding that even though the US delegation 

had not raised the issue of Czechoslovakia, their Romanian counterparts made it clear 

that in a similar situation ‘the Romanians would fight and that they [had] told the 

Russians that they would do’. The French premier also wanted to know if Ceausescu 

had asked for any American commitment in case of potential aggressive Soviet acts. 

Kissinger again answered in the negative, stating that the Romanians had not mentioned 

anything of the sort, other than explaining their stance against aggression in the spirit 

of their independent foreign-policy posture. The French president was primarily 

interested in finding out whether ‘President Nixon’s visit increased the prospects of a 

Russian invasion either in [the US] minds or in the minds of the Romanians.’132 He also 

enquired about any developments regarding East–West trade and the prospects of 

granting MFN status to the East Europeans. Kissinger repeated the established US 

position on differentiation, which meant that each country was treated separately 

depending on its policy vis-à-vis the USSR and that the US was reluctant to adopt a 

generalized position on trade with the communist bloc. All in all, the French side 

expressed its approval for Nixon’s visit as a positive step for the amelioration of East–

West tensions. Nevertheless, the French poured cold water on the positive American 

narrative regarding its seemingly encouraging reception in Bucharest, calling it 

‘reassuring’ but ‘also very dangerous’ due to the absence of any official reaction from 

the Kremlin.133 A few days later, Romania was again on the agenda, this time at 

Kissinger’s meeting with German Chancellor Kurt Kiesinger. The Germans, however, 
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were not as interested as the French, with the Chancellor declining to make any 

substantial comment about the trip.134  

Back in Bucharest, Ceausescu convened a session of the Central Committee of 

the Romanian Communist Party on 4 August, in order to report the outcomes of his 

meetings with Nixon. As the transcripts of the session indicate, Ceausescu was 

generally satisfied and impressed with his rapport with the American president.135 He 

briefed his comrades in the Committee about the content of the talks in a concise and 

detailed way adding also elements from the discussions during the official dinner. He 

made special reference to the exchange of opinions regarding the situation in Europe 

and the prospects for European security: 

We explained to them that our contacts with American allies had led us to conclude that they 
also wished to find a way for relations to be improved in the interests of European security and 
that we felt the discussions had a course for a stronger relationship that would lead to a lasting 
peace.136 

What makes this conversation interesting is the fact that Kissinger concealed it from 

his meetings with the European leaders, claiming that European issues had not been 

raised while the Americans were in Bucharest. This move makes sense if we take into 

consideration the ‘Nixinger’ administration’s discomfort with the European version of 

détente. Ceausescu seemed convinced by the US policy of improving relations with 

both the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, a development that could prove 

profitable for Romania. He also shared the view that the United States were keen on 

reorienting its policy in such a way that it would refrain from military engagements in 

the future, welcoming this as a most agreeable prospect. 

Ceausescu also concluded that he had struck a particularly robust personal 

connection with Nixon. He was particularly impressed by Nixon’s frank and direct 

conversation, and his overall simplicity, ‘free from the conceit that some suffer from’, 

commenting that despite being the president of ‘the biggest country in the world’ he 

went to an open market and shook hands with all farmers there. Ceausescu attributed 
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this to his humble origins; Nixon was the son of a farmer.137 In the future, encouraged 

by the ‘openness’ of his counterpart Ceausescu would try to invest in this personal 

relationship either with further visits or with consistent correspondence with his 

American counterpart. 

Alongside the generally positive personal impressions of the trip, some concrete 

initiatives were to follow. On 4 August, just one day after the president had left 

Bucharest, Paul Findley a Republican congressman from Illinois and a member of the 

Committee of External Relations introduced resolution H.R. 13305, which asked 

Congress to authorize the president to offer MFN status to Romania, justifying it on the 

grounds that Romania deserved a reward for its detachment from Moscow and its 

expressed desire for friendship with the United States.138 The next day Senator 

Mondale, a Democrat this time, (he would serve as vice-president under Carter), 

introduced another bill, S. 2775, which also supported the granting of MFN to 

Romania.139 Mondale was familiar with Romanian affairs since he had already visited 

the country in January 1969 on a mission on US–Romanian trade. Nevertheless, both 

bills were eventually unsuccessful, unable to take advantage of the favourable 

momentum that the visit created. Nevertheless, the fact that for the first time since the 

end of the Second World War, Romanian trade had been raised in the American 

legislature was a positive indicator for the future of the bilateral relations.140 

Furthermore, Nixon urged Kissinger to arrange a mission of his scientific advisor, Lee 

Du Bridge, along with some other specialists, as promised to Ceausescu. They were to 

provide advice on irrigation and similar subjects, giving credence to the promises he 

had made a few days before: ‘it would be enormously helpful in letting Ceausescu have 

some little goodies that he can tell his associates about as to how dealing with the U.S. 

really pays.’141 In addition he instructed the new ambassador to Bucharest, Leonard 

Meeker, to create as many ways as possible for interacting with the Romanians in the 
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scientific, cultural and trade fields, as far the general context of Eastern Europe policy 

permitted.142 

In Romania, the Communist Party was occupied with its 10th Congress, which 

as noted above was boycotted by Brezhnev and Kosygin as a sign of their discontent 

with Nixon’s visit. The Congress served as medium for reconfirming Ceausescu’s 

dominance. The Party was restructured by enlarging the Central Committee, and for the 

first time it was the Congress that elected Ceausescu as Secretary General, rather than 

the Committee.143 Meanwhile, in September, a Romanian delegation comprised of 

Prime Minister Maurer and Paul Niculescu–Mizil (member of the secretariat of the 

Central Committee, and chief ideologue of the RCP) visited Beijing on their way to 

Vietnam to attend Ho Chi Minh’s funeral. There they met with Zhou En Lai and had 

the opportunity to transfer Nixon’s message that he wished to develop relations with 

the Chinese.144 Maurer stated that he was aware of the problem with Taiwan but he 

explained to Zhou that he got the impression that Nixon’s ‘wish was sincere’ and hence 

the Romanian Communist Party was willing to act as intermediary.145 The Chinese side 

however did not seem willing to analyse the subject any further at that point. 

Nonetheless, the Romanian channel would remain active until 1970, when Nixon used 

its Pakistani alternative, due to its geographical proximity, to make the arrangements 

that resulted in Kissinger’s secret trip to Beijing in July 1971.146 Moreover, later in 

September Foreign Minister Manescu in a meeting with President Nixon in New York 

informed him that his views were transferred to the Vietnamese, which, in his words 

‘was not an easy job’.147  Finally, in another symbolic gesture indicative of the positive 

atmosphere of this period, the Romanian national tennis team was received in the White 
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House following their game against the US team in Cleveland for the Davis Cup in 

September.148 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

Nixon’s official visit to Bucharest in the summer of 1969 was undoubtedly a major and 

significant event in the history of US–Romanian relations. Above all, it produced a 

highly symbolic effect, not only in bilateral relations but also in the wider international 

context. It was the first time since the end of the Second World War that a US president 

had set foot on Eastern European soil, and thus represented a first glimpse behind the 

Iron Curtain and, most importantly, a manifestation of Nixon’s policy of 

‘differentiation’ towards the communist bloc. Indeed, the visit was used to set an 

example to the other Soviet satellites. Nixon specifically singled out Romania when 

referring to the White House’s policy towards Eastern Europe, noting: 

‘Progress in this direction has already been achieved in our relations with Romania. My visit to that 
country last summer -which will remain unforgettable for me in human terms- set in motion a series 
of cooperative programs in the economic, technical, scientific and cultural fields. We intend to pursue 
these with vigour… A similar relationship is open to any Communist country that wishes to enter 
it’.149 

Nixon truly believed that ‘history was made’, and hoped that the importance of this visit 

would also be conveyed in the American public.150 For Romania this confirmed its 

exceptional and independent role within the communist bloc. Indeed, for Ceausescu, 

after his open condemnation of the Czechoslovakian invasion the previous year, and 

his firm position in defending China at the World Communist Conference in Moscow 

in June 1969, inviting Nixon had been another daring move.151  
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At the bilateral level, the meeting set the future course of the partnership. The 

agenda was officially set at the highest level, and from that point on, trade issues, with 

the Most Favoured Nation status being the most prominent, would be at the top of the 

list. For the Romanian side, the visit signified the stimulation of economic and 

commercial collaboration between the two states –an important step in its efforts to 

reduce its economic dependence on the Soviet Union.152 In addition, both sides would 

use the visit to pursue even more exchanges in scientific, technological and cultural 

terms with a view to developing their partnership. Nevertheless, the effects of these 

exchanges in Romania were tightly controlled by the regime with its iron grip on 

Romanian society.153 

Ceausescu leapt on the opportunity provided by Nixon’s historical visit to 

advance a much broader strategy. His main preoccupation was to maintain his 

independence against the proximate threat of the USSR. Even though the Romanian 

leadership declared that they were determined to resist a potential invasion of the kind 

inflicted on Czechoslovakia, Ceausescu knew that eventually Romania stand no chance 

against the forces of a superpower. For this reason, based on his rhetoric for national 

independence and the rights of every state to formulate its own policy, he aimed at 

developing a network of relations with as many states as possible, in an effort to create 

the necessary political balance that would act as a deterrent to the Soviets. That was 

something that the American side, and especially Kissinger, grasped and endorsed, 

believing that the investment of Washington’s prestige in this visit would make 

Moscow ‘conscious of the costs they would incur’ in their relations in case they 

attempted to ‘discipline or crush their weak neighbour.’154 

The more Romania was integrated to the international system the more difficult 

it would become for the Soviets to justify the use of force against it. Ceausescu was a 

convinced Stalinist communist, and he saw no value in severing relations with the 

fraternal communist parties. On the other hand, his belief that Romania would be 

suffocated in the Socialist camp if it confined itself to the dictums of the Kremlin led 

him to open to the West as an insurance policy for avoiding the looming Soviet 

guardianship. His eagerness to offer his services in mediation processes like the ones 
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discussed above is a good indicator of this attitude. In other words, Bucharest aimed to 

de-satellitization. The Romanian leadership was willing to be part of the socialist 

institutions but on its own terms and definitely not as an extension of the Kremlin’s 

dictates.155 Furthermore, an international environment where negotiations flourish and 

interdependence rise due to the expansion of trade, or in other words the prospect of 

détente, would be beneficial for Bucharest, for it would open new opportunities while 

at the same time it would restrain Moscow.  

 The United States motives for the visit were mixed. The symbolism was 

directed at two audiences in particular; first, the visit was to make clear to the USSR 

that the United States had options regarding Eastern Europe and the PRC, of which 

Romania was a ‘sometime supporter’.156 The second target was the rest of the socialist 

states, as Romania could serve as an example for them on how developing relations 

with the United States could pay off.157 Finally, its pivotal role within the communist 

world made Romania a first class candidate for being a proxy for reaching out to 

Vietnam and China, according to Washington’s triangulation plans. In other words, 

Romania was a textbook example of Nixon’s policy of differentiation.158 Most 

importantly, Washington wanted to demonstrate its perception for the future of Eastern 

Europe and the red lines that accompanied it despite the conciliatory attitude that the 

new White House administration wanted to adopt in this early stage of détente.  
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Chapter 2: Romania Looks Further West 

 

 

 

Introduction 
 

Historians largely argue that Nixon’s first administration scored a remarkable record in 

foreign policy despite the failure of settling a solution in Vietnam. Relations with 

Moscow reached an adequate level of normalization whereas the opening to Beijing 

introduced a new factor to the management of Cold War politics. By 1972 the structure 

of détente seemed promising despite its fragile foundations.159  

 US–Romanian relations evolved under this spectrum and they flourished in 

these years. Even though there would be room for further improvement later on, it can 

be argued that the period from 1969 to 1972 was the apex of the relations between 

Washington and Bucharest at the political level. Nixon’s visit in Romania signified the 

special place of this Warsaw Pact member state in American foreign policy and it was 

the trigger for an intensification of efforts to bring both countries closer. However, this 

was made possible on the condition that the United States chose to set aside any 

reservations it may have had in relation to the domestic conditions of the Romanian 

communist regime. 

 This chapter examines the course of bilateral relations after the historical visit 

of the American president in August 1969. The first part deals with economic and trade 

relations, with the issue of Romania achieving Most Favoured Nation (MFN) status 

being central and a recurring theme in this context. Economic relations began to 

advance significantly at that point especially after 1970. A main factor that contributed 

to this development was Ceausescu’s willingness to adapt to the demands of the 

international market system by proceeding to a number of initiatives with a view to 

facilitate the trade flow.  
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 The second part focuses on the political aspect of the relationship with President 

Ceausescu’s visit in the United States as its centrepiece. The Romanian president’s first 

visit to Washington was a life time experience which enabled him to realise in a first-

hand way that expanding trade and consequently know-how imports from the West was 

the only way to achieve his grandiose designs for a developed industrialized Romania. 

In addition, what is also noted in this part is Bucharest’s constant cautiousness and 

efforts to maintain close contacts with the American administration in an effort to avoid 

being marginalized as a result of the politics between the two superpowers. 

 Lastly, the chapter concludes with the case of Romania’s entrance to the 

International Monetary Fund and the World Bank by the end of 1972. This move proved 

in an emphatic way the complete detachment of Romania’s foreign policy from its 

ideological foundations. By following the example of Yugoslavia, it was willing to 

integrate to the Western international system in order to secure certain financial benefits 

even if that was in contrast to the dictums of Marxist- Leninist socialist solidarity.   

  

 

The quest for MFN begins 
 

The White House’s initiatives  
 

In his 1970 report to the Congress on United States foreign policy, entitled ‘A new 

Strategy for Peace’, President Nixon stressed his willingness to develop relations with 

the socialist countries in Eastern Europe on an individual basis and not as part of a 

monolith. He singled out Romania when referring to the White House’s policy towards 

Eastern Europe noting:  

‘Progress in this direction has already been achieved in our relations with Romania. My visit to 
that country last summer -which will remain unforgettable for me in human terms- set in motion 
a series of cooperative programs in the economic, technical, scientific and cultural fields. We 
intend to pursue these with vigour.’160  

Nixon’s speech was received in a mostly negative way by the Eastern bloc. For 

Moscow, this report was nothing but a tactical manoeuvre due to ‘domestic pressure’ 

whereas communist media stressed American policy on Vietnam and the Middle East 
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as a clear sign of the US’s unchanged ‘imperialist goals’.161 Romanian media however 

were the exception. Despite the standard anti-imperialist rhetoric, they singled out 

Nixon’s special reference to his Romanian trip and concurred on its value as an example 

for ‘similar relations’ with the rest of the socialist nations on the basis of sovereignty. 

It also praised the American president’s call for European peace and stability ‘in which 

the legitimate interests of each are respected and the interests of all are safeguarded’.162  

Evidently, Nixon’s visit to Bucharest the previous year had created a positive 

and encouraging environment regarding US–Romanian relations in general. It had also 

created great expectations on the Romanian side, which was becoming rather impatient 

with the slow progress especially in the economic field.163 Nevertheless, the fruition of 

concrete results based on this favourable climate would require time and effort from 

both sides. For the leadership of the Romanian Communist Party (RCP) the expansion 

of trade between the two states was of key importance in order to maintain Romania’s 

autonomy against Moscow both politically and economically. A major obstacle towards 

the direction of trade expansion was that Romanian products were subject to higher 

tariffs due to US legislation. Consequently, their competitiveness in the American 

market was reduced compared to the significantly lower tariffs given to those 

originating from states with Most Favoured Nation status (MFN). MFN status was 

withdrawn from Romania and the other Communist countries in 1952 with the 

exception of Yugoslavia and Poland.164  Therefore, the number one priority for 

Bucharest in its foreign-policy agenda was to convince the United States to grant MFN 

treatment to Romania. However, MFN did not exhaust Ceausescu’s requests to 

Washington. The lack of hard currency was another problem the Romanian side faced. 

The Romanian national currency, the Leu, was not convertible on international markets. 

Without a convertible foreign currency, Romania was not able to buy from the United 

States. Since Romania's international trade was actually in the form of balanced export 

– import bilateral agreements it was extremely difficult to acquire hard currency in 
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order to further spend it on US products.165 Therefore Ceausescu was keen on securing 

Export–Import Bank (Exim Bank) credits in order to facilitate an even larger flow of 

imports and exports with the West. 

 The White House was open minded concerning the Romanian objectives. 

However, due to certain legislative restrictions the development of trade relations 

depended on the dual track of measures taken by the administration and Congress 

legislation. Before tackling the MFN status issue directly, Nixon proceeded in taking 

certain measures that would facilitate the expansion of trade relations. On 2 June 1970, 

he informed the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce, and the President of the 

Export–Import Bank that he had decided to strive for the elimination of legislative 

restrictions regarding investment guarantees and insurance for projects issued by OPIC 

concerning Yugoslavia.166  A few months later, in November, Kissinger told the Under 

Secretaries Committee of the NSC that the ‘legislation to implement the decision’ on 

Yugoslavia ‘should also cover Romania’.167 In addition he transmitted Nixon’s request 

for a report on a general re-examination of the overall economic policy towards 

Romania and the available practical actions to that end. The general guideline being 

that the Under Secretaries committee ‘should examine all those actions which the U.S. 

Government could take to give Romania treatment equal to that which we give, or plan 

in the future to give, to Yugoslavia.’168 

 In March 1971, Kissinger presented the report to President Nixon highlighting 

that the two key issues were MFN treatment and Export–Import Bank credits to 

Romania. Regarding MFN, Kissinger suggested that for the time being no action would 

be needed as long as the decision about not taking initiatives in the broader area of 

East–West trade still stands, adding that a potential legislation focused only on Romania 
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would most probably ‘irritate Eastern Europe and embarrass Romania’.169 Nevertheless, 

Kissinger indicated that there was room for action on Exim credits. Romania was not 

entitled to such credits being subject to the Fino amendment, which prescribed the 

exclusion of states providing material assistance to North Vietnam. Nevertheless, the 

overwhelming majority of the administration (State, Treasury, Commerce, Agriculture, 

Labour, The Special Trade Representative, AID, Exim bank and USIA) were in favour 

of a total revoke of this amendment, with only the Defence Department opposing such 

a possibility.170 In addition, at the same time Senator Walter Mondale (D–Minnesota) 

had introduced a bill to the Senate aiming at the extensive limitation of the Fino 

amendment with good chances of being successful. Hence, Kissinger proposed that 

during the respective hearings the administration should announce that ‘should the bill 

pass, [the president] would plan to use the authority only for Romania.’171 The bill 

eventually passed in April with an overwhelming majority of 66 to 1. Furthermore, 

Kissinger also recommended the further upgrade of Romania regarding export controls 

concerning goods but not know-how (matching Yugoslavia). He emphasized ‘the 

favourable political effect’ of such an action, the minimum strategic risk and also the 

potential disillusionment of Bucharest in case of no development given president 

Nixon’s personal commitment to Ceausescu on the matter.172 Eventually, Nixon 

adopted all of the above recommendations and on 22 November he announced that it 

was in the national interest of the United States for Romania to benefit from the credits 

of the Exim bank. Additionally, Nixon decided to communicate to Congress that the 

administration was now favourably disposed to granting MFN to Romania alone.173 

Indeed, Romania the following year completed a series of deals within this framework 

which amounted to the total volume of 11 million dollars.174 Moreover, in December 
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1972 Romania also gained the right to credits available under the aegis of the 

Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC).175   

 Meanwhile the Soviets were periodically demonstrating their discontent with 

Bucharest’s policy. Moscow’s Romanian-language radio service frequently raised the 

issue of nationalism within the communist bloc stating: ‘the world bourgeoisie is trying 

to use the remnants of nationalism in the socialist countries…to the detriment of the 

basic interests of world socialism.’176 These statements were accompanied by 

references to the merits of ‘socialist joint action’ in the cases of Hungary and 

Czechoslovakia so as to clearly remind Bucharest of the potential risks of deviating too 

much from the common socialist line.177 It was clear that the recipient of those ‘lessons’ 

was Bucharest. Washington did not believe that those reactions were precursors of any 

major aggressive Soviet steps. Analyses from the CIA argued that Moscow’s pressure 

would be tailored enough to convey its dissatisfaction without triggering a new crisis 

within the bloc and thus it was believed that ‘the odds at present [were] against a sudden 

and dramatic Soviet military move or the imposition of severe economic sanctions.’178    

 

 

The Congress in action 
 

Despite the White House’s reserved stance towards Romania on the issue of MFN at 

the beginning of 1971, in Congress support for more expanded trade relations with the 

East was growing. As was already mentioned, the Fino amendment was repealed in 

April, whereas on 29 March Senators Mondale (D-Minnesota) and Brooke (R-

Massachusetts) enhanced the Romanian efforts for MFN by introducing S. 1389. Were 

this bill to pass, it would give the president the authorization to discuss a commercial 

agreement with Bucharest including the discretion to grant MFN to Romania.179  
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Meanwhile, on 26 April, Secretary of Commerce Maurice Stans met with 

Ceausescu in Bucharest to discuss about the future of bilateral economic relations. 

Secretary Stans informed Ceausescu that the majority of export restrictions on Romania 

would be lifted and assured the Romanian president that when MFN was to be offered 

to Eastern Europe ‘Romania would be first in line’.180 These developments added 

further pressure to the White House, which in general until that point expressed a ‘low 

key’ opposition to any legislative initiatives in Congress regarding the liberalization of 

commerce with socialist states on an individual basis. As a result, Kissinger in a 

memorandum to Nixon on 7 June advised in favour of a reconsideration of the 

administration’s position vis-à-vis Romania. In view of the recently introduced 

Mondale–Brooke bill granting presidential discretionary authority to offer MFN to 

Bucharest only, Kissinger argued that a potential opposition to the Congress would be 

a major contradiction to the already expressed policy towards developing trade with 

Romania. Additionally, the fact that Romania was close to accession to the GATT with 

US support was also pivotal. As Kissinger noted, a potential ‘opposition to this 

legislation would mean that our support for Romanian entry to the GATT would seem 

tepid, at best, despite our many statements in favour of increased cooperation with that 

country’, undermining also the president’s credibility about his intentions on the 

advancement of the bilateral economic relations.181 Furthermore, Peter Peterson, 

executive director of the Council on International Economic Policy (CIEP) offered yet 

another aspect worth taking into consideration. The declining export balance needed 

any ‘available alternatives, including carrots such as this, to promote a higher level of 

U.S. sales abroad.’182 Hence it was decided that the White House would not oppose any 

Congressional actions concerning the Romanian MFN issue.183 

Stirred by this shift in the White House, Representative Paul Findley renewed 

his initiative of August 1969 and on 26 July he proposed two bills to the House of 
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Representatives arguing that Romania must be rewarded for its independent foreign 

policy. The first bill authorized the US president to proceed into negotiations for a 

commercial agreement with Romania, whereas the second, broader in scope, granted 

the president the authority to attribute MFN status to any country member of the GATT 

that maintained diplomatic relations with the United States.184 Such a provision was 

clearly facilitating Romania which acceded to the GATT on 14 November 1971. In yet 

another initiative to increase East–West commerce, Senator Magnuson (D-

Washington) introduced another bill, S. 2620, which aimed to the expansion of the 

United States’ exchange program with socialist economies, providing the president 

with the authority as well to grant MFN treatment to the respective states.185 

It is evident that by this point Bucharest had achieved a small-scale victory. The 

Romanians had managed to overcome one of the two obstacles on the road to obtaining 

MFN treatment. The US administration’s promises were no longer only words but 

manifested policies. Nevertheless, Congress, the second obstacle, would prove much 

more demanding and time consuming. 

 

 

The view from Bucharest 
 

In Romania Ceausescu and the leadership of both the Party and the state were following 

closely developments on the other side of the Atlantic. Their strategy regarding the 

economic opening to the United States was based on two main points. Firstly, they 

exerted constant pressure through the embassy in Washington about speeding up the 

procedures on the subject of MFN and other economic developments. At the same time, 

on the domestic front they were preparing the ground for major legislative and 

administrative reforms as an integral part of Bucharest’s efforts to stimulate foreign 

trade and investment with both Western and also Third World states. Being aware of 

the differences and the incompatibilities between the capitalist and socialist market 
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mechanisms they were keen on creating as favourable conditions as possible in order 

to make investing in Romania a worthwhile enterprise.186 

 In January 1971, the Romanian Ambassador Corneliu Bogdan met with 

Secretary of State William Rogers to discuss the evolution of bilateral relations. 

Naturally, the lion’s share of the discussion was dedicated to financial matters. Bogdan 

conveyed the Romanian president’s commitment to further pursue the improvement of 

relations with the United States by informing Rogers that a special task force under the 

command of First Deputy Foreign Trade Minister Nicolae had been established in 

Bucharest so as to supervise a series of measures aiming to increase the volume of trade 

between the two countries.187 Furthermore, Rogers was interested in the issue of 

tourism, being an alternative source of hard currency. Romania had already negotiated 

a deal with Pan American airlines establishing a direct connection between New York 

and Bucharest while a newly erected Intercontinental Hotel at the centre of the 

Romanian capital was ready to host Western tourists. Furthermore, Ambassador 

Bogdan pursued his initiative to buy broadcasting time on NBC’s ‘Today’ show. Thus, 

he managed to secure a total of twelve hours with footage directly from Romania, the 

first visit of the show in Eastern Europe throughout its twenty-year long history.188 The 

Romanian government’s ambition was an increase of the influx of American visitors 

from twenty thousand in 1970 to sixty thousand in 1971. Nonetheless, tourism was a 

sensitive enterprise given the inherent suspicion of the Romanian authorities, and the 

Securitate in particular, of any foreign visitor. Hence, Bucharest was willing to host 

Western tourists but in its own ‘closely watched’ way.189 Finally, Bogdan also 

announced to the American Secretary Bucharest’s wish to establish trade representation 

offices in Chicago and San Francisco, while asking for his personal help in reminding 

the White House about the pressing issue of the MFN arguing that despite his 
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understanding of the current difficulties he believed that ‘the President can get what he 

wants’ from Congress.190 

 Meanwhile in Bucharest, the Romanian authorities initiated their efforts to 

modernize trade legislation and thus make it more compatible to the standards of 

Western markets. According to the communist Romanian constitution trade was a state 

monopoly.191 As a result, trade (imports and exports) was state controlled and all related 

processes were supervised by the Ministry of Foreign Trade, which was in charge of 

planning and conducting foreign trade. The result was an inflexible state apparatus.192 

In an effort to rationalize the existing system the Romanian Communist Party initially 

attempted to simplify the decision making process concerning imports and exports by 

launching in 1969 the so-called ‘industrial centrals’ which were ‘independent groups 

of related enterprises that had the authority to deal directly with foreign buyers and 

sellers.’193 Nevertheless, what really made a difference and made Romania a pioneer 

socialist state regarding trade with the West was the creation of a legal framework that 

could work as a bridge between the two different economic systems of Western capital 

and Marxist state ownership.  

 On 25 January 1971, the National Grand Assembly passed a law which 

permitted the establishment of permanent offices and agencies in Romania for foreign 

trade companies and economic organizations. This was a clear sign that Bucharest was 

interested not only in attracting foreign businesses for individual projects but also in 

making them fully operational on Romanian ground, offering a sense of stability and 

credibility to future investors.194 Most significantly, on 17March, just a month after 

Nixon’s announcement that he planned to request from Congress the authority to 

guarantee US private investment in Romania, the Romanian government passed a new 

law on foreign investment known also as ‘Law No.1’. This law enabled private foreign 
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companies to invest directly in Romania, acquire equity rights and provided also for 

profit and capital repatriation.195 Hence, Romania became the first Comecon state that 

adopted the practice of founding joint ventures with foreign Western investors. In this 

way, Ceausescu aimed to attract Western technology, know-how and much needed 

capital in order to achieve his goals on industrial development and also make Romanian 

production competitive in the world market. Nonetheless, the volume of those ventures 

remained low. Due to mainly structural deficiencies only seven joint ventures with 

corporations from Western Europe and Japan materialized by 1979.196  

 Presumably, Romania’s chances to obtain the much desired MFN status were 

quite positive at this particular moment. Bilateral relations politically had never reached 

a higher level and on a practical/technical level Romania proved more than willing to 

conform to the economic structural demands of the Western world. However, the role 

of the Congress proved pivotal. Despite the previously mentioned initiatives of several 

senators to promote a legislation favourable to Bucharest in Congress, progress was 

stalled. Senator Wilbur Mills, Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, 

played a major role to this end. In general, he belonged to the sceptical faction of the 

Senate regarding relaxation of East–West trade.197 When Secretary Rogers sent him a 

letter specifying the will of the administration to support a potential legislation enabling 

the US president to grant MFN to Romania individually, Mills responded that he 

wouldn’t allow the bill for Romania to be further discussed until the administration 

provided a full-scale proposal of its overall trade policy towards the communist bloc.198 

The Romanian Ambassador repeatedly tried to lobby Senator Mills in an effort to make 

him reconsider, with no success though for as he noted: ‘as an Arkansas Congressman, 

he did not know what MFN was, he thought it was preferential treatment’ and not 

‘equality of trade opportunity.’199 Consequently, Ambassador Bogdan whose grasp of 

Congressional politics was undisputable, achieved to convince his superiors in 
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Bucharest to hire a professional lobbyist in an effort to promote Romania’s MFN 

agenda more efficiently.200 

Nevertheless, Senator Mills’ rejection disappointed Ceausescu who could not 

still comprehend the complexity of the American system and the antagonism between 

the executive and the legislative branches. Ceausescu frequently stressed to his 

comrades and to his American interlocutors that such a thing could never happen in 

Romania, where at the indication of the president the Grand Assembly would confirm 

without problems.201  

 

  

Nicolae Ceausescu’s first visit in the White House 

 

Apart from the gradual development of commercial relations Ceausescu wanted to 

maintain the positive climate of political relations between the two countries as much 

as possible. Despite the Kremlin’s public silence regarding Nixon’s visit in the summer 

of 1969, the Romanian leadership knew that this move had irritated Moscow. Indeed, 

in May 1970, a high-level delegation of the RCP headed by Ceausescu visited Moscow 

for talks on bilateral issues. At this meeting Brezhnev expressed from the beginning his 

deep dissatisfaction with Romania’s disruptive foreign policy, referring to Bucharest’s 

stance on the relations with West Germany, the Prague Spring and its support for Israel 

in the recent war of 1967. He also accused Ceausescu of deliberately undermining ‘the 

common line’ of the socialist bloc ‘in a demonstrative way’.202  

When he passed to the issue of Nixon’s visit the Soviet leader reprimanded the 

Romanian delegation stating that this event was ‘a provocation towards the progressive 

world’ at the time when the war in Vietnam was still on.203 In addition, he charged 

Ceausescu with ‘flirting with the leaders of imperialism’ and warned him that no matter 
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what kind of economic advantages he gained from the US, these actions would lead to 

Romania’s isolation within the communist bloc.204 

The Romanian side was to a certain extent expecting these reactions and they 

responded promptly by repeating their position that Romania had the right to formulate 

foreign policy on its own. According to Ceausescu’s narrative to the executive 

committee of the RCP Central Committee after the Moscow trip, he threatened to 

interrogate Brezhnev on the question of the content of discussions between the USSR 

and the United States, since he seemed so curious to know about US–Romanian 

discussions. However, he reported having refrained from doing so when he saw the 

Soviet delegation ‘turning green’.205 Despite this colourful incident, Ceausescu actually 

tried to appease his Soviet counterpart and he agreed to conclude a long pending 

Romanian–Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance. Indeed, 

this treaty was signed eventually on 6 July 1970. This was a minor success for the 

Romanian side given that there was no mention of the doctrine of limited sovereignty 

and in fact the long-standing position of Bucharest for national independence and 

equality was stressed. On a symbolic level, though, Brezhnev himself was absent from 

the process having sent a lower delegation on his behalf headed by Kosygin.206 Thus, 

this Treaty was better described as a sign of a relative ‘normalization’ of Soviet-

Romanian relations according to intracommunist rituals rather than an expression of 

amicable sentiments between the two leaderships.207 

The spring of 1970 was significant in another aspect as well. In mid-May, 

Romania was stricken by unprecedented enormous floods devastating considerable 

parts of the country. The Danube River rose to its highest levels since 1840. The 

flooding swamped 248 communities and caused significant damage in another 853. The 

death toll totalled around 200 people.208 These exceptional circumstances gave the 
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opportunity of yet another manifestation of the close relations between Romania and 

the United States. President Nixon was the first to transmit a message of sympathy for 

this natural catastrophe and the United States was the first to offer material disaster 

relief initially with $220,000 in medicines, blankets, cots, tents, as well as assisting with 

financing transportation of goods through voluntary agencies.209 Eventually, the extent 

of the damage was so immense (estimated at over $300 million) that after pressing 

Romanian requests and with Secretary Rogers’ suggestions an additional relief package 

worth $8.5 million was dispatched, a gesture that gained the US ‘important political 

and popular credit in Romania.’210 

 

 

Ceausescu touring the United States 
 

Ceausescu, in spite of his conciliating posture to Moscow as it manifested by the signing 

of the Friendship Treaty, was also determined to continue his balancing policy and 

pursue the cultivation of relations with the West. Therefore, he decided that it was now 

his turn to pay a visit to his American counterpart and promote his agenda. In June, the 

Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs and former president of the UN General 

Assembly Corneliu Manescu travelled to New York in order to participate in the 

celebrations for the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations.211 There, at a 

meeting with Nixon, he informed the American leader that Ceausescu was planning to 

attend the General Assembly of the UN the following October and on this occasion he 

was contemplating the idea of a private visit to the United States and a meeting with 

the American president. Since it would be Ceausescu’s first time to the US, he wanted 
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to visit cities on both coasts as well as various industrial plants: in other words, he 

desired ‘to see capitalism in action’.212 

The White House was positively disposed to this request. They perceived this 

visit as ‘intended clearly to signal his [Ceausescu’s] interest in continuing the 

enhancement of relations so dramatically advanced by your [Nixon] visit last year.’213 

Moreover, the pretext of the UN General Assembly would provide enough cover and 

deter any potential embarrassment vis-à-vis the rest of the bloc given that a number of 

communist leaders including Kosygin would also be there. Kissinger in a memorandum 

suggested that the Romanians would come with high expectations and Nixon should be 

aware that Ceausescu: 

‘Will be seeking more tangible evidence of the direct and immediate benefits to Romania in 
return for the risk he is taking in these special dealings with the U.S. The Romanians have hinted 
lately that they expected higher levels of trade during the past year, and of course they continue 
to harbour hopes that some means will be found around the legislative restrictions which prevent 
credits and other incentives to greatly expanded trade opportunities.’214 

On 9 September, Nixon’s office responded officially welcoming Ceausescu’s 

intention to visit and they agreed that the White House meeting would take place after 

the end of the UN ceremonies, on 26 October. Before that, Ceausescu and his delegation 

would tour a significant part of the country.215 In early October the upcoming visit made 

it to the press in a favourable way, highlighting Ceausescu’s independent stance and 

the close personal relationship between the two presidents.216  

 The Romanian delegation –headed by President Ceausescu and his wife Elena– 

landed in New York, on 13 October. Ceausescu’s schedule was quite busy before his 

visit to the White House. For almost two weeks he toured the United States, visiting 

California, Detroit, Williamsburg and New York for the UN’s twenty-fifth anniversary. 

During his trip, the Romanian leader had the opportunity to consult with a number of 

influential figures from the industrial domain such as managers at Ford, Dow 
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Chemicals, Caterpillar Tractors, etc. In addition, he made contact with the banking 

sector, holding meetings with David Rockefeller, president of the Chase Manhattan 

bank and with the leadership of the Bank of America. While in New York, apart from 

the extensive consultations with other leaders in the framework of the UN, Ceausescu 

was also welcomed by the influential elites of foreign-policy making. He had the 

opportunity to address the Foreign Policy Association and exchange views with the 

board of the Council on Foreign Relations.217 

 On the morning of 26 October, Ceausescu took the momentous step of entering 

the White House, returning his counterpart’s visit the previous year. Ceausescu was 

received with full honours and the event made it to the front page of the New York 

Times.218 The talks took place in a very cordial climate. Ceausescu began by raising the 

issue of economic relations. The status so far was good but there was room for 

improvement. Being aware of the complexities of MFN at that point he requested 

Nixon’s assistance in providing much needed credits for development projects. He 

specifically sought ‘to concentrate on drainage and irrigation works and dams, 

particularly in view of the floods of last spring, at least for the next five years.’219 In 

addition, Ceausescu enhanced his list of requests by adding that Romania would 

welcome more active support of the United States regarding the GATT and he also 

informed Nixon that once this issue was resolved, he was determined to begin 

negotiations also with the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. 

 Leaving the financial issues aside, the two leaders proceeded to examine issues 

of international interest. By referring to the recent normalization of relations between 

the Soviet Union and West Germany, Ceausescu repeated his longstanding idea of a 

conference about security in Europe and urged the United States to actively participate 

in such an endeavour, which would ‘give a new orientation to the situation in 

Europe’.220 Nixon, reserved in his response, noted that in theory he was not against such 

an initiative provided that there was a concrete agenda that could produce substantial 
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results in security matters. Nevertheless, in view of his recent address to the UN and 

the respective criticism he received regarding a potential American–Soviet 

condominium in international affairs, Nixon sough to clarify his position saying:  

‘Under no circumstances will the direction of any discussions [with the USSR] be toward a 
result where the independence of any country, especially any country in Eastern or Western 
Europe will be compromised. The future of each country in Europe must be determined by itself 
not by the USSR nor by the United States.’221 

The topic of actual interest for the American side though was once again China. 

The attempt of initiating Sino–American talks through their respective embassies in 

Warsaw early in 1970 did not work out in light of the US invasion in Cambodia later 

this year. Therefore, Washington wanted to open new lines of communication with the 

Chinese. For this reason, taking advantage of the almost simultaneous visits of Pakistani 

president Yahya Khan and Nicolae Ceausescu to the White House, Nixon initiated two 

parallel channels of communication with Beijing.222 The message through the 

Pakistanis was that the US believed that rapprochement with China was ‘essential’ and 

for that reason it would be  ideal  for a high-level envoy to be sent for discussions. The 

same message was shared with the Romanians during the White House talks.223 Nixon 

stated that ‘American policy is one of wanting friendly relations with both the USSR 

and eventually with Communist China.’224 The addition of the USSR in the equation 

occurred for fear of potential leaks from the Romanian side due to the Kremlin’s 

penetration.225 Ceausescu, like the previous year, was willing to play the role of the 

intermediary and he also enquired whether there were any ‘more concrete suggestions’ 

towards the Chinese leadership. Nixon responded that ‘the relaxation of trade barriers, 

with the relaxation, too, of restrictions on exchanges of people, and on travel’ would be 

useful starting points.226 Finally, in yet another symbolic act Nixon during his toast at 

the dinner in honour of his guest referred for the first time in public to the ‘People’s 

Republic of China’ when talking about China’s potential role in the international 

system. According to Nixon and Kissinger, that was meant to be a subtle signal towards 
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Beijing.227 However, it was not noticed by the press as he had expected but rather by 

Dobrynin who immediately after called him and asked whether this reference meant 

anything more. Kissinger naturally denied such a thing.228    

Eventually the Pakistani channel proved more efficient. The Romanians delayed 

in delivering the Chinese response by almost a month and hence Washington decided 

to use the Pakistani intermediaries instead, while not discounting the Romanian option 

altogether. Pakistan’s geographical proximity also made further arrangements easier, 

which resulted in Kissinger’s secret trip to Beijing in July 1971.229 

 

 

Ceausescu’s impressions 
 

The Romanian leader was very satisfied by his American experience. His initial 

objective of getting a first-hand opinion of how capitalism actually looks like in practice 

was achieved to a large extent. He also had the opportunity to draw certain conclusions 

regarding Romania’s image abroad and most importantly he realized the degree of his 

country’s economic backwardness.230 One of his first remarks to his comrades of the 

Central Committee of the RCP was: ‘that Romania was not known at all and that we 

[they] had to work really hard towards this direction.’231 Furthermore, in his assessment 

of external commercial relations he highlighted the existence of too many 

intermediaries with no actual specialization who undermined the potential of effective 

trade and called for a rationalization of the whole process. He also proposed the 

reorganization of their commercial agency office in the US so as to meet the demands 

of the local market. 
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  The visit, it could be argued, was a sort of a cultural shock for Ceausescu. He 

commented about almost everything he saw during his time there from the quality of 

the food served (even at the White House) to drinking habits and from construction 

issues to fund raisers. He was actually stunned by the fact that theatres and museums 

were used as campaign centres during election periods. Nevertheless, he appreciated 

the Americans’ practical nature and their efficiency.232 

 In general, Ceausescu was quite impressed by the United States. Even if he 

didn’t express it explicitly, the way he presented his opinion at the Central Committee 

showed his admiration about the organization of the various companies and industries 

that he came in contact with. Above all he appreciated the potential benefits he could 

gain by importing the relevant technological and management know-how. It is clear 

that this trip acted as the necessary trigger for his open-mindedness regarding his further 

pursuit of dealing with the West and the turn of the domestic economic system in that 

direction. 

  

 

Ceausescu in the Far East 
 

In the summer of 1971 Ceausescu made another significant trip, this time eastwards. 

He visited China and North Korea in a two-week East Asian tour. This trip had an 

enormous effect on Ceausescu’s conception of leadership. It was the turning point 

which demarcated his willingness to develop his own personality cult inspired mainly 

by Kim Il Sung’s god-like admiration in the DPRK. The occasion of his fifty-fifth 

birthday was a pretext for a week-long idolization of the Conducător (the Leader). 

Despite counselling against this kind of ‘hero worship’ by the elder figures of the party, 

Premier Maurer and Deputy Premier Bodnaras, Ceausescu’s vanity prevailed.233 From 

that moment, the inherent contradiction of Ceausescu’s policy would become more and 

more visible. The more liberal he would become in foreign policy and external trade, 

the more authoritarian his rule would become at home.  

                                                           
232 ‘Stenograma Sedintei Comitetului Executiv Al CC Al PCR’, 13. 
233 ‘Weekly Summary Special Report, Romania: The Ceausescu Style’, 16 November 1973, 11, General 
CIA Records, CREST CIA-RDP85T00875R001500050029-6, 
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/document/cia-rdp85t00875r001500050029-6. 



60 

 

Upon his return to Bucharest, he announced his ‘July Thesis’, which aimed to 

‘improve the political–ideological activity and the Marxist–Leninist education’ of the 

Party apparatus and of the whole Romanian people in a version of his own ‘cultural 

revolution’.234 Later on, he proposed a plan to centrally control culture, education and 

mass media, to increase propaganda especially towards the young generation and all 

this in order to praise his own ideological synthesis of Marxism–Leninism and 

Romanian nationalism.235 

 Contacts between Romania and the East Asian communist regimes were already 

warm and frequently at a high level. Emil Bodnaras was the main representative of 

Ceausescu in Beijing, Pyongyang, and Hanoi. Bucharest was always keen on selling 

this privileged access to the White House.236 Bodnaras quite often shared the Romanian 

leadership’s perceptions of the East Asian situation highlighting the emergence of the 

Chinese as the cornerstone of stability in the region and also delivering Kim’s overtures 

for the initiation of a basic dialogue with the ‘dictatorship’ of South Korea and the 

United States.237 

Ceausescu’s 1971 Asian trip however had repercussions at the international 

level too. Through this move, Ceausescu made himself the first East European 

communist leader to visit China after the eruption of the Sino–Soviet split. Naturally, 

it triggered negative criticism both from the Soviet Union and the rest of the Warsaw 

Pact members. Most importantly, Moscow organized military manoeuvres of an 

offensive tactical orientation close to their common borders. Bucharest was alarmed by 

this development and the Romanians turned to the United States for signs of support. 

The Americans did not believe that at the time there was a credible threat of a Soviet 

invasion on Romanian soil. They expected though a continuation of psychological 

pressure channelled through the Warsaw Pact. Janos Kadar even proposed a Pact 

summit on ‘the Romanian problem’ and touched on the issue of the Hungarian minority 
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there.238 Bucharest denounced any accusations about undermining socialist unity by 

approaching the Chinese. Paul Niculescu-Mizil, chief ideologist of the RCP and 

Ceausescu himself sharply criticized the Hungarian initiatives and dismissed any 

further discussion about domestic affairs such as the one regarding minorities.239  

Under the spectre of Warsaw Pact exercise manoeuvres in Bulgaria, 

Ambassador Bogdan arranged an appointment with Kissinger at San Clemente in late 

August.240 Kissinger commented when he received him that ‘you shouldn’t keep 

threatening your big neighbours like you are doing’, referring to the recent trip to China. 

Bogdan’s metaphorical response successfully conveyed Romania’s strategy: ‘A 

hedgehog is really no competition for a bear, but when he’s in a fight he raises hell first, 

so that all the wood hears.’241 In addition, Bogdan expressed Bucharest’s concern about 

the lack of any American reaction to the Soviet moves. Kissinger was aware of this 

‘war of nerves’ at the Soviet–Romanian border and enquired whether his interlocutor 

believed there were any similarities to the situation in 1968 and if there was any credible 

threat of a Soviet attack. Nevertheless, he reassured him ‘that the United States would 

make sure that the Soviet Union was under no illusions about the fact that if they 

attacked Romania, this would ruin détente for several years.’242  

Bogdan was quite pleased by this but he repeated that Bucharest would welcome 

any other gesture that could help to indicate a similar message, and he took the 

opportunity to ask whether it was possible to conference with Nixon personally. 

Kissinger noted that he would look into it despite not being a standard practice for the 

president to receive ambassadors with the exception of credential presentations. 

Eventually, Bogdan made it to the Oval Office on 17 September, where Nixon 

welcomed him ‘in order to symbolize [his] interest in Romania’.243 Bogdan transferred 

to the American president Ceausescu’s concern about the recent hostile Soviet 
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behaviour against Romania as manifested by ‘the campaign of threats and pressures 

which the USSR had been waging against Romania’, highlighting the exclusion of 

Romania from a bloc gathering in the Crimea.244 Bucharest was requesting visible help, 

including MFN, from Washington in order to balance the unstable situation. In other 

words, they were looking for ‘anything that let the Soviets know that détente with the 

U.S. was dependent on their restraint vis-à-vis Romania’.245 Nixon reassured the 

Romanian ambassador that his policy towards Romania remained firm and it was based 

on the following principles:  

‘(1) The United States has a major interest in the independence and autonomous policy of 
Romania.  

(2) The United States will do nothing directly or indirectly that amounts to collusion that would 
enable a great power to abrogate the independence of Romania.  

(3) The United States will make clear in its way to the Soviet Union that unilateral pressures or 
military actions are not consistent with a relaxation of tensions.’246 

 

 1972 represented the peak of Nixon’s and Kissinger’s diplomacy, with the 

exception of Vietnam. The Moscow summit with the Soviet leadership promised a 

certain stability in the relations between the nuclear superpowers whereas the Chinese 

opening introduced an extra player to the management of the international system. 

Under these circumstances Romania was trying to assert its role in this framework. 

Bucharest was supportive of the US–Chinese rapprochement, having played a role in 

this process, and declared that it would support ‘every effort for détente and cooperation 

between nations.’247 Similarly, the Romanian side praised the declarations of both the 

United States and China that they were determined to refrain from any kind of 

hegemonic policies. 

 On the other hand, the results of the Moscow summit raised some suspicions 

among the RCP leadership which was highly concerned that the USSR might 

understand some parts of the treaties signed in Moscow as ‘a license to put more 

pressure on countries within their sphere of influence.’248 In an effort to discredit such 

                                                           
244 ‘Memorandum for the President’s File’, 512. 
245 ‘Memorandum for the President’s File’. 
246 ‘Memorandum for the President’s File’. 
247 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’, 21 March 1972, 518, FRUS, 1969–1976, Volume XXIX, Eastern 
Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969–1972,  Document 210. 
248 ‘Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National Security Council Staff to the President’s 
Assistant for National Security Affairs’, 5 July 1972, 522–23, FRUS, 1969–1976, Volume XXIX, 
Eastern Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969–1972, Document 212. 



63 

 

kind of concerns, Secretary of State Rogers visited Bucharest in order to settle a number 

of bilateral issues and at the same time renew Washington’s commitment to Romania. 

The official purpose of the visit was the signing of a new Consular Convention that 

would replace the one from 1881 when the two nations had first established diplomatic 

relations.249 At the conclusion of the trip Secretary Rogers reaffirmed the ‘high value’ 

of US–Romanian relations and Nixon’s personal interest in their further growth.250   

 Meanwhile on the domestic Romanian front, the RCP Conference of July 1972 

was the most significant event of the year. Ceausescu emerged even stronger with no 

visible signs of even a nominal opposition in party ranks. The dictator’s six-hour speech 

was dedicated largely to foreign-policy issues reiterating the regime’s firm stance on 

sovereignty and independence. US–Romanian relations were also highlighted, with 

reference to Nixon’s visit as a ‘historic’ event. Furthermore, in an effort to evoke 

national sentiment Ceausescu did not neglect to remind his audience of the injustice 

Romania had faced with the secession of southern Dobrudja, part of Transylvania, and 

Bessarabia as a result of ‘the unjust Vienna Diktat of 1940’. He was clearly reproaching 

the USSR, Hungary and Bulgaria for their anti-Romanian attitude within the Warsaw 

Pact.251   

 

 

Further integration to the Western system: Romania and its 

accession to the IMF and the World Bank.252 

 

Since the 1964 ‘Declaration of Independence’ regarding its position within the 

communist world, Romania had been actively seeking ways to decrease its dependency 

on the Soviet Union both in political and economic terms. In the economic field, 

Romania was one of the founding members of the Comecon. However, especially after 
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the Valev Plan (1964) –which destined Romania to become the agrarian provider of the 

communist bloc– Bucharest realized that the much-sought industrial development 

would have very slim chances of materializing if Romania confined itself solely in this 

framework. Hence, the economic opening to Western countries was a step towards 

enhancing the Romanian economy and balancing its dependence on the USSR. One 

way to this direction was the cultivation of bilateral economic relations with any state 

regardless of its social and ideological orientation. The other complementary option for 

Romania was to integrate itself in the international financial system by joining the 

respective existing institutions, namely the GATT, the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD or the 

World Bank).  

 In August 1969 Ceausescu met with the West German minister of finance Karl 

Schiller. The need for Romania to acquire credits to develop its economy dominated 

the discussion. At a certain point, Schiller suggested that Ceausescu explore the 

possibility of joining the IMF since by doing this Romania would achieve access to 

credits much more easily and in a more systematic way. Ceausescu responded that he 

was open to consider such an option after the GATT negotiations were finished. 

Nevertheless, this was not a novel development since Romanian officials had been 

exploring the possibility of joining the IMF since 1970. Elie Voicu, Chairman of the 

Romanian Foreign Trade Bank met with Fred Bergsten (assistant for international 

economic affairs to Henry Kissinger) to whom he revealed that Romania might be 

interested in developing close contacts with the Fund.253 

In reality, Ceausescu despite a previous meeting with the general director of the 

IMF, Pierre-Paul Schweitzer, was not fully aware of the function of the IMF and the 

World Bank (apart from being a capitalist mechanism). Therefore, he ordered the 

formation of a working group composed of experts from the Ministry of Finance, the 

Ministry of External Commerce, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the National Bank 

of Romania to compile relevant reports in order to formulate an initial strategy for their 

approach to those institutions.254 Initially, this working group requested a delegation to 

contact the National Bank of Yugoslavia (the only socialist member of the IMF) in 
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order to obtain more information concerning Yugoslavia’s relations with these Western 

institutions.255 In May 1972 the working group presented its suggestions to the 

presidium of the Central Committee.256 According to these experts, the Romanian 

economy could benefit in a number of ways by joining the IMF and the World Bank. 

First, Bucharest could secure short- and medium-term credits in order to reduce 

temporary deficits in the balance of external payments, which could reach up to $156 

million in a five-year period. Second, Romania could benefit from using alternative 

methods of payment by being entitled to the newly established ‘Special Drawing 

Rights’.257 In addition, through the World Bank they could negotiate long-term loans 

for development projects. These loans were quite appealing due to their long ‘grace 

period’ spanning from five to ten years depending on the project. Finally, World Bank 

membership would also enable Romanian state companies to participate in 

competitions financed by the Bank regarding investment projects especially in the 

developing world. In the same vein, it was stressed that Yugoslavia until 1971 had 

benefited from such schemes in the amount of $345.7 million credits from the IMF and 

had gained World Bank loans totalling $565.5 million.258 

 On the other hand, Romania would have to fulfil certain obligations to become 

part of this system. First of all, through negotiations it would have to agree to its 

respective equity rights within the Fund and it would need to deposit the respective 

amount of money in a combination of gold and national currency. The total amount 

would depend on the volume of national income, its gold reserves and the volume of 

imports and exports.259 Furthermore, Bucharest would have to provide the IMF and the 

World Bank’s authorities with detailed information and data regarding various financial 

figures including gold reserves, convertible values, balance of payments, and any other 

financial obligations. However, at that point this requirement did not seem to be a big 

obstacle given that Romania had shared similar data while negotiating its entrance to 
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the GATT and an agreement with Exim bank. It was also necessary to establish a stable 

rate for the Leu (either related to gold or the dollar) representative of its purchasing 

power. 

 The conclusion of the working group’s report was that the accession of Romania 

to these two institutions would be in harmony with the RCP’s foreign policy of 

‘developing economic relations with every state, regardless of their economic and 

political system.’260 The country’s present and future development, the party argued, 

determined the intensification of Romania’s presence in the world economic system 

and thus recommended that Bucharest should pursue further negotiations in order to 

proceed to more concrete steps.261 

 Meanwhile, the signs from the side of the IMF were quite encouraging. During 

the third session of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 

(UNCTAD) in April 1972 Nicolae Ecobescu, adjunct of the minister of foreign affairs, 

met with the general director of the Fund, Pierre-Paul Schweitzer. There, Schweitzer 

informed the Romanian representative that if Romania ‘presented an application of 

admission to the IMF, this would enjoy the unanimous support of the Fund members.’262 

Consequently, by the end of May Ambassador Bogdan was instructed to contact Pierre- 

Paul Schweitzer and Robert McNamara, heads of IMF and the World Bank 

respectively, in order to inform them that Bucharest was willing to proceed to 

discussions with a view to joining both institutions. The same telegram highlighted the 

RCP’s desire also for general confidentiality at this stage.263 That was the starting point 

of the technical negotiations. Delegations from both sides travelled to Bucharest and 

Washington throughout the summer.  

 The other significant step that Romania had to take was to inform the rest of the 

socialist states especially within the framework of the Comecon. The Romanians had 

given a hint for their future actions in December 1971. At the tenty-first session of the 

Permanent Commission which was dedicated to the coordination of actions by the 

member states towards international financial organizations (IMF and World Bank 
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included), the Romanian delegation noted in the official minutes of the conference that 

the adoption of any proposals there: 

‘Would not affect the right of the Comecon member states, in common or individually, to 
discuss, deal, or make arrangements on problems of their interest with these organisations- 
including the possibility of concluding agreements and becoming a member.’264 

Nevertheless, Ceausescu was aware that this daring move could have 

inflammatory effects when revealed to the rest of the communist bloc. According to 

Florea Dumitrescu, (Minister of Finance at that time) Ceausescu was waiting for a 

moment of relative relaxation so as to minimize potential reactions. Hence, taking 

advantage of the euphoric moment of détente after the Moscow Summit in 1972 he 

decided to announce to the executive committee of the Comecon within the same month 

that Romania intended to engage into unofficial talks with the IMF and the IBRD with 

a view to clarify the conditions and the potential advantages in case Romania decided 

to join.265 This news sparked fierce reactions from the other delegations, which warned 

Romania that if ‘it throws itself to the embrace of capitalism’ that ‘the country’s 

sovereignty would be undermined’ and accused Bucharest of ‘smash[ing] the socialist 

unity’.266 The Romanian line of defence was that this move was consistent with its 

general policy towards international cooperation and development of peaceful relations 

with every state on the basis of equality. In any case the Romanians claimed that 

Comecon member states should not be indifferent to the financial and monetary 

developments with worldwide effect and that by participating actively in these forums 

they could make their voice heard and contribute to a more balanced international 

system.267 For its part, Moscow’s response to this development was relatively mild and 

despite  a  general  scepticism  towards  this  act,  the  Soviets refrained from exercising 

any threats and pressure on Bucharest. 

By the end of summer, the preliminary technical procedures were concluded 

and Bucharest was now prepared to officially request admission to the IMF. Before that 

though, the Romanian leadership wanted to lobby the member states and investigate 

their disposition towards a potential Romanian request. Naturally, the first priority was 
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to secure the consent of the United States, being the most powerful and most influential 

actor in the Fund. Therefore, Ambassador Bogdan met with Secretary Rogers and 

announced Romania’s decision to join the IMF and the World Bank. Rogers expressed 

that the United States would ‘salute and support’ a potential accession by Romania. He 

noted that an official response would be communicated as soon as possible through the 

US ambassador in Bucharest but in principle the US was in support of this initiative. 

Indeed, the same day Leonard Meeker transferred the same message to the authorities 

in Bucharest adding however one condition; Romania would be expected to cooperate 

in the solution of the pending problem of the defaulted bonds owned by American 

holders and Romania’s compensation to them.268   

Bogdan nonetheless consulted also with Kissinger, delivering the same 

message, aware of the distance between the State Department and the White House. 

Kissinger’s response was along the same lines, saying that ‘he couldn’t see any 

difficulties which could impede the entrance of Romania in these two institutions’ and 

he promised his personal support on the matter.269 In general the vast majority of the 

Western member states were in favour of Romania and willing to sponsor its 

application.270 Consequently, on 20 September Ambassador Bogdan submitted the 

official applications of accession to the Heads of both organizations.271 Both greeted 

this decisive step for Romania’s economy and they argued that if the technical 

procedures proceeded as planned Romania could become a full member by the end of 

the year. By the end of November both sides reached a mutually accepted agreement 

on the specifics of Romania’s contribution to the Fund and thus the application was put 

to a vote (by correspondence). 112 voted in favour, South Vietnam voted against, Saudi 

Arabia abstained whereas 9 states did not send their votes among them Taiwan and 

Bolivia.272 Finally, on 15 December 1972 Romania became member of the International 
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Monetary Fund and the World Bank, making it the only state participating in both 

capitalist and socialist economic institutions until Hungary also joined the IMF in 1982.  

This key moment for the Romanian economy was a reflection of the advanced 

political relations with the United States and Romania’s general appeal to the non-

socialist world. Washington assisted Bucharest’s efforts in an attempt to facilitate 

Romania’s immediate need for credits but also to indicate the favourable political 

climate between the two states especially at a time when the issue of MFN seemed to 

be stalled due to the complicated interrelation between détente and its domestic 

opposition within the United States.    

 

 

Conclusion 
 

The period of Nixon’s first administration was the golden era of relations between the 

United States and Romania. Bucharest’s balancing policy between Washington, 

Moscow and Beijing along with President Nixon’s spectacular visit to Romania had 

created a solid political foundation for this rather odd partnership. Nixon’s and 

Kissinger’s reconfiguration of US foreign policy matched Ceausescu’s ambitions of 

transforming Romania into a developed, industrial, communist state with a role and a 

voice to be heard in international affairs. 

 What contributed to the rapid expansion of this relationship during this three-

year period was a common approach to the way both sides comprehended the function 

of international politics. Both were willing to set aside ideological constraints and 

pursue policies that would lead to a better service of their respective national interest, 

or at least their perception of this. Nixon was willing to negotiate with the great 

adversary, the USSR and invest on a relaxation of tensions in order to defend the 

relatively declining but still preponderant role of America in the world. Ceausescu from 

his side was determined to not blindly follow the dictums of Moscow, should they be 

in contrast with his vision for the country. In his hierarchy of foreign-policy ideals the 

Romanian national interest trumped Marxist–communist solidarity, be it due to 
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personal ambition or his peculiar version of communist ideology (National-

Communism).273  

Therefore, both parties chose to ignore the significant differences between them 

and focus on mutually beneficial endeavours. Romania especially during the early 

seventies, would reap the fruits of its ‘maverick’ attitude in the late sixties with the 

advent of détente and the increase of interactions both at political and at economic level. 

The case of expanding trade between the two countries is a representative indicator of 

this. Even though bilateral trade figures remained significantly lower than those with 

Western Europe (not exceeding $100 million in volume) the prospects based on the 

cordial political relations were promising.274 Nonetheless, the course of US–Romanian 

relations was subject to the broader framework of the Cold War and thus the pace of 

progress would mostly depend on the interplay between Washington and Moscow, as 

was illustrated by the MFN issue.       
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Chapter 3: From Nixon to Ford 

 

 

 

Introduction 
 

On 8 August 1974 Richard Nixon announced his resignation from the presidency of the 

United States under the weight of the Watergate scandal. Nothing had pointed in that 

direction when in November 1972 he triumphed at the elections after a historic landslide 

victory against George McGovern. Nixon’s second term had started in the most 

promising way, reaping the fruits of his successful foreign-policy manoeuvres. In 

February 1972, he stunned the world and above all the Soviets by visiting the People’s 

Republic of China in an open manifestation of his triangular policy. Nevertheless, three 

months later, in May, Nixon landed in the Soviet Union for the Moscow Summit where 

he held talks with Brezhnev. Most significantly, he concluded the signing of the 

‘Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty’ (SALT) and the ‘Basic Principles of Relations 

Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’, 

otherwise known as the ‘charter of détente’ prescribing the rules of peaceful conduct 

between the two superpowers.275 No one would have predicted the downward spiral to 

follow, which was rooted particularly in the neglected domestic front. The political 

damage from the Watergate affair and the emerging challenge from the Congress on 

foreign-policy issues would prove impossible to overcome.   

 Once Nixon had managed to create a basic foundation of accord on the issue of 

security through SALT he believed that the conditions were favourable for development 

of trade relations with the USSR through a mutually beneficial commercial agreement. 

Détente for Nixon and Kissinger was not confined only to political and security matters. 

Part of their considerations was also the development of trade and economic relations 

with the Soviet Union and the communist East in general that would serve as a further 
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incentive in enhancing diplomatic relations.276 Washington planned to use the 

expansion of trade as leverage to get more concessions from Moscow on the political 

level. In other words, the more the Soviets showed their willingness to maintain the 

spirit of peaceful coexistence, the more the United States would do in easing trade 

restrictions and permitting the flow of credit to the East. The vehicle to this end would 

be the East – West Trade Act which would give MFN status to the Soviet Union, 

normalizing trade relations.  

 

 

The Jackson–Vanik threat rises 
 

Despite the euphoria of the high peak of détente Nixon would face intense opposition 

on the domestic front, especially in Congress. At the forefront of détente’s critics was 

Senator Henry ‘Scoop’ Jackson, a conservative Democrat from the state of Washington. 

Jackson made a stand against détente initially at the Congress hearings about SALT 

where he managed to pass an amendment stating that the United States should not 

commit itself ‘to levels of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the limits provided 

for the Soviet Union.’277 Later on, while US–Soviet trade negotiations were taking place 

Senator Jackson was developing his political strategy with a view to undermining 

détente. For this purpose, he advanced his personal version of ‘linkage’. Until then, 

Nixon and Kissinger declared that the doctrine of linkage would govern the relations 

between the US and the USSR. More precisely, any further development in US- Soviet 

relations would be inextricably linked to the Kremlin’s foreign-policy decisions. 

Nonetheless, Jackson took this one step further and strived to connect the improvement 

of American–Soviet relations to the USSR’s domestic policies, namely emigration and 

especially Jewish emigration.278  

 On 3 August Moscow facilitated, unconsciously, Jackson’s considerations. In a 

surprising move, the Kremlin announced the implementation of an ‘exit’ or ‘education’ 
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tax for Soviet citizens who aspired to emigrate. The rationale behind this tax was that 

the Soviet state should have been compensated for the education provided to those who 

wanted to leave the USSR permanently. Hence, the higher the educational level, the 

higher the tax. In addition, the population group that would have been affected the most 

by this measure was the Jews of the Soviet Union, reducing significantly their 

emigration rate.279 Washington was not the only one taken by surprise. Soviet 

Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin was also astonished both by the measure itself but also 

by the timing which came too soon after the successful Moscow talks. As Dobrynin 

narrates in his memoirs, when he returned to Moscow he found out that the decision 

had been taken by the Politburo’s number two, Mikhail Suslov, in the absence of both 

Brezhnev and Gromyko. When the Soviet minister of foreign affairs found out about 

this development he fiercely criticised Suslov stating ‘how stupid politically this move 

was’ and he urged Brezhnev to annul it at the next session of the Politburo. However, 

according to Dobrynin ‘the damage was done’.280   

 Jackson was already preparing an amendment connecting Jewish emigration 

from the USSR to the issue of US–Soviet trade. In addition, Senator Ribicoff expressed 

publicly that the White House should cut down on its concessions regarding trade to 

Moscow in case the ‘education’ tax was enforced calling it ‘a reprehensible form of 

extortion’.281 On 22 September, Congressman Charles Vanik from Ohio introduced an 

amendment to the Foreign Assistance bill to cut Exim credits to any state charging more 

than fifty dollars for an exit visa. However, this amendment was eventually dropped.282 

Furthermore on 4 October, Jackson and seventy two co-sponsors introduced an 

amendment to the East West Trade Relations Act that dictated that MFN status and any 

other favourable trade programmes should be repudiated to every socialist state that 

‘denied their citizens the right to emigrate or imposed prohibitive taxes on such 

emigration.’283 He also managed to rally behind him the influential Jewish American 

Lobby, such as the American–Israel Political Action Committee (AIPAC), influential 
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Israeli statesmen with ties to the United States and various other Jewish pressure groups 

in an effort to exert more pressure on the administration.284  

 With his re-election firmly in mind, Nixon had no intention of opposing such a 

popular move. In addition, he also knew that this specific amendment would not 

become law due to the adjournment of Congress later that month. Therefore, he 

continued negotiations with the Soviet side taking however this specific aspect into 

account. What he couldn’t predict however was that Senator Jackson would prove to 

be such a relentless opponent of his efforts to normalize trade relations with the USSR. 

Given the centrality that the MFN issue would take in the agenda of détente in following 

years, Romania’s economic future would be inextricably influenced by the 

developments between Moscow and Washington.  

 Romanian MFN was meant to be dependent on the progress of the triangular 

US–Soviet–Congressional relations, since the White House decided to follow a holistic 

approach and regulate the MFN issue with one Act on East–West Trade. This option 

was backed also by Representative Wilbur Mills, president of the Ways and Means 

Committee of the House of Representatives, who cautioned the administration that 

MFN for communist countries must be part of the trade bill.285 In January 1973 

supporters of the development of US–Romanian relations within Congress made a last 

but ill-fated attempt to keep the Romanian MFN issue separate from the general trade 

negotiations. Representative Paul Findley, again, co-sponsored by seven members of 

the Ways and Means Committee introduced The Romanian Trade Relations Act of 

1973 (H.R 2304) which excluded any connection between trade and human rights 

conditions in Romania. In addition, Senators Mondale and Brooke introduced a similar 

bill (S. 1085) in March, authorizing the president to conclude a trade agreement with 

Bucharest including a provision about MFN.286 Given the consensus of the White House 

and the Congress for an overall treatment of the issue for the whole communist bloc 

both initiatives did not make it to the floor.  

 On 15 March Jackson and Vanik brought the emigration issue back by 

introducing to the Senate and at the House respectively, an amendment to the East West 
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Trade bill renouncing MFN status to non-market countries that denied or obstructed the 

right of emigration to their citizens. The linkage of trade with emigration naturally 

proved a major obstacle for the ongoing negotiations between Washington and 

Moscow. Nixon and Kissinger were infuriated. For them MFN was part of their broader 

foreign policy; they had no intention of making it dependent on domestic 

considerations. Furthermore, they believed that interference in the domestic affairs of 

the USSR and the rest of the communist states would be counterproductive and could 

eventually undermine the whole fragile structure of détente. Kissinger activated his 

backchannel with Dobrynin and on 30 March the Soviet ambassador transmitted a 

message on behalf of the Kremlin that the exit tax would be annulled along with data 

about Jewish emigration which showed that from 1971 until 1973 almost sixty thousand 

Jews were allowed to emigrate. Nixon and Kissinger permitted the content of this 

message, confidential in its nature, to be communicated to members of the Congress. 

Indeed, on 18 April Nixon met with a delegation of senators, many of whom were 

positively disposed to this information. Senators Jackson and Ribicoff were not 

convinced and they asked for a public assurance by Moscow on a minimum number of 

exit visas per year. Thus, the following months would be marked by a constant power 

play between the Congress and the White House.   

 

 

Bilateral developments in 1973-74 

  
 

Meanwhile at the bilateral level Washington was trying to handle Ceausescu’s 

inquietude regarding MFN. In February 1973 Charles Colson, special counsel to Nixon, 

met with the Romanian leader in the aftermath of the former’s trip to Moscow. Under 

instruction from Nixon, Colson assured Ceausescu that Romanian MFN was high on 

the administration’s agenda. He explained that the US government was preparing a new 

bill on trade with communist countries. He assured Ceausescu that irrespective of the 

final form of the legislation, the president’s instructions were that necessary safeguards 

for Romania to get MFN status would be included. Moreover, this would occur 

regardless of the Congressional vote about Soviet MFN. Nevertheless, he added that 

this was a process that would not be over before autumn. Ceausescu was partially 
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pleased about Colson’s remarks however he expressed his dissatisfaction on the 

absence of any tangible results saying that symbolic visits like this were welcome but 

‘if symbols are accompanied by something more concrete then they get a bigger 

importance.’287 In a similar context David Rockefeller, president of the Chase 

Manhattan Bank, also supported the prospect of US–Romanian trade by stating that 

Bucharest should be eligible to receive American credits.288 Throughout 1973 

Ceausescu additionally received a number of American officials such as James Keogh 

director of the United States Information Agency and Herbert Stein chairman of the 

Council of Economic Advisers, all tasked with conveying the White House’s 

commitment to the development of US–Romanian relations.289  

In addition, Ceausescu sent his counsellor Vasile Pungan as a special envoy to 

meet with Kissinger in Washington. Pungan carried a confidential message urging, 

among other things, a solution to the MFN issue and joint investment in oil exploitation 

at the Black Sea. The only substantial outcome of this meeting was the assurance that 

the moment the President would get the authority to grant MFN, Romania would be the 

first to acquire it.290 In addition, Nixon in his response letter to Ceausescu invited him 

to Washington for a time late in 1973.291 Nevertheless, Ceausescu was growing so 

impatient by the lengthy congressional hearings that he stated to one of his American 

interlocutors that in case of more delays: ‘I will be obliged to come myself there and 

talk in front of your Congress in order to obtain this clause [MFN]! But I hope it will 

not be necessary!’292 This remark was a clear hint that the Romanian leader wanted to 

visit Washington again, officially this time, so that he could personally push for a quick 
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solution to the matter and promoting the further expansion of bilateral trade.293 In 

October Foreign Minister Macovescu met with Kissinger in Washington making the 

case for MFN and expressing the Romanian president’s wish to visit the American 

Capital before the end of 1973.294 Amidst the Yom Kippur War in the Middle East, 

when Romania once again bucked  the  Soviet line by declaring its neutrality, the White 

House decided to extend an invitation for December 4.295  

Ceausescu’s main goal for this trip was to personally establish contacts with 

members of Congress and prominent economic actors in an attempt to create an even 

more positive climate on the MFN issue. In this lobbying effort, he already had an extra 

asset. The chief rabbi of Romania, Moses Rosen, had informed the authorities in 

Bucharest that during the conference of Jewish-organizations in Geneva in July, the 

leaders of the most influential among them –such as B’nai B’rith from the United States 

and the World Jewish Congress– had decided to show their support. He noted in 

particular that the American Jewish organizations, while publicly supporting the 

Jackson–Vanik amendment, would nevertheless also exert their full influence in order 

to lobby for Romania to acquire the MFN status.296  

The Romanian side, based on the already warm political/diplomatic relations 

wanted to intensify bilateral cooperation in a variety of fields. In economy they wanted 

to explore the possibility of signing a Long Term Agreement (LTA) of cooperation in 

the fields of economy, industry and technology along the lines of the Romanian–FRG 

cooperation agreement of June 1973.297 The US administration however wanted to 

avoid a commitment of this kind because it would restrain their options in their 

negotiations with the Soviets by setting a precedent and it would definitely send wrong 
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signals to Congress, especially in that period of tension about the Trade Act.298 They 

were also keen on increasing the volume of tourists between the two countries and 

facilitating even more the flow of much needed credits. Furthermore, they aimed to 

maintain the high level of cultural and scientific exchanges especially on the field of 

nuclear energy research.299  

Eventually the staffs of advisors from both sides concluded four agreements, of 

which the first three were of a technical nature: an income tax settlement eliminating 

discriminatory taxation treatment for citizens and businesses in both countries; an 

agreement on fisheries that provisioned the right of Romanian vessels to call on certain 

American east-coast ports; and an agreement on the further expansion of the New York-

Bucharest airline connection by permitting TAROM, the Romanian national carrier, to 

serve this route in addition to the already existent Pan American service. The final 

arrangement was more institutional; the two delegations agreed to establish a US–

Romanian Economic Council. This council, which was under the auspices of the United 

States Chamber of Commerce and the Romanian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, 

would be responsible for solving any disputes that might arise in trade and business 

affairs. Most importantly, it symbolized the institutionalization of the developing 

bilateral relations since it would convene annually on a rotating basis.300  

On 4 December Nixon welcomed the Romanian president at the White House 

for the second time. During their talks Ceausescu expressed his satisfaction with the 

course détente was taking on the US–Soviet and US–Chinese fronts but nevertheless 

raised his enduring concern that such developments should also take into account the 

independence and the rights of minor states as well. MFN was discussed the following 

day without any tangible results despite Ceausescu’s suggestion for a special solution 

about Romania in an interim way until the broader issue was solved in Congress.301 A 

big part of the discussion however was also dedicated to the recent events in the Middle 

East with Ceausescu urging his American counterpart to agree to the participation of 
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the Palestinians in the peace process, conveying at the same time a personal message 

from Yasser Arafat that he was willing to establish contacts with the US government. 

Yet again, Ceausescu was offering his mediating services in order to increase his 

relevance. Kissinger however avoided offering a clear response.302 The following day 

the two statesmen met again for the signing of a Joint Statement of Principles and a 

Joint Statement on Economic, Industrial and Technical Cooperation which was a 

compromise of the two sides instead of an LTA. Part of this agreement was the 

foundation of the American–Romanian Economic Commission that would complement 

the work of the previously mentioned Economic Council by coordinating 

communication and solving trade related problems on state level.303 Both documents 

reflected the positive trend of bilateral relations and the willingness to maintain the high 

level of cooperation. On the same day, in a move that bypassed the protocol, Nixon 

attended a reception in his honour at the Romanian embassy in Washington, probably 

with a view to express his goodwill towards the East European leader in the absence of 

any progress at the MFN front.304 

Ceausescu managed to meet in person with Senators Jackson and Ribicoff in 

order to directly make his case and convince the congressmen that Romania deserved 

to secure the status regardless of the emigration issue. However, this meeting failed to 

achieve its desired ends; according to Ambassador Bogdan ‘it did not go very well’.305 

To Ceausescu’s dismay Jackson was not open to any exceptions, even as ‘he recognized 

that Romania was less to be blamed than USSR on Jewish emigration.’ Despite 

Ceausescu’s assurance that regardless of MFN he was considering ‘working out 

something on emigration with Israel’ the meeting did not meet the Romanian dictator’s 

expectations.306    

Nevertheless his lobbying endeavour went on with meetings with Senator 

Edward Kennedy, representatives of the Jewish organizations and David Rockefeller 
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of Chase Manhattan in New York.307 All of them were sympathetic to the Romanian 

objective and especially the Jewish pressure groups expressed their gratitude for the 

generally respectful treatment of the local community but also for Romania’s neutral 

position regarding the recent war in the Middle East and committed to separate the issue 

of Romanian MFN vis-à-vis the bigger issue of US–Soviet trade negotiations.308  

The Romanian side was satisfied with the results of the visit. The signing of the 

aforementioned agreements and the Joint Declaration were considered a victory, given 

that Washington was now engaged in a tangible way in advancing concrete initiatives 

and not just remaining at a verbal level. Ceausescu seemed also convinced that Nixon 

would deliver on his promise about MFN and underestimated Jackson’s influence on 

the issue.309 The signing of understandings of cooperation with three major American 

industrial enterprises –General Electric, I.T.T and Singer– was also viewed as a tangible 

gain from the Romanian investment campaign.310 Upon his return to Bucharest 

Ceausescu urged his staff and his cabinet to proceed immediately in the implementation 

of all the obligations undertaken with the United States with a view to having the 

Romanian economic environment ready for the impending growth in the volume of 

investment and trade with the United States.311  

In March 1974 Ambassador Harry Barnes presented his credentials to 

Ceausescu.312 Barnes, a diplomat with experience in American–Romanian relations 

since he had served as Deputy Chief of Mission in Bucharest from 1968 to 1971, 

replaced Leonard Meeker who had resigned from his post almost a year before in May 

1973. In April, Secretary of Commerce Frederick Dent arrived in the Romanian capital 

in order to meet with Ceausescu and to head the US delegation at the inaugural session 
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of the newly established American–Romanian Economic Commission.313 The absence 

of MFN restricted the spectrum of the discussions on this first assembly, however both 

delegations set an ambitious threshold of one billion dollars for the volume of trade 

between the two countries by 1980.314  

On 17 May Ambassador Barnes was received by Emil Bodnaras, Vice President 

of the Council of State effectively, Romania’s number two at that point. The Romanian 

statesman expressed his distrust about Soviet motives regarding détente and urged the 

Americans to do more so that détente would not be just ‘an armistice arising from a 

mutual fear of nuclear weapons.’ Furthermore, on the issue of bilateral relations he 

emphasised the importance that differentiation (and hence MFN) played in reminding 

the Soviets that Romania was by no means Moscow’s poodle. According to Bodnaras 

‘it is very important that the Soviets do not get the impression that the US–Romanian 

relationship is a function of the US–USSR relationship’, adding that Nixon’s visit in 

1969 was meant to ‘demonstrate to the Soviets that Eastern Europe is not the exclusive 

province of any one great power.’315 A few days later, on 31 May, it was the United 

States–Romanian Economic Council’s turn to convene. The American delegation was 

headed by Gabriel Hauge, chairman of Manufacturers Hanover Trust. It comprised 

forty-four representatives of the American business and industrial world representing 

the US Chamber of Commerce. Vasile Voloseniuc, president of the Bank of External 

Commerce, was the chief representative of the Romanian side which included staff 

from the relevant ministries and state-owned companies.316  
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The progress of bilateral relations was apparent. By that point the advanced 

political relations were strengthened by an institutional framework to manage and 

stimulate trade; the only thing missing however was the Most Favoured Nation clause. 

 

The conclusion of the emigration clause  
 

The Jackson–Vanik amendment battle on the Capitol Hill would culminate in 1974. 

Earlier, in the fall of 1973, Kissinger attempted to link the amendment with the Yom 

Kippur War. First, he tried to persuade congressmen and the Jewish lobby leaders that 

such an amendment would minimize his negotiations options vis-à-vis the Soviets 

whose participation in finding a functional solution to restore peace in the Middle East 

was crucial. In addition, he even postponed the dispatch of military equipment to Israel 

while the war was ongoing in order ‘to try lever Israel and the US Jewish lobby into 

withdrawing their support of the amendment.’317 This tactic was not successful though. 

The bill was approved by the House with the amendment as Section 402 of the Trade 

Act which explicitly stated that no country was eligible to acquire non-discriminatory 

tariff treatment and/or credit and investment guarantees if it were determined that such 

a country denied the right to emigrate and imposed more than a nominal fee in the 

process of obtaining the necessary emigration documents.318 Having realized that the 

battle of the inclusion of the amendment was lost, the White House was now determined 

to negotiate the final form of it in an effort to maintain the prospects of the 

normalization of American–Soviet trade. Hence, Kissinger became the middle man 

between Senators Jackson, Javits and Ribicoff and Ambassador Dobrynin. In a gesture 

of good will and after talks between Kissinger and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei 

Gromyko in May 1974, Moscow proceeded to a formal suspension of the emigration 

tax.319  

The administration however was cornered due to the spectre of the Watergate 

impeachment hearings. There was no space for manoeuvre and inevitably Nixon was 
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forced to resign, which he did on 9 August 1974. He was succeeded by his vice 

president Gerald Ford who immediately showed a personal interest on the course of the 

trade issue. Despite the dramatic change in the Oval Office, US–Soviet negotiations 

were not interrupted. In a meeting with Dobrynin, Ford was informed confidentially 

that the Kremlin was prepared to offer verbal guarantees on Jewish emigration to the 

level of around sixty thousand persons per year and to refrain from harassing those who 

applied for exit visas.320 Jackson was partially satisfied by these concessions but he 

wanted them in writing. A compromise was reached. The administration would send a 

letter to Jackson with the Kremlin’s verbal guarantees explaining their compatibility 

with the spirit and the letter of the new legislation. The content of this correspondence 

was not to be publicly announced though, per Moscow’s request. In exchange, Jackson 

would modify his amendment by authorizing the president to grant MFN to the USSR 

(and any other communist state) for a period of eighteen months provided that he 

received substantial assurances that this ‘emigration waiver’ would lead to freer 

emigration. After the initial waiver, the president would be able to annually renew it 

subject to veto from Congress depending on Soviet practices.321  

On 18 October Jackson along with Javits and Vanik went to the White House 

in order to exchange the aforementioned letters and seal the long-sought agreement. 

Few in the administration could predict what would follow at the respective press 

conference. Senator Jackson took credit for the agreement which was a ‘historic 

understanding in the era of human rights’ and stressed even more the extent of his 

accomplishment by openly declaring that Congressional pressure had bent the will of 

the Soviets. He elaborated even further by revealing that Soviet Jewish emigration 

would reach sixty thousand annually. Naturally, the Soviets considered this move to be 

an insult. Gromyko sent a personal letter to Kissinger complaining about the way the 

Soviet positions had been portrayed. In an attempt to control the damage, Kissinger 

concealed the note. On 13 December, the bill passed in the Senate with a vote of 77 to 

4. One week later, on the day that the Congress was to officially approve the bill in a 

House-Senate conference committee, Moscow published Gromyko’s letter to Kissinger 

criticising Jackson for his handling of the issue, refuting the specific figures and 
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condemning any interference in the USSR’s domestic affairs. Nevertheless, Ford could 

do nothing but sign the bill into law, the Trade Act of 1974. Within a week Brezhnev 

communicated to Ford that the waiver provisions of the Act could not be accepted by 

Moscow and withdrew as well from the 1972 bilateral trade agreement.322  

The blow to détente was apparent. Senator Jackson’s anti-détente efforts were 

paying off. Nevertheless, the way he used the issue of Jewish emigration challenges the 

sincerity of his cause. His personal ambition as the presidential race of 1976 approached 

led him to transform a congressional power play into a personal crusade in an effort to 

promote his profile as the champion of human rights against the Soviets. As it is argued, 

the incident of the 18 October press release showed that ‘such behaviour may have 

merely reflected intoxication in the moment of victory’, but it can also be viewed as 

evidence that Jackson, ‘seeking an issue to promote his presidential aspirations rather 

than a solution, had all along been negotiating in bad faith’.323 

 

 

Gerald Ford and Eastern Europe 
 

The initially mundane news of the break in at the Democratic National Committee’s 

headquarters at the Watergate complex in Washington unfolded into one of the greatest 

political scandals in US history, eventually implicating Richard Nixon himself. The 

torrent of revelations about the illicit ways of the president’s close environment took its 

toll by leading Nixon to his resignation on 9 August, making him the first US president 

to abandon office in such a disgraceful manner. On that same day, Vice-President 

Gerald Ford was inaugurated as the thirty-eighth president of the United States. Ford 

was an experienced congressman having served as the House Minority leader for years 

before replacing Spiro Agnew as Nixon’s vice-president in 1973. Hence, after Nixon 

being the first president to resign, Ford had the peculiarity of being the first and last (to 

date), who has served as both vice president and president of the United States without 
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being elected to either office. Ford, amiable and unpretentious, was a star football 

player during his college years having rejected an opportunity for a professional career 

in order to pursue doctoral legal studies at Yale. When he took office as president he 

had ‘a strong grasp of the workings of the federal government but with little background 

in world affairs.’324 

Therefore, it was no surprise that Kissinger maintained the double role of 

Secretary of State and National Security Advisor under the new administration. Ford 

was in favour of continuity in foreign policy and he personally wanted to elaborate on 

the development of détente. For Ford ‘it would be very unwise for a President—me or 

anyone else—to abandon détente.’ Following Nixon’s conception, he believed that 

‘détente is in the best interest of the country. It is in the best interest of world stability, 

world peace.’325 Nevertheless Ford had to manage the damaged prestige of the 

Republican administration. Nixon’s legacy was a political burden on the domestic front, 

and his decision to pardon the former president for any potential illegal actions he might 

have committed during his presidency contributed nothing to improving its image. On 

the contrary his ‘popularity plummeted as a result of the pardon’.326 In addition, the 

growing oppositional attitude of the Congress would prove an extra source of attrition 

for his policies. The Jackson- Vanik amendment issue demonstrated how difficult it 

would be to cooperate with the Capitol Hill while at the same time this legislation was 

a major setback in the further development of détente with the Soviet Union given that 

it significantly narrowed his and Kissinger’s room for manoeuvre vis-à-vis Moscow.  

Furthermore, Ford had also to confront economic pressures as growth was 

limited, particularly in the industrial sectors due to growing competition by resurging 

economic powers such as Western Europe and Japan. The financial haemorrhage due 

to the Vietnam War started to become visible in rising inflation, which grew to levels 

not seen since the end of the Second World War. Adding to this, the effects of the 1973 

oil crisis and the high rate of unemployment made it clear that the new president had a 

difficult task. During the Ford years the United States also witnessed the eventual 

ending of the Vietnam War with the fall of Saigon to the communist forces of the North 

being the tombstone of Washington’s ill-conceived intervention in Indochina. Ford 
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tried to share the responsibility for this outcome with Congress after it had rejected his 

appeals for extra military assistance for South Vietnam.327 As Ford would later confess 

‘it was the saddest hour of my time in the White House.’328 

Another source of friction between the White House and the Congress was the 

three-fold civil war in Angola, which had only recently gained its independence from 

Portugal in 1975. Despite CIA authorized operations in the central African country in 

support of the National Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA) and the National 

Union for Total Independence of Angola (UNITA), the Popular Movement for the 

Liberation of Angola (MPLA) backed by Cuba, Mozambique, and the Soviet Union 

was winning. Thus, the administration asked for further aid to the US-backed Angolan 

groups. When Congress was informed about the practices of the CIA, the involvement 

of Zaire’s dictator Mobutu, and South Africa’s intervention, legislators on the Hill 

declined any further aid since the majority believed that no ‘national security interests 

were at stake’ in this region.329 Consequently, when the MPLA forces took control of 

the Angolan capital accusations were thrown back and forth between the two branches 

for the failure to effectively stand up to the Soviets.330  

Another aspect of the Nixon inheritance was relations between the United States 

and Western European allies. Nixon’s and Kissinger’s focus on superpower détente and 

their underestimation and even neglect of the Europeans’ concerns created a sort of 

alienation within the Atlantic alliance, with the ‘Year of Europe’ speech by Kissinger 

as a prominent example.331 Nevertheless the new president strived to improve this 

relationship. As it has recently been argued the Ford administration covered a period 

when, ‘in a largely pragmatic and unspectacular way, the whole architecture of 

transatlantic relations was rearranged, creating structures and features that endured well 

beyond the Ford and Kissinger double-act.’332 Ford’s objective was to re-establish the 
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lost trust and understanding between the two sides of the Atlantic, especially with the 

United Kingdom, Germany and France. During the Ford years, transatlantic relations 

were aided by augmented interactions at the highest level both on the form of bilateral 

and multilateral contacts. Nonetheless the timing of leadership changes in both those 

countries and in Washington played a pivotal role. The fact that Valéry Giscard 

d’Estaing, Helmut Schmidt, and Harold Wilson, ‘were all more Atlanticist in their 

leanings’ contributed greatly in ‘the healing of the transatlantic rifts’.333 

Nevertheless, it was the traditional cradle of the Cold War that marked Gerald 

Ford’s short-lived administration. Eastern Europe played a significant role in the course 

of his presidency either in the form of signing the Helsinki Final Act –a document 

whose importance would be appreciated much later– or in the form of a public relations 

disaster during the electoral campaign which in large part cost him victory. 

 

 

Ford’s Eastern European Policy 
 

The American policy towards Eastern Europe that Ford inherited from Nixon was 

prescribed in the guidelines of the National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 

212 of 1973.334 According to this, in the framework of differentiation, development in 

bilateral relations with the eastern European states would be made ‘contingent on 

satisfactory political conduct on international issues’ that involved US interests and on 

a visible ‘willingness to solve outstanding bilateral political problems’.335 In addition 

no commitments were to be made about MFN to those countries not subject to it due to 

the pending issue of the trade legislation in Congress, without excluding however 

negotiations on trade and economic issues that be in Washington’s interests.  

 Within this context the respective agencies were asked to proceed to the signing 

of consular conventions with Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria. They were also instructed 

to use the settlement of American claims for nationalized property rights and defaulted 
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bonds as leverage for the authorization of Exim bank credits to Romania, Hungary, 

Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria. Cultural and scientific exchange agreements were also 

taken into consideration: Hungary was the priority and Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria 

would follow later. Similarly, Romania was the first in line for the initiation of 

negotiations for a commercial agreement and upon the successful progress of this the 

rest would follow. There was no provision for the GDR given that officially the 

establishment of relations was pending. There was also a provision for the State 

department to express its willingness, when appropriate, to resume diplomatic contacts 

with isolationist Albania.336   

 Ford was well disposed with continuity regarding the approach on Eastern 

Europe. The post-1968 status quo was determined by the credible threat of the Brezhnev 

doctrine and even more significantly ‘by the new parameters which derive from the 

Czechoslovak experience and which serve to define and restrain domestic 

experimentation.’337 Eastern European leaders found it hard to proceed with political 

reforms. Instead, they focused on improving living standards for their people through 

diversified economic arrangements, a field that Moscow seemed willing to tolerate 

given that improved economic conditions would foster political stability. 

 The context of détente permitted a degree of flexibility for Eastern Europe, ‘an 

historically pro-Western region that has to function in the shadow of Moscow’s power’ 

in Washington’s view.338 Hence the European communist states had to exploit any 

opportunities without disrupting Moscow’s sense of control in their sphere of influence. 

Détente had the potential to be a ‘double edged sword’ for Soviet interests in this region 

given that superpower détente was an example to follow for the communist satellites, 

in some cases such as Romania quite enthusiastically. The expansion of relations 

between the East and the West could influence domestic discipline and party control 

over the respective societies negatively. The Eastern European regimes especially in 

the long seventies attempted to create their own windows of opportunity for trade and 
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economic cooperation with Western Europeans.339 For these reasons the Soviets, in 

parallel with détente, tried to promote integration in the communist bloc by 

strengthening and upgrading the structure of the Warsaw Pact and the Comecon as well 

as encouraging the tightening of social discipline and endorsing conservative cultural 

policies.340 

 The Trade Act of 1974 with its emigration clause and the subsequent Soviet 

negative response sustained the dynamics of US–Eastern European relations. In the   

State Department’s view, the European communist bloc was divided basically in two. 

The first group, – ‘the favoured trio’ of Yugoslavia, Romania and Poland– was more 

open to cooperating with the West. The second group, ‘the outsiders’, (Hungary, 

Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and the GDR), was deemed more loyal to the Kremlin, 

particularly in foreign-policy issues. The standard for this categorization, in accordance 

with the doctrine of differentiation, was ‘the degree to which each Eastern European 

government has supported US interests worldwide or vis-à-vis the USSR’ and the 

‘extent of independence from Moscow’.341 Furthermore, the basic objective in this 

region for the State Department remained the same throughout the post-war period 

‘even in the détente era’, namely the ‘gradual development of alternatives to overriding 

Soviet influence over the nations of the area.’342  

 As it was outlined by State, the pursuit of this strategic aim was based on four 

fundamental assumptions. First, the peoples of Eastern Europe were inherently pro-
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Western and there were long-established cultural, economic and personal links between 

Eastern and Western Europeans. Thanks to the climate introduced by détente, these 

could be revived. Second, apart from Yugoslavia and Romania, the socialist states were 

obedient to the Kremlin’s foreign-policy decision-making with no signs of stressing 

their sovereignty vis-à-vis Moscow. Third, the USSR would never accommodate 

Yugoslav and Romanian deviations and given the opportunity they would attempt to 

draw them closer to a more integrated Warsaw Pact structure. Finally, and most 

importantly, the orientation of the communist bloc’s economic model had changed. The 

socialist states had abandoned the Stalinist project of autarky for the sake of developing 

economic and trade ties with the rest of the world. In Washington’s view this was ‘a 

tacit acknowledgement that the old system was not working and that only injections of 

technology and cash from the capitalist world’ could make the target of modernization 

and development possible. This exposure to the world markets and the subsequent 

interdependence was believed that would make Moscow develop a natural interest in 

the stability of the world economy, fostering cooperation.343 

 Based on these hypotheses, and taking into account the geopolitical dynamics 

of the region, the Ford administration was determined to follow a delicate balancing 

policy in its effort to draw those states interested in developing further bilateral relations 

closer. Therefore, in the State Department’s view, now under Kissinger’s command:   

‘The encouragement of a more independent stance by the Eastern Europeans must stop short of the point 
where the Soviets believe their basic political and security interests are in danger. At the same time, we 
cannot seem to be accepting Soviet hegemony over Eastern Europe in either a legal or practical sense.’344 

 Hence particular attention would be paid on developing economic and cultural 

contacts with these countries, encouraging American firms to invest on these economies 

in an effort to create an advanced interaction between the US and Eastern European 

economies hindering in this way their dependency on the USSR. The vehicle for 

demonstrating the US approach at that point would be the CSCE. 

‘Jerry, don’t go’: Ford and the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe. 
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The Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe constitutes one of the 

hallmarks of the Cold War period in Europe. Its substantial value, as in most cases with 

historical events, was not fully comprehended at the time. Its symbolic significance 

however was evident from the beginning. The absence of a peace treaty after the end of 

the Second World War permitted the emergence of a status quo that left Europe divided 

in two by the infamous Iron Curtain. The legitimacy of the new order in the region was 

legally ‘orphan’ with a delicate equilibrium of power providing a de facto acceptance 

of this division. The Soviets, aware of the potential negative side effects of the 

continuous lack of recognition of the Eastern European status were inherently insecure 

about their domination there. Due to the unpopular character of the respective regimes 

and potential Western efforts to destabilize them through uprisings, they were 

systematically proposing the idea of a European conference that would help overcome 

the differences, provide stability and create a safer and cooperative environment at the 

continent. The West was negative to such an initiative being aware that Moscow’s 

agenda for a multilateral conference about a European settlement only aimed to confirm 

of the communist bloc’s geopolitical realities with a view to ‘promote such a relaxation 

of tensions as to make an American presence in Europe superfluous.’345  

 The advent of détente between the superpowers in the late sixties seemed to 

create favourable conditions for an ‘era of negotiations’. Nevertheless, it was not until 

the European version of détente started to blossom that the way towards a pan-European 

summit started to be paved. It is argued that European détente was an independent 

European project aiming to downplaying the tensions between the West and the East in 

Europe as ‘a result of a European challenge to the excesses of bipolarity.’346 The 

Europeans were feeling exposed and vulnerable in the  face  of  the superpower  contest 

especially due to the events in Hungary, Berlin, Czechoslovakia, and even Cuba. 

Consequently, European leaders expressed their scepticism about US leadership and 

tried to promote their own agendas in order to secure their interests. Initially it was De 

Gaulle’s France that took a more independent turn in its policy by withdrawing from 

NATO’s integrated military structure and approaching Moscow in its own terms in 

order to enhance its status as an actor in international affairs. Similarly, West German 

leaders were disappointed because they observed certain reluctance from their 
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American allies to assist in the major issue of the German unification. It seemed that 

the rest of the West was somehow satisfied with a divided Germany. In addition, West 

Europeans were challenging the dominant role of the United States regarding trade and 

economic relations with the eastern bloc. In combination with the advancing process of 

integration through the European Economic Community (EEC) they were trying to 

push for an improvement of political relations with the USSR and its satellites so as to 

enhance trade relations as well.347 

 After the conclusion of a number of agreements regarding Germany, the 

settlement over Berlin and the beginning of the MBFR talks, the Western bloc was 

ready to engage into negotiations about the Conference. The talks, both preparatory and 

substantial, would prove time-consuming, lasting from November 1972 till July 1975. 

They entailed not only the determination of ‘common interests but through give and 

take, reaching compromises on issues of difference’.348 The themes of the negotiations 

were divided in three categories or ‘baskets’. The first was about security and resulted 

in a declaration of principles guiding the relations between the participants, also known 

as the Decalogue. The second was about cooperation in science, technology, 

environmental issues and trade, whereas the third focused on humanitarian issues such 

as contact between peoples, cultural and educational exchanges and freer circulation of 

information and ideas. There was also a provision for a follow-up process, with a 

meeting in Belgrade in 1977 being the next step.349 

 The United States under Nixon was initially reluctant to invest in this 

endeavour. The highest priority was the cultivation of détente with the Soviets and they 

were determined not to allow the CSCE process to endanger this. In other words, the 

Nixon administration did not want ‘the CSCE, a regional conference lacking any 

intrinsic value, to undermine the entente between the superpowers on major 

international problems.’350  Nevertheless as Angela Romano argues, Helsinki could still 

be used as an extra asset for the bilateral superpower arrangements in the framework of 

the linkage policy.351 Since the frontiers were already defined and preserved by military 
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means and agreements at a bilateral level, the White House estimated that there was not 

much to lose but also they anticipated few gains as well, leading Kissinger infamously 

asserting his indifference about the CSCE: ‘They can write it in Swahili for all I care.’352  

 As the negotiations were proceeding and with Nixon’s succession by Ford the 

American stance changed. The new president showed a deeper interest on the issue and 

got Kissinger engaged more actively. Indeed, the United States focused more on the 

human rights aspect (Basket III) of the agreement and the US secretary of State 

eventually reached an agreement with his soviet counterpart Andrei Gromyko by May 

1975.353 Evidently, Washington, due to increasing domestic pressures from the 

Congress, modified its attitude to the CSCE as can be easily understood by Kissinger’s 

statement:  

‘We must give up the illusion that foreign policy can choose between morality and pragmatism. America 
cannot be true to itself unless it upholds human values and the dignity of the individual... The American 
people must never forget that our strength gives force to our principles and our principles give purpose 
to our strength.’354 

 Nevertheless, the anti-détente movement which was gaining momentum 

especially with the Jackson–Vanik amendment, would prove instrumental in the 

negative reception of the Helsinki Accords. A few weeks before the signing of the Final 

Act the Russian dissident Aleksander Solzhenitsyn, who was openly against détente, 

visited the United States. President Ford was asked by various conservative circles to 

invite and meet with Solzhenitsyn. Ford despite his changed approach compared to 

Nixon’s, did not want to risk upsetting the Kremlin at such an unfavourable time before 

his trip to Helsinki. As he would later recall he decided ‘to subordinate political gains 

to foreign-policy considerations’.355 Naturally, this decision displeased many in both 

the Republican and the Democrat camps. As the time for the summit was coming closer, 

the tide of scepticism against the CSCE was growing with the Wall Street Journal 

openly asking Ford to reconsider: ‘Jerry, don’t go.’356  
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 The Final Act was signed on 1 August by the leaders of 35 states after a copious 

three year-long process. Two basic components/concepts comprised the final text. The 

first was the recognition and the introduction of human rights as a legitimate element 

of the European diplomatic agenda and the second was an understanding over the 

territorial status quo in Europe, where, as it was agreed, frontiers were inviolable but 

subject to change through peaceful means. Through a series of misperceptions the true 

spirit of the agreement was not communicated as desired by the Ford administration, 

resulting to a set of ‘Helsinki Myths’ especially in the USA about a Western defeat and 

the surrender of eastern Europe to Soviet domination.357 Nevertheless, even the Soviets 

despite the long sought acceptance of the status quo felt uneasy with the potential 

repercussions of the human rights agenda in intra-European relations, forcing Gromyko 

in an effort to reassure the worried politburo, to exclaim that Soviet interests were 

defended and that ‘we are masters in our own house’.358 

 Ford was genuinely convinced that Helsinki was a success and under no 

circumstances undermined the West’s position.359 Domestically however this was not 

the case as the CSCE was used as an extra weapon in the arsenal of anti-détente 

rhetoric.360 Hence, his surprise and his disappointment were understandable: ‘The well-

meaning ethnic groups in this country simply didn’t understand our accomplishment. 

This was not a failure in substance. It was a failure in public relations, and I will have 

to accept a large share of the blame.’361 The administration tried in vain to explain that 

the Final Act did not legitimize Moscow’s control of Eastern Europe and that the only 

concession made was the renouncement of the violent modification of boarders, which 

in any case was never a realistic possibility of US strategy in the region. Additionally, 

the Kremlin would be monitored further on its human rights record. In other words, ‘the 

accords, like the policy of dealing with Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia, fostered 

freedom instead of sanctioning oppression’.362  
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The ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’ controversy 
 

Eastern Europe would prove central to Ford’s presidential term and in a sense this 

region would become fatal to his campaign for re-election. While the dust from the 

Helsinki summit started to settle and the president’s staff was preparing for the long 

election campaign season, an article published in the Washington Post on 22 March 

1976 added another episode to Ford’s odd relationship with communist Europe.  The 

columnists Roland Evans and Robert Novak reported that Henry Kissinger’s closest aid 

on European matters, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, had been developing a rationalization for a 

Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, which would establish a ‘permanent 

organic union’ between Moscow and the communist nations of Europe.363 The 

journalist’s source for these statements, the ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’, were the transcripts 

of Sonnenfeldt’s comments at a diplomatic event in London. Indeed, Sonnenfeldt 

together with Kissinger attended a meeting with the European Chiefs of Missions in 

mid-December 1975. There, at an informal brain storming session Kissinger’s 

counsellor discussed Washington’s foreign policy in Eastern Europe. Due to the 

unofficial nature of the event there was no verbatim record of the participants’ 

contributions. There was only a summary of the main points, which was later circulated 

through the State Department as background material for American diplomats.364 

Nevertheless the content of the text was attributed to Sonnenfeldt and especially the 

part where it was suggested that ‘it must be our policy to strive for an evolution that 

makes the relationship between the Eastern Europeans and the Soviet Union an organic 

one.’365 Out of context the concept of an ‘organic relationship’ could easily be 

misunderstood. What Sonnenfeldt actually said was: 

‘With regard to Eastern Europe it must be in our long-term interest to influence events in this area –
because of the present unnatural relationship with the Soviet Union– so that they will not sooner or later 
explode, causing World War III. This inorganic, unnatural relationship is a far greater danger to world 
peace than the conflict between the East and the West.’366 
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 And then he went on, within the framework of the already applied policy, 

claiming that American ‘policy must be a policy of responding to the clearly visible 

aspirations in Eastern Europe for a more autonomous existence within the context of a 

strong Soviet geopolitical influence.’367 It is evident that Sonnenfeldt did not advocate 

in favour of surrendering eastern Europeans to the Soviets. On the contrary, he was 

prescribing the pace with which the US policy of differentiation should progress 

without triggering a disproportionate response by the Soviets given their vested security 

interests in their back yard. In addition, according to Sonnenfeldt, during that talk the 

example of the ‘Finlandization’ of Eastern Europe was used, in order to clarify his 

meaning, but that part was omitted by the official summary due to the objection of the 

US ambassador in Finland.368 Probably, had he known that his remarks would be made 

public, Sonnenfeldt would have been more careful with his language. A realist and 

sober analysis of the present conditions in Central and Eastern Europe may have been 

prudent and straight-forward among diplomats but it could not be easily digested by the 

American audience and the anti-detente advocates who could accept nothing less than 

a commitment to rollback Soviet influence in Eastern Europe and eventual liberation of 

the peoples living there. 

 The news of the so called ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’ reached Eastern European 

ethnic-American groups and the Congress and almost immediately it was associated 

with détente as a negative side effect of it.369 Senators Buckley and Hruska wrote to the 

White House asking for clarifications regarding this news story and urging the 

administration to deny the alleged acceptance of the soviet imperium on Eastern Europe 

considering ‘this matter to be of the greatest importance.’370 In addition letters of 

complaint and disquietude from various Ethnic-American associations flooded the 

White House asking for a public rebuttal of the Sonnenfeldt statements comparing them 
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with the appeasement attitude against Hitler before the Second World War.371 The issue 

even made it to the House of Representatives where it was discussed on 29 March.372 

 The Ford administration found itself on the defensive again at a quite 

unfavourable time amidst the primaries for the Republican nomination. The White 

House despite initially having underestimated the problem tried to develop a plan to 

confront the situation. It was suggested that the secretary of state should disavow in 

public the ‘Doctrine’ and that the president through a number of initiatives should 

demonstrate a firm stance towards the same direction. Hence, it was planned to meet 

with Leonid Pliusch, a Soviet dissident who was in the USA this period, he would 

indirectly support the bill referring to the establishment of a commission to monitor the 

Helsinki Agreement and he would respond to the press highlighting his commitment to 

Eastern Europe declaring that the United States ‘will continue to support the aspirations 

for freedom and national independence of the peoples of Eastern Europe by every 

proper and peaceful means’ evoking the examples of Yugoslavia and Romania.373  

 Kissinger took over most of the defence. Although he could not refute the use 

of the word ‘organic’ he would strive to place it in the proper context. After reiterating 

his trust in Sonnenfeldt, he repeated that Washington would never recognize any kind 

of Soviet dominion over Eastern Europe, and ‘pledged to encourage independence there 

as responsibly as possible.’374 Furthermore in his testimony in front of the House 

Foreign Affairs Committee he explained the meaning of Sonnenfeldt’s ‘unfortunate 

word...“organic”,’ by saying that ‘what he meant was a more historic relationship, a 

relationship in which the Soviet Union was not so predominant.’375 Sonnenfeldt himself 
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appeared before the subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs of 

the House Committee on International Relations where he categorically denied that 

there was any secret administration policy deviating from the official public positions 

and for yet another time he made clear that his remarks were in no case meant to be 

interpreted as an encouragement or even an acceptance of a Soviet sphere of influence 

in Eastern Europe.376   

 As was mentioned, this controversy took place concomitantly with the primaries 

of the Republican Party. Ford had to compete with Ronald Reagan –a rising force 

among the conservatives– who as a last resort tried to polarize the electorate on foreign 

policy and security issues. The combination of the fall of Saigon, the civil war in Angola 

and the blunders on Eastern Europe provided room for criticism of Ford’s record. 

Détente’s popularity was losing ground, so much so that Ford’s camp decided to ban 

the use of the word. Reagan unleashed a full-fledged attack on Ford’s efficiency in 

foreign-policy affairs stating that: ‘under Messrs. Kissinger and Ford this nation has 

become number two in military power in a world where it is dangerous—if not fatal—

to be second best.’377 In the end Ford won the nomination in August beating Reagan by 

a slight margin. Nevertheless, this was a Pyrrhic victory. The tenacity of the 

confrontation between the two candidates was so severe that left Ford’s image damaged 

and indirectly provided the Democrat candidate with considerable material for criticism 

for the presidential campaign.  

 Ford’s opponent for the presidential elections was the underdog of the 

Democrats’ primaries. Jimmy Carter, the governor of Georgia promoted the image of 

the ‘outsider’ who had the potential to transform the character of the administration and 

re-establish a relation of trust with the American people.378 Foreign policy was a major 

field of confrontation during the campaign and Eastern Europe played a significant part. 

In an effort to disassociate his policy from Nixon’s, Ford had already replaced the use 

of the word détente with ‘peace through strength’:  
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‘I don’t use the word détente anymore. I think what we ought to say is that the United States will meet 
with superpowers, the Soviet Union and with China and others, and seek to relax tensions so that we can 
continue a policy of peace through strength…détente is only a word that was coined- I don’t think it is 
applicable anymore.’379 

 Nonetheless despite the change in terminology due to domestic considerations, 

the substance of his policy would remain the same. As Ford later admitted: ‘I never 

backed away from détente as a means for achieving a more stable relationship with our 

Communist adversaries,’ however ‘the situation that developed in connection with the 

presidential primaries and the fight at the convention made it necessary to deemphasize 

détente.’380   

Carter accused Ford’s administration of weak leadership, excessive secrecy in 

foreign affairs targeting especially Kissinger calling him ‘Long Lone Ranger’ and of 

‘failure to consult either the Congress or the people on major foreign-policy issues.’381 

He particularly wanted to emphasize the continuum between the two previous 

Republican administrations: ‘the Nixon–Kissinger–Ford policy is covert, manipulative 

and deceptive in style.’382 Nevertheless, despite being against Kissingerian 

clandestineness, Carter was in favour of most of the policy prescriptions of détente.383 

Furthermore, Carter’s central theme was the issue of human rights which intuitively 

became the centrepiece of his foreign-policy agenda.384 Through deliberately vague 

speeches Human Rights were appealing to all sides since from a political point of view 

it was a ‘no-lose proposition because it appealed to liberals who opposed right-wing 

dictatorships and to conservatives who saw it as anti-Soviet.’385 On Eastern Europe the 

candidate from Georgia kept a subtle stance playing the Sonnenfeldt card and charging 

the White House with indifference to human rights while supporting the promotion of 

more independence in the region. Nevertheless, he was cautious enough not to extend 
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‘any invitations to roll back the Iron Curtain’ and ‘promised little in the way of 

specifics’.386 

 Ford’s record in the presidential race was however affected once again by the 

topic of communist Europe when at the second debate with Carter in October 1976 he 

proclaimed: ‘There is no Soviet domination of Eastern Europe, and there never will be 

under a Ford administration.’387 Ford explained further his remark by evoking the 

examples of Yugoslavia, Romania, and Poland. These nations saw themselves as 

independent and autonomous and did not think of themselves as dominated by the 

Soviet Union being and therefore Washington did not accept that these nations were 

under Soviet domination. The debate proved to be a public relations disaster. Ford 

refused to issue an apology statement defending his policy, a move that took its toll in 

the polls. Eventually, Ford lost the election with a marginal difference from Carter; 48 

percent to 50.1 percent of the popular vote with Carter being the winner with the 

smallest margin in US electoral history. 

 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

It is evident that Eastern Europe was a pivotal issue in Gerald Ford’s presidential 

administration. His interest in the fortunes of the region was genuine and his policy 

followed a considerate course given the Cold War context and above all Moscow’s 

dominant presence there, with Helsinki being the highlight. Nonetheless, the demise of 

détente in the domestic front and the ever-present demand for a rhetoric of idealism 

within the American scene did not permit him to communicate efficiently the results of 

his eastern European policy to the domestic audience. It would be an exaggeration to 

say that Eastern Europe costed him his re-election but nonetheless it was a crucial factor 

in undermining the successful completion of his campaign.     
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Chapter 4: Gerald Ford and US–Romanian relations  

 

 

 

Introduction  

 

In search of reassurance 
 

Nixon and Ceausescu had developed a personal relationship throughout their 

encounters from 1967 to 1973. The Romanian leader placed special value in this rapport 

and the way it reflected his relevance as an actor in international politics. The fact that 

he had such frequent contacts with Nixon at an almost yearly rate increased his self-

confidence and forged his status both domestically and abroad since it was seen as a 

validation of his political judgement. Richard Nixon had a special personal sympathy 

for the Romanian people. Hence, his visit in Bucharest and the subsequent advancement 

of US–Romanian relations were perceived by the local population as ‘reminders that 

the US “cares” about this part of Europe and that somehow this might have beneficent 

effects for their lives.’388 It is no surprise that the news of Nixon’s resignation was not 

well received in Bucharest. Ceausescu would not believe that a scandal such as 

Watergate was sufficient to lead to the resignation of a president. His opinion was that 

the deeper reason for the anti-Nixon campaign was his policy towards the socialist 

states. The fact that détente provided a sort of pause in the confrontational environment 

of the Cold War had created certain discrepancies with the interests of the politico-

military complex and the Congress. In other words, for Ceausescu, Nixon’s demise was 

interrelated with the American president’s efforts to minimize the influence of both the 

Congress and the Pentagon in US foreign-policy decision-making, an opinion that was 

shared by the Soviets as well.389  
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 The coverage of the resignation by the Romanian media was minimal. 

According to journalistic sources of the American Embassy the policy instructed by the 

Romanian leadership was ‘Don’t touch Watergate’.390 Due to Ceausescu’s great 

investment in the personal connection with Nixon any allegations to the moral integrity 

of his American counterpart would have a negative effect on his image. Nevertheless, 

the absence of any detailed accounts of the affair was officially justified on the premises 

of the already well known Romanian distaste in commenting on other states’ internal 

affairs.391  

Bucharest was keen on preserving the close character of the bilateral 

relationship and Ford’s decision to keep Henry Kissinger as his Secretary of State was 

a reassuring sign for the prospects of continuity in the new administration’s foreign 

policy. In addition Ford, upon taking office, had sent a letter to Ceausescu reassuring 

his counterpart that his policy toward Romania would ‘build on the foundations that 

were created under the leadership of President Nixon’ and expressing his appreciation 

for Romania’s foreign policy and its role on the ongoing negotiations of the CSCE.  

Ceausescu sought to sustain the same pace of bilateral contacts and hence he 

wanted to send a special envoy to Washington to reconfirm the special rapport between 

the two countries. Indeed, in late August 1974, Vasile Pungan arrived in Washington 

in order to meet with both Kissinger and Ford carrying a personal message from 

Ceausescu. This visit stemmed from a request sent to Nixon in July when Bucharest 

was going through one of those ‘periodic moments of anxiety concerning Soviet 

intentions and also felt left out of the international diplomatic action’.392 Nevertheless, 

the new White House administration considered this request as an opportunity to 

express its commitment to the special connection with Bucharest and to demonstrate its 

strength accordingly by establishing a good new working relationship.393 The Romanian 

emissary conveyed to Ford once again Ceausescu’s desire for close consultations 

extending additionally an invitation to visit Romania which was cordially accepted. 

                                                           
390 ‘Telegram 3541, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’, 2. 
391 ‘Telegram 3541, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’. 
392 Henry Kissinger, ‘Memorandum for the President’, 26 August 1974, Folder Romania (1), Box 11, 
National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada, Country File Portugal- 
State Department, Gerald R. Ford Library. 
393 Henry Kissinger, ‘Romanian Special Emissary Vasile Pungan’, 27 August 1974, Folder Romania (1), 
Box 11, National Security Adviser, Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada, Country File 
Portugal- State Department, Gerald R. Ford Library. 



103 

 

Furthermore, he urged the United States to become more active at the process of the 

CSCE especially ‘on Confidence-Building Measures and those measures leading to 

détente’.394 In addition, Pungan let Ford know that the North Koreans had expressed 

their intention to proceed to direct talks with Washington through the mediation of the 

Romanians, a scenario which was not appealing to the White House at that point.395  

Meanwhile in Bucharest a set of concerted actions took place that exhibited 

Romania’s autonomous course vis-à-vis Moscow. Romania hosted the World 

Population Conference under the auspices of the United Nations where Soviet Premier 

Kosygin also attended. According to Bodnaras and Macovescu who were also present 

at the summit, Kosygin ‘froze up’ when he listened to Ceausescu’s remarks on foreign-

policy issues making it obvious that Moscow was still not fond of Romania’s 

international conduct. In addition to that, almost concomitantly the Romanian 

Communist Party (RCP) published its new programme posing a further challenge to the 

Soviets. The purpose of this document, which for Ceausescu carried ‘exceptional 

theoretical and practical significance’, was to reiterate and enhance the 1964 

Declaration of Independence.396 It revolved around a rejection of foreign domination 

and a reaffirmation of Romanian sovereignty in nationalistic terms.397 According to the 

creators of the text, the problems that the RCP faced at its early years were attributed 

to the fact that its leadership were given to people ignorant of the special conditions and 

realities of the country ‘including people sent by the Comintern’ highlighting also the 

struggle of all Romanians for the unity of the fatherland and especially that of 

Moldavians, who were annexed to the USSR in the Second World War.398 In sum the 
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new programme aimed to legitimize the RCP by establishing the narrative that its 

sovereign policy was the continuation of efforts to defend Romania’s national integrity 

since the times of the ancient Dacians.399 At the same time rumours were spread that 

Bucharest was yet again under Soviet pressure due to their independent stance and 

Moscow’s demand for a corridor through Romania to Bulgaria in the province of 

Dobrudja. However, according to the estimates of the State Department those rumours 

were mostly intended to fend off potential negative Soviet response to the new RCP 

program and ‘to focus international attention on Bucharest’s claimed problems with 

Moscow’.400  

Ceausescu was pleased by his counsellor’s reception in Washington however 

his intention was to personally get involved in strengthening the bilateral relationship 

with the higher echelons of the US administration. A step in this direction was 

Kissinger’s visit to Bucharest in November 1974. Amidst the rumours of Soviet 

pressure for a land transit corridor to Bulgaria and the news of Soviet meddling in 

Yugoslavia through some ‘pro- Soviet Cominformists’ who were eventually arrested 

by the Yugoslav authorities, Bucharest wanted to use the American card as a deterrent 

to potential Soviet escalation. Accordingly, the foremost objective of Kissinger’s visit 

was to demonstrate the strength of this ‘special relationship’.401  

The Romanian side also wanted to renew its plea for economic assistance 

through MFN and express at the same time its disquietude over the stalling of the 

negotiations on Capitol Hill. Kissinger met with the Romanian President and Foreign 

Minister Macovescu and discussed in a jovial environment. The American secretary 

was prepared for the Romanians’ request for the tariff clause and knowing by that point 

that the Jackson–Vanik amendment could not be evaded encouraged his interlocutors 

to show some signs of good faith on the issue of emigration in order to avoid further 

complications once the bill was passed. The Romanian government officially did not 

deny the right to emigrate but the strict requirements for permitting emigration and its 

non-recognition of dual citizenship constituted major obstacles in the movement of 
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citizens. Nonetheless the Romanian authorities allowed dual nationals to leave ‘on 

humanitarian grounds’.402 Consequently, the Romanians would not recognize that there 

was an emigration issue. Kissinger trying to pose himself as appreciative of the 

sensitive nature of emigration admitted to Ceausescu that this issue ‘would constitute 

an intervention in your internal affairs’ differentiating it though from the Soviet case 

claiming that the Romanian record was more optimistic than Moscow’s.403 Ceausescu 

would deny that there was an emigration problem, especially a Jewish one since there 

were only around fifty-five thousand left in Romania. Nevertheless, he was ready to 

cooperate with the Americans being aware that MFN was unattainable otherwise. To 

Kissinger’s surprise Ceausescu proposed that in the joint communique they ‘ought to 

mention the encouragement of exchanges of private citizens in the context of the 

principles we agreed to’ referring to the language of the joint declaration of 1973 

between him and Nixon explaining additionally: ‘we could say we were supporting the 

solution of humanitarian problems, especially since we have some problems of this sort 

with the United States so I'm therefore quite ready to accept this language’.404 The two 

statesmen agreed that regarding the progress of economic cooperation they would 

procced into the negotiation of a new commercial agreement according to the premises 

of the new Trade Reform Bill, then MFN would follow and finally a Long Term 

Agreement could also be achieved covering issues of scientific and technological 

nature. Finally, both sides agreed that Ford would visit Bucharest at a point around the 

final stage of the CSCE in the summer of 1975.  

Kissinger’s mission to Bucharest was successful both symbolically and 

substantively. By establishing an understanding with Ceausescu in terms of the 

flexibility required, they agreed on the way to overcome the complications of the trade 

legislation with Romania given that the Soviet case seemed to be heading to a dead-end 

courtesy of Senator Jackson’s intransigence. Hence, he announced to the press covering 

the trip that ‘with the passage of the trade bill… [they] will be able to extend most 

favoured nation status to Romania which would give new impetus’ to their economic 
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and the already good political relations.405 Bucharest was also optimistic about the 

prospects of MFN given that now it was clear that their case would be independent from 

Kremlin’s willingness to compromise with Washington and their position would not be 

affected by the progress of the superpower détente. This would provide a new impetus 

to Romania’s foreign trade, 50% of which was with non-socialist states. Despite the 

rapid increase in trade volume, hard currency deficits due to Western technology 

imports resulted in an estimated $2.3 billion debt by the end of 1973.406 Thus, the 

increase in exports which MFN entailed was more than necessary.  

 

 

 

Bilateral Trade Agreement Negotiations and MFN 
 

Upon his return to Washington Kissinger initiated the process for the establishment of 

the bilateral commercial agreement by suggesting to Ford that negotiations for a trade 

agreement start before the passage of the Trade Act in order to minimize any delays 

and demonstrate their ‘positive intent’ to Bucharest. Despite the turmoil regarding 

Soviet MFN at that point, the Secretary of State also advised that key members of the 

Congress should take advanced notice of this development given that eventually the 

Hill, which in general seemed sympathetic to the Romanian case, would have to review 

the agreement. In addition, he hoped that this gesture of good will from the White 

House’s part would ‘help avoid any adverse impact on prospects for the trade bill.’407 

Indeed formal negotiations between Ambassador Barnes and the Romanian authorities 

headed by Nicolae Nicolae, secretary of the Ministry of External Commerce and 
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International Economic Cooperation, would commence in January at Bucharest.408 

Furthermore, the Committee on East–West Trade Policy also approved the prospect of 

a trade agreement and the granting of MFN, however it suggested the stalling of any 

Exim Bank actions regarding Romania until the congressional approval of such an 

agreement.409 

 The technical commercial details of the agreement were easily agreed upon by 

mid-February. The most important aspect however remained the finding of common 

ground concerning the emigration issue in order to satisfy the Jackson–Vanik 

requirements when it would be presented to the Congress; for this issue Barnes dealt 

directly with Foreign Minister Macovescu. The American side stressed its interest in 

obtaining assurances on the issue of emigration. Bucharest’s tactical aim was to evade 

the usage of the word emigration satisfying (albeit in a low-key way) Washington’s 

request. From the very beginning of the consultations Ceausescu’s orders to his 

negotiators were clear. The provision of any written assurances was contradictory to 

the official policy of the Romanian government regarding emigration, a policy that 

could not be renounced being a ‘matter of principle’.410  

In 27 January Macovescu called in Barnes to discuss the emigration clause. The 

Romanian minister was instructed to present his government’s official line on the 

ongoing negotiations and he read the following statement:  

‘I am authorized to state to you that on the occasion of the discussions which took place in Washington 
in 1973 between the President of the Socialist Republic of Romania and the President of the United States 
it was agreed and it was also inscribed in the Joint Declaration signed by the two Presidents that “they 
will contribute to the solution of humanitarian problems on the basis of mutual confidence and good 
will.” These problems have been and are, on a reciprocal basis, resolved in the humanitarian spirit in 
which they were foreseen in the Declaration. Therefore in the future if such problems will arise it is our 
conviction that, on a reciprocal basis, they will be solved in the same humanitarian spirit.’411 

 Macovescu explained that this statement was the Romanian response to the 

assurances needed for the Jackson–Vanik amendment and that in case any public 

statements were made in Washington departing from the spirit of this text would force 
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the Romanian government to ‘deny that it had conveyed to the American Government 

anything more than contained in this statement’. Nevertheless his message to the 

American Ambassador contained a second ‘unofficial’ part. Hence he explained that 

the cases that were pending and the American embassy had followed closely through 

their representation list would be resolved and even in difficult cases Bucharest was 

willing to discuss them. Additionally he expressed his hope that eventually all cases 

would be solved in a favourable manner and further advised his interlocutor that it 

would be helpful if the White House could convince the Congress not to focus too much 

on individual cases ‘since the more shouting there was about this or that case the more 

difficult it was to concentrate on solving the greatest number possible.’412   

 The White House found the content of the Romanian response acceptable and 

agreed to use the language of the 1973 Declaration about humanitarian issues. 

Therefore the way was open for the initiation of informal consultations with the 

Congress in order to prepare the ground for the submission of the agreement before 

both chambers at the Capitol Hill. Many influential figures in the Senate and the House 

did not share the same attitude as the administration. On the one hand they were not 

satisfied with the lack of written assurances and on the other they were alarmed by the 

significant drop in the rate of Jewish emigration during the first months of 1975. In 

1974 Jewish emigration amounted to 3500 persons whereas in January and February 

sixty and thirty cases were approved, respectively. This development had alarmed the 

Israeli government and Jewish organizations which pushed for a visible improvement 

in the Romanian record before the granting of MFN otherwise they would resort to 

making the issue public.413 Senators Jackson and Javits along with Representative 

Vanik reiterated their reservations based on the poor performance on Jewish emigration 

and were not convinced by Ambassador Bogdan’s explanation that there was an overall 

decrease on the petitions for exit visas which justified those numbers.414 On the other 

hand, in an attempt to fend off pressure especially by the Jewish lobby the Romanians 

sought recognition of the fact that their very decision to accept ‘a MFN-emigration 
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linkage despite considerable pressure by Moscow and other communist capitals’ was 

significant on its own.415 In addition, Ceausescu recruited Chief Rabbi Rosen in order 

to actively lobby both the American Jewish organizations and the Israeli government.416 

As Rosen himself admitted he ‘ceaselessly strove to obtain this US status for Romania’ 

because in this way he was positive that ‘it would provide the country with many 

hundreds of millions of dollars…it would also facilitate aliyah’ (the immigration of 

Jews from the diaspora to Israel).417 He enhanced the efforts of the Romanian 

government by ‘praising the freedom of religious observances and the national rights 

that the Jews enjoyed in Romania.’418 Rosen was quite successful in the Jewish-

American front however his close contacts with Ceausescu’s regime were met with 

scepticism in Israel. As he noted in his memoirs ‘certain interests in Israel were unhappy 

with some of my initiatives’.419 The Rabbi’s cooperation with the regime throughout 

his service triggered lots of criticism mostly outside of Romania.420 It was viewed as ‘a 

betrayal of his honour and even of his faith’ however his constant manoeuvring and ‘his 

consummate skill at operating within the Romanian system’ earned a relatively more 

privileged status for the Jewish–Romanian community compared to the rest of the 

communist regimes, thus former US Ambassador Kirk and Raceanu assert that Rosen 

was honest in his efforts to help his own people even if the circumstances required some 

unpleasant decisions.421    

Despite the scepticism of the most influential Congressmen the White House 

believed it could proceed into signing the agreement as long as the Romanians were 

cooperative on certain fundamental aspects. Kissinger instructed Barnes to convey to 

Macovescu the seriousness of the oppositional spirit at the Capitol which was willing 

to exhaust the procedural deadline of sixty legislative days in order to closely examine 
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the emigration flow from March till July. Therefore Kissinger asked Bucharest to agree 

to a clear increase in the numbers within a week, along with an overall emigration rate 

in 1975 surpassing that of 1974. Aware of Bucharest’s delicate position he did not ask 

for any update in the assurances already provided, however these should have been 

reflected in their immediate practices in order to improve the Romanian government’s 

image at the Senate.422 It is noteworthy that the concerned Senators insisted on a 

substantial improvement in practice and they did not require public announcements on 

specific figures as they did with the Soviet case. Evidently the renouncement of the 

trade agreement by Moscow after the publicity fiasco earlier that year was taken into 

serious consideration.  

Eventually, things started improving. By 1 April five hundred applications for 

emigration to Israel and the United States had been approved. Macovescu accounted 

for the sudden change by pointing to the suspension of ordinary business at Romania’s 

passport commission between November and February due to the preparations for the 

RCP Congress and its elections (normal operations recommenced in March). The 

Romanian Foreign Minister also assured Barnes that his government wanted to 

cooperate stating: ‘The United States had been helpful to Romania in a variety of ways 

and Romania wanted to be helpful to the United States.’423  

 Eventually the Agreement on Trade Relations between the United States of 

America and the Socialist Republic of Romania was signed on 3 April. Kissinger was 

of the opinion that the negotiations had reached the point that would made the 

Presidential waiver of the Jackson–Vanik amendment (section 402 of the Trade Act) 

attainable. He based this conclusion on the fact that Bucharest had privately guaranteed 

that the Romanian authorities would act ‘sympathetically and expeditiously’ regarding 

the few hundred cases of dual nationals and divided families as well as they had to 

improve their performance concerning Jewish emigration before the agreement passed 

through Congress. In addition, he informed President Ford that he had reached an 

informal consensus with leading figures in the Congress and Jewish authorities that 
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they would avoid any public references to specific numbers or written assurances that 

would automatically lead to the collapse of the whole procedure.424   

 On 24 April President Ford introduced the Agreement’s legislative documents 

to Congress. The waiver for the application of the Jackson–Vanik amendment declared 

that he had received the necessary assurances from the Romanian government that 

Bucharest’s emigration practices would contribute to the realization of the 

amendment’s objective. Furthermore both the House and the Senate would have to 

adopt concurrent resolutions within sixty legislative days in order for the trade 

agreement and the MFN extension to come into effect.  

Hearings at the House Way and Means Committee and at the Senate Finance 

Committee would begin in May and June respectively. The witnesses were divided in 

two groups according to their stance on the question. The administration defended the 

agreement on the following grounds. First, the position of Romania in Eastern Europe 

was unique due to its independent line in foreign policy and its declared will to develop 

advanced relations with the Western world. Furthermore, Romania had been the only 

socialist state member of both GATT and IMF and therefore the White House wanted 

to bring the bilateral economic relations into line with the already close political ones.425 

  Those in favour of granting MFN to Romania (apart from the administration) 

were the representatives of the business world since Romania constituted a new market 

for their products and also an opportunity for investments given that labour costs were 

significantly low. In addition, the League of Free Romanians headed by Barbu 

Niculescu expressed its support whereas the Jewish community kept a cautious stance. 

In principle, the Jewish organizations such as B’nai B’rith were in favour of the trade 

agreement with Bucharest. Nevertheless, the sudden drop of the emigration rate in 1975 

did not go unnoticed and hence the Jewish organizations were reluctant to endorse the 

presidential waiver for the MFN until they received visible signs that the Romanian 

practices were improving. 
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  The opposing group consisted of the American Federation of Labour and 

Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL – CIO) and members of the glass and clay 

industries that were susceptible to the cheaper Romanian exported products. Along with 

them, the Hungarian ethnic lobby represented by Michael Szaz of the American 

Hungarian Foundation and a fraction of the Romanian ethnic lobby expressed their 

discontent upon the rewarding of the repressive communist regime.426  

 While the hearings were taking place the US–Romanian Economic Council 

convened for the first time in the United States. The Council, whose membership 

included Mark Shepard of Texas Instruments, Ralph Weller of Otis Elevator and was 

chaired by Gabriel Hauge of Manufacturers Hanover Trust, was intensively lobbying 

for the passage of the agreement through Congress. In an effort to enhance its prospects 

Vice President Nelson Rockefeller addressed the Council expressing his belief that by 

that summer the long sought trade agreement would be finally in force providing an 

impetus to the economic relations of both countries.427  

 Ceausescu was worried by the delays in Congress and especially by the negative 

atmosphere at the hearings. He wanted to personally intervene with a view to 

convincing the Senate and the House about his intentions. Hence he requested separate 

meetings with both Ford and selected members of the Congress. Ford agreed and it was 

arranged so that Ceausescu would make a brief stopover in Washington on his way 

back from his South American tour in early June.428 On 11 June the two leaders met in 

the Oval Office. After stating that he was personally against the requirements of the 

Trade Act, Ford urged Ceausescu for tangible results of increased emigration to the 

United States and Israel as being the only way to ease congressional opposition. 

Ceausescu was positive about the American cases given that their number was marginal 

and they could be dealt with easily: ‘I will be very frank. As far as the United States is 

concerned, there is no problem. There are still some humanitarian cases. We will solve 

these as we have been solving others’.429 Nevertheless he denied the existence of any 

                                                           
426 Joseph F. Harrington and Bruce J. Courtney, Tweaking the Nose of the Russians: Fifty Years of 
American-Romanian Relations, 1940-1990 (Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1991), 385. 
427 Henry Kissinger, ‘Meeting with US-Romanian Economic Council’, 29 May 1975, 3, Folder Romania, 
1975 (6) WH, Box 20, National Security Adviser, NSC Europe, Canada, and Ocean Affairs Staff, files: 
1974-1977, Gerald R. Ford Library. 
428 David Binder, ‘Rumanian Makes Trade Bid to Ford; Ceausescu Says Country Is Eligible Because of 
Rise in Jewish Emigration’, The New York Times, 12 June 1975. 
429 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’, 11 June 1975, 3, FRUS 1969–1976 Volume E–15, Part 1, 
Documents on Eastern Europe, 1973–1976, Document 34. 



113 

 

problem concerning Jewish emigration to Israel. He explained that during the last four 

years around 18,000 Jews had left and there were almost two thousand more that had 

been given permission but still had not left due to the war and the tensions in the Middle 

East. Nonetheless he committed to ‘try to solve those cases that remain favourably’ 

expressing at the same time his hope that with Ford’s assistance, and ‘with the 

explanations which I will be giving we will convince the Congress to give its approval 

more rapidly.’430 This meeting’s significance, apart from the reconfirmation of the 

common front between the Romanians and the White House vis-à-vis the Congress and 

the reiteration of the personal invitation to Ford for a visit in Bucharest after the 

conclusion of the CSCE, was marginal. Most would depend on Ceausescu’s 

consultations with a delegation of selected influential Senators and Representatives 

later that day and the leaders of the Jewish organizations.  

 The Romanian president first received Rabbi Israel Miller and David Blumberg 

of B’nai B’rith. Ceausescu was quite confident in the beginning and based on 

Romania’s previous record he jokingly stated in his opening remarks that since there 

were already around 400,000 Romanian Jews in Israel he could easily run for office 

there.431 The Jewish delegation was in principle in favour of Romanian MFN as a 

reward for Bucharest’s foreign policy concerning Israel but also for the relatively fair 

treatment of the local ‘flourishing’ Jewish community.432 Ceausescu strived to 

downplay the question of emigration by stressing that there was no such problem but 

nevertheless individual cases would be treated sympathetically. The vague language 

used by Ceausescu was not persuasive and he was asked once again that either a public 

statement of assurances was made or a de facto increase in the respective figures were 

necessary for the smooth conclusion of the hearings. Nevertheless, the available 

archival material shows that there were some discrepancies regarding the statistics and 

the perception of the overall status of Romanian Jewish minority as Rabbi Miller stated 

that he was under the impression that the remaining Jews amounted to one million 
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people with forty-five thousand demanding permission to depart, numbers that were at 

odds with the actual situation.433  

The lobbying marathon continued with around a dozen Congressmen arriving 

in the evening of 11 June at the Romanian Embassy, among them there were Senators 

Jackson, Ribicoff, Javits, Scott, Speaker Albert and Representatives Vanik, Findley, 

Derwinski and Rhodes. Ceausescu repeated his intention to proceed to the favourable 

solution of all pending humanitarian cases and explained his position on the issue of 

emigration to Israel highlighting that Romania was not an emigration country and that 

it was every citizen’s duty to remain in Romania and contribute in the development of 

Romanian society.434 The reception of his statements was mixed. Jackson was 

disillusioned, pointing out to Ceausescu that if Norway (his native country of origin) 

followed similar policies then his ancestors would not be able to emigrate and he could 

never achieve becoming a US Senator adding that if his interlocutor aimed to continue 

this sort of policy he would be forced to renounce the agreement exerting his full 

influence among the Senate. According to Mircea Raceanu who was present in the 

discussion, at that moment Jackson was about to quit the meeting heading toward the 

exit. Ceausescu quite alarmed by this reaction literally ‘grabbed Jackson by his arm’, 

as the eye-witness recalls, and trying to appease him stated that after the Senator’s 

statement he comprehended in a better way the reason for the Congress’ persistence in 

the emigration question. Thus, he promised that he would personally make sure that a 

larger number of approvals for emigration would be expedited asking at the same time 

that this assurance reached the rest of the Congressmen.435 Ribicoff was partially 

satisfied. He appreciated the progress on divided families but he was extremely 

sceptical about the low rates on emigration to Israel. He suggested additionally that a 

visit in Romania by Chief Rabbi Miller would be a good idea in order for the Jewish 

leadership to grasp the real dimensions of the issue, an initiative which was supported 

by Ambassador Barnes as well. Similarly the House Representatives were divided. 

Some were in favour of MFN whereas others were sympathetic with the condition of a 

visible improvement. Vanik went one step further and he agreed with the administration 
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to work with the Ways and Means Committee to vote out the agreement and ‘then 

simply to sit on it until the time is right’.436 

This stopover at Washington made it clear to Ceausescu that with no 

concessions to the Congress’ demands MFN’s future was more than doubtful. 

Therefore the Romanian authorities were ordered to immediately increase the number 

of permissions for permanent leave from the country both to the United States and most 

importantly to Israel. Indeed, the improvement was apparent. In June, there were 29 

approvals for the USA and 110 in July. In August, the figure increased to 182. Similarly, 

in May only 50 Romanian Jews were approved for emigration to Israel, while in June 

the number was 210 and in July it reached 430.437 The final hearings at the two 

Committees of the Congress continued throughout July without any major implications. 

In light of the desired rapid increase in the emigration rates, Senators Jackson and 

Ribicoff along with Rabbi Miller eventually expressed their endorsement of the Trade 

Agreement. The Senate approved the deal with a vote of 88 to 2. At the same time at 

the House of Representatives it got a vote of 355 to 41. Right before the final voting 

the Committee on International Relations submitted a report after a visit of a 

congressional delegation to Bucharest where it was attested that Romania’s emigration 

policy was in a much more positive stand than that of the Soviet Union. It further 

highlighted the regime’s non-interference with the religious rights of the Jewish 

community and Ceausescu’s record in maintaining friendly relations with Israel despite 

the turmoil in the Middle East.  

Thus, the MFN treatment long sought by the Romanian side became a reality, 

accomplishing in this way a major objective of Romanian foreign policy for advanced 

economic relations with Washington which was integral to its policy of further 

multilateral development. It was decided that the official exchange of notes that would 

bring the bilateral treaty into force would take place in Bucharest on the occasion of 

President’s Ford visit after the signing ceremony of the CSCE. MFN indeed boosted 

bilateral trade which by 1981 peaked at $1 billion. The flourishing of détente and the 

parallel increase in economic exchanges of the period ‘proved propitious for the 
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Romanian international strategy-for a while’. 438 Nonetheless, the structural flaws of the 

regime’s economy would not allow it to translate this potential for development into 

reality. Ceausescu’s Romania was a patrimonial socialist state fitting the Weberian 

definition of ‘highly centralized power flowing from the personal authority of the ruler 

and to some extent the ruler's family’ whereas the patrimonial leader ‘dominates the 

administrative structure, defines the parameters of political authority and enforces his 

will in various ways over other individuals and over society as a whole’.439 Hence, 

adjustment to the evolving economic environment was lacking pace and the overdue 

efforts later in the eighties would prove ‘more vigorous and involved more punishing 

consequences for the population than anywhere else in the region.440 

 

 

Ford visits Romania    
  

Ford decided to visit Romania right after the conclusion of the Conference in Helsinki. 

Along with Poland and Yugoslavia, Romania was chosen as a destination of his 

European trip as an attempt to practically rebut the criticisms regarding the ‘sell-out’ of 

Eastern Europe to the Soviets after the signing of the Final Act. The US president 

wanted to demonstrate that the accusations were unsubstantiated and that the White 

House would continue to pursue and encourage the independence and sovereignty of 

the rest of the communist states. The visit to Bucharest showed that the already applied 

policy of differentiation was still effective and it would not be affected by the course of 

relations with Kremlin. As Kissinger recalls in his memoirs: ‘Warsaw, Bucharest, and 

Belgrade had been selected for presidential visits because they were the Communist 

capitals with the strongest record of seeking freedom of action vis-à-vis the Soviet 

Union.’441 
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 Ford and Kissinger were courteously welcomed at the Romanian capital without 

reaching the levels of mobilization and fanfare of his predecessor’s visit. The official 

ceremony for the Trade Agreement was scheduled to take place at a castle of the former 

royal family near Bucharest. Ceausescu was clearly satisfied by the successful 

conclusion of the MFN issue and of the advanced level of bilateral relations asserting 

at a certain moment: ‘As a matter of fact, as I was saying to some of my colleagues 

today, we've got to the point where we really don't have anything much to ask the United 

States for now on a bilateral basis.’442 Nevertheless he did not neglect to ask for the 

granting of generalized preferences for Romanian products while he also brought up 

the issue of the Long Term Agreement on economic cooperation. Since the bilateral 

issues were set on track most of the discussions were a tour d’horizon on questions of 

international politics. Kissinger reiterated Romania’s special place in the US agenda in 

Eastern Europe assuring Ceausescu that their policy was ‘to keep Romania two steps 

ahead of other Eastern European countries in our relations.’443  

Ceausescu suggested once again the need for a settlement of the German 

question in the form of a treaty that would reinforce the Helsinki Accords providing 

substantial security and stability in Europe along with secondary initiatives, according 

to him, such as the MBFR. In addition, the Romanian leadership had already started 

engaging with Western Europe not only through bilateral state to state channels but also 

by initiating a dialogue with the elephant in the European room that the Soviets chose 

to officially ignore until that point, the European Community.444 Romania’s position in 

the communist bloc was also of interest especially in the context of the upcoming 

conference of European communist parties which in Ceausescu’s mind was as 

significant as the CSCE given that ‘it would be decided whether a communist party in 

say Italy or France could have its own policies or would have to take orders from 

outside’ and despite his lack of enthusiasm the RCP would participate. Similarly, the 

approaching Comecon summit would also be a test for Bucharest’s place in the family 

of fraternal socialist states given that its main agenda would be further economic 
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integration of the bloc.445 For Ceausescu who had invested too much in opening up to 

the West and the third world such an outcome was not acceptable and he reassured his 

American guests that he was against any Moscow-dominated integration scheme. To 

Kissinger’s remark predicting future isolation, Ceausescu simply answered ‘it won't be 

for the first time.’446  

The Middle East and North Korea were also discussed with Ceausescu 

transmitting the Palestinians’ desire to establish contacts with the United States. In 

addition, due to Kim Il Sung’s recent visit in Romania, Ceausescu tried once again to 

play the mediator’s card informing Kissinger that Kim was interested in initiating secret 

contacts with Washington.447 Kissinger was not negative in principle but he doubted the 

capacity to contain leaks, which would definitely have an adverse effect in the domestic 

front.  

Within the Romanian camp, the Political Executive Committee of the RCP, the 

State Council and the Council of Ministers expressed their ‘profound satisfaction’ with 

the results of the presidential talks and the high level of cooperation between the two 

countries. This relationship was praised as the finest example of ‘fruitful collaboration’ 

between states of different size and differing social systems with respect to sovereignty 

and national independence whereas Ceausescu’s ‘realism and rightness’ in his foreign-

policy decisions was reaffirmed by the participants.448 

The freshly-minted trade agreement was meant to give a new impetus to the 

economic relations of the two countries. The trend was already positive: from $79.8 

million in 1970 bilateral trade increased to $407.6 million in 1974. US exports were 

dominant in a ratio of two to one with the Romanians’ reflecting Bucharest’s deep 

engagement with imports of heavy machinery, technology and agricultural products. 

They were further interested in more economic assistance such as CCC credits to the 
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amount of $7.5 million for cotton and grains as well as know-how for flood detection 

and early warning systems given that Romanian agricultural production was often 

susceptible to disruption due to natural disasters.449  

Bucharest was determined to reap the fruits of the recent upgrade in the trade 

environment. In November 1975, it was Washington’s turn to host the proceedings of 

the second session of the US–Romanian Economic Commission, co-chaired by Deputy 

Prime Minister and Minister of Foreign Trade Ion Patan and Secretary of Commerce 

Rogers Morton. In the framework of his working visit Patan succeeded in arranging a 

meeting with President Ford at the White House. The Romanian statesman was 

instructed by Ceausescu to remind to the Americans of their promise to grant 

Generalized Scheduled Preferences (GSP) which developing countries enjoyed under 

the US tariff system.450 Indeed within one week President Ford included Romania in 

the GSP beneficiary countries in his letter to the Congress. His decision was justified 

on the grounds that Romania was already member of the GATT and the IMF, that it 

persistently pursued an independent foreign policy and that bilateral economic relations 

were now normalized due to the Trade Agreement.451 In practice this meant that from 1 

January 1976 Romania would be able to export products from a list of 2724 items free 

of duty to the American market.452 In this way Romania had expanded even further its 

trade potential taking into account that it had reached a similar agreement with the 

European Economic Community since 1974.453   

The Romanian side was also eager to expand the spectrum of cooperation in 

more advanced fields such as science and technology. Since March 1975, even in the 

middle of the negotiations about emigration, Ambassador Bogdan has been conveying 

the desire of the Romanian authorities for a number of scientific/technical initiatives 

that were actually ‘at the military borderline’. They expressed an interest for tele-
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detection technology applicable to exploration of oilfields, satellite tracking stations, 

meteorological rockets, Ceausescu’s aircraft integration to the satellite communication 

network with a view to improving communications with Bucharest while en-route and 

even the participation of a Romanian astronaut in a US space shuttle!454 Nevertheless 

this high technology interest was also coupled with the presentation of a ‘shopping list’ 

during the visit of General Ion Coman, Chief of Staff of the Romanian Army.455 

Coman’s visit was the first made by a Warsaw Pact member Chief of Staff in the United 

States and it was used as a means for some Romanian military specialists to request the 

purchase of both lethal and non-lethal American military equipment including 

launchers, grenade launchers, rockets etc.456 The sensitive nature of the proposed deal 

caused a cautious American response given that most of the items in the shopping list 

would create legal conflicts with both the Battle Act and the Coordinating Committee 

for Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM) of the Western alliance. Therefore 

Kissinger denied any deal regarding the military items, however he authorized the 

satisfaction of the Romanian request about the communication equipment for the 

presidential aircraft and the development of cooperation on space-related research.457  

 

 

The Sonnenfeldt Doctrine viewed from Bucharest 
 

As the campaign year of 1976 started Ford concentrated more on the situation in the 

domestic front. US–Romanian relations were now following a productive path 

reinforced by a series of official treaties and Romania would return at the focus of the 

administration’s attention at the summer of that year when the extension of the MFN 
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waiver would have to be renewed. In the meantime, as the ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’ news 

story broke out in the American press the bilateral relations were put to a another test. 

 The story sparked a wave of fierce reactions within conservative and ethnic 

lobbies circles making the ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’ a topic of debate for the rest of the 

campaign race despite the repeated rebuttals by the White House and the State 

Department. As was expected, however, the Sonnenfeldt affair had also repercussions 

abroad and especially in the directly related countries like Romania which was at the 

forefront of independence within the communist bloc. News of endorsement of spheres 

of influences were alarming at Bucharest which had built its foreign-policy agenda on 

the renouncement of ‘bloc’ solutions and on the promotion of the sovereignty of small 

countries against superpower deliberations.  

 The Romanians initially reacted privately and required further explanations 

about the disturbing news about the White House’s secret agenda on Eastern Europe. 

Ambassador Bogdan in his initial report to Bucharest estimated that such a statement 

must relate to developments in Western Europe where the possibilities of the entrance 

of communist parties in government coalitions in Portugal or Italy for example were 

high. He asserted that the recognition of Soviet dominance in Eastern Europe could be 

a quid pro quo for Soviet abstention of support for the Western communist parties. 

Additionally, the events in Angola according to Bogdan dictated a need for the 

redefinition of ‘the rules of the game between superpowers’ implying spheres of 

influence.458 On 30 March Bogdan met with Sonnenfeldt and he had the opportunity to 

listen to the State Department counsellor’s explanation on the matter. Sonnenfeldt 

assured Bogdan that the news stories were ‘nonsense’ and had nothing to do with the 

realities of US policy about Eastern Europe adding that nothing has changed in the way 

Washington perceives its relationship with Bucharest and it was actually committed to 

intensify their exchange of views.459 Eventually, as the dust settled and the Romanian 

staff in Washington completed their consultations with key figures of the American 

establishment, they apprehended the proper dimensions of the issue and were convinced 
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that most of the hassle about the so-called doctrine was provoked by and exploited for 

electoral gain.460     

Meanwhile back in Bucharest Foreign Minister Macovescu delivered a 

demarche to Ambassador Barnes in which he interpreted Sonnenfeldt’s statement as a 

sign that the ‘spheres of influence’ rationale still permeated the State Department’s 

comprehension of the status quo in the region.461 It was not until almost three weeks 

later that the Romanian side chose to publicize its position on the subject through a 

front page article in the RCP’s newspaper Scanteia edited by Cornel Burtica, 

ideological secretary of the Party and member of the Political Executive Council. 

Burtica, who reflected the position of the Romanian government while remaining 

cautious enough not to cast any doubts over the good level of relations between the two 

countries advanced a full-fledged attack against the Sonnenfeldt Doctrine. He 

condemned the ‘policy of blocs’ and NATO ‘apologists’. He claimed that this Doctrine 

distorted the situation in Eastern Europe and its norms promoted the limitation of 

national sovereignty and the advancement of imperialism, hegemony and the 

domination of the strong over the weak. Moreover he questioned why according to 

Sonnenfeldt the pursuit of independence could be threatening for the stability of the 

area and he accused the doctrine of being ‘a negation of rights of peoples to 

independence, free development, a doctrine of domination and repression, despoliation 

of national riches of other peoples, a doctrine of division of world into zones of 

influence among great powers.’462 He continued evoking the ideals of Thomas Jefferson 

and the Declaration of Independence (!) along with Presidents Nixon’s and Ford’s 

declarations from their visits in the Romanian capital, managing in this way to conclude 

his polemic article with the assertion that the close US–Romanian relations should 

increase and his belief that ‘in this spirit cooperation with the US will expand’.463  

 Burtica’s piece was exceptionally harsh in its tone particularly for this period of 

significant improvement of its cooperation with the West. However the Romanians 
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grasped the opportunity and made the Sonnenfeldt Doctrine a useful straw man in their 

effort to make it publicly straight that their sovereignty was and would remain intact 

and express yet once again their disdain for secret superpower understandings at the 

expense of minor countries.464 In this way Bucharest aimed to send a message to both 

Washington and Moscow which failed to clearly renounce the validity of such 

considerations about Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, given the numerous denials of such 

a shift in US foreign policy, Barnes believed that Sonnenfeldt’s treatment was too harsh 

and unfair but it was an expectable risk ‘when independence starts to take real root in 

Eastern Europe.’465  

 It is evident that except from the uncertainty of the first days the Romanian side 

did not feel that the relationship with the United States was under reconsideration. 

Nevertheless, Ceausescu grasped the opportunity to make his public stand and reaffirm 

his strong commitment to the principles of his independent and sovereign foreign policy 

with a view mostly to Moscow rather than Washington.466 By 23 April Minister 

Macovescu had informed Barnes that Romania had made its position clear and would 

not ‘pursue any press campaign, considering the episode closed, as long as similar ideas 

would not be expressed by American officials.’467     

 

 

 

The Role of Pressure Groups and the First MFN Extension 
 

The basic rationale of the Jackson – Vanik amendment was to link the carrot of the 

MFN to communist states with their performance in emigration practices, especially 
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those related to Jews. Emigration, although not a fundamental human right, was chosen 

as a manifestation of US human rights concern because it was relatively easier to 

monitor. Indeed, the initial focus of the Congress during the first years of the US–

Romanian Trade Agreement was the monitoring of Romania’s emigration record to the 

United States and Israel. This development however had also a side effect. The linkage 

of MFN with human rights, even just in the form of exit visas, opened the way for 

various interested pressure groups to express in a more systematic way their pleas 

against Ceausescu’s authoritarian regime. The hearings for the validation of the Trade 

Agreement and the subsequent annual hearings for the extension of MFN treatment 

proved a useful channel for the not so influential ethnic Romanian and Hungarian 

lobbies to be heard on Capitol Hill. Nonetheless the most crucial factor for the progress 

of the hearings and the subsequent decisions was the much more powerful and 

influential in the premises of the Senate and the House Jewish lobby. 

 The American–Romanian ethnic group in the mid-seventies was estimated at 

between 350,000 and 400,000 people. The level of accuracy of this figure was debatable 

given that a great number of ethnic Romanians had migrated to the United States before 

the First World War from the regions of Transylvania, Bukovina and Banat which 

belonged to the Habsburg Empire, whereas a smaller number originated in Yugoslav 

territories. The highest density of Romanian communities in the United States was in 

the northeast in the area between Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago and Detroit. According 

to the US authorities in general they were considered as ‘blue collar workers, small 

businessmen and medium class.’468 

 Politically the Romanian community did not have a clear affinity to any party. 

Despite being close to Roosevelt and the Democrats in the thirties by the time Ford 

became president ethnic Romanian votes ‘oscillated between issues and 

personalities’.469 Romanian communities formed societies that aimed to preserve 

Romanian culture and they were nationally represented by the Union and League of 

Romanian Societies of America. Additionally, the central institution around which the 

public life of the Romanian communities revolved was the Church. The great majority 
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was Orthodox Christian and belonged to the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of 

America, which had had since its foundation in 1929 jurisdiction over the almost one 

hundred parishes all over the United States and Canada. 

 Until the outbreak of the Second World War the Romanian Church in the United 

States was united and affiliated to the Romanian Patriarchate in Bucharest. After the 

outbreak of the war when Romania joined the Axis forces and the subsequent take-over 

of power by the Soviet backed communists there was a complete rupture in the relations 

with the Romanian Patriarchate. In 1951 the American Romanian Church declared its 

autonomy and in 1970 became member of the Autocephalous Orthodox Church of 

America. Archbishop Valerian Trifa, a controversial figure due to his involvement with 

the fascist Iron Guard in the interwar years, was the head of the Romanian Diocese. The 

Patriarchate in Bucharest which by then had become part of the Communist state 

establishment reacted to this with the founding of its own Missionary Diocese based on 

Detroit headed by suffragan Bishop Victorin Ursachi.470 There was also another 

considerable religious fraction which was part of the Romanian Uniate Church (Roman 

Catholics of the Byzantine Rite or Greek Catholics). Spiritually and administratively 

their parishes were affiliated with the Roman Catholic Church of the US despite their 

efforts to form their own Diocese directly linked to Rome. Nevertheless, through their 

ARCA organization (American Romanian Catholic Association) they were quite active 

and vocal before Congress considering that the Romanian Uniate Church was not 

recognized by the Romanian communist regime and was persecuted.471  

 Given that the negotiations for the Trade Agreement and the MFN took place in 

a highly confidential manner between the representatives of the two governments, the 

ethnic Romanian lobby was not aware of it until its signature and its submission to the 

Congress for approval. The major organizations were invited to participate in the 

hearings as dictated by congressional procedures. In general at that moment the 

majority of the ethnic Romanian organisations were in favour of the granting of MFN 

either because they appreciated the flourishing relations between the United States and 

Romania as part of the latter’s independent foreign policy or most significantly because 
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they believed that this favourable momentum should be taken advantage of in exerting 

pressure to the Romanian authorities in order to promote the solution of the pending 

family unification cases.472 In addition, as Mircea Raceanu –a secretary at the Romanian 

Embassy at that point– asserts, the Romanian regime engaged in operations to discredit 

the voices critical to the regime’s practices concerning human rights.473 This resulted in 

the division of the ethnic lobby and concurrently this dispersion of the American –

Romanian community led to the eventual diminishing of its credibility in the eyes of 

the Congress.474 

 Nevertheless, there were also more radical reactions such as a hunger strike in 

front of the UN headquarters in New York. This was started by thirteen ethnic 

Romanians led by Florin Carmocanu who were protesting because their constant 

appeals for reunification with their family members were persistently ignored by the 

communist authorities. The strike lasted sixty-four days with almost sixty participants 

by the end.475 

 The initial waiver of the provisions of section 402 of the 1974 Trade Act 

(Jackson–Vanik amendment) was valid until 2 June 1976. In order for MFN treatment 

of Romania to continue the President was required to recommend to the Congress the 

extension of the waiver authority for a further period of twelve months. The White 

House had already received the positive recommendations by the East–West Foreign 

Trade Board and the Committee of the Economic Policy Board under the condition of 

satisfactory Romanian performance on emigration. Despite the approval of the original 

commercial treaty the Congress remained sceptical on the issue of the MFN extension 

mainly due to the fluctuations of the emigration records throughout the year. Hence, 

the dominant attitude was yet again to exhaust the time limits provided by the law in 

order to scrutinize the Romanian authorities’ performance and at the same time exert 

further pressure.476  
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 In general, the White House was satisfied with the progress of emigration since 

the implementation of the bilateral agreement. Figures increased significantly with the 

last semester of 1975 being the period with the most departures to the United States, 

more than any twelve-month period the past twenty years.477 Nonetheless the 

Americans were still concerned by the great delays in marriage approvals as well as 

special individual cases with interest to certain Congressmen upon which Bucharest 

would not act. Similarly, regarding emigration to Israel the flow was adequate until 

February when a sudden drop at the rates was observed. As a result, the American 

Jewish lobby was supporting the delay of any Congressional action until the 

circumstances improved in a visible way. On 15 May US Ambassador Barnes obtained 

new ‘unequivocal reaffirmation of the Romanian assurances’ by Foreign Minister 

Macovescu. Ford’s administration estimated that the firmness of the Congress was a 

tactical move in order to get as many concessions as possible from the Romanians but 

in the end there would be no objection to the extension due to Romania’s delicate 

position, with MFN being another example of defying the Soviet line:  

‘We do not believe that Congress will in the final analysis wish to give the Soviet Union the benefit of a 
rebuff to the Romanians who have continued to pursue with skill and determination their independent 
path, including their relationship with Israel.’478 

 Apart from giving the opportunity to the ethnic Romanian community to 

express its concern about the domestic situation in Romania, the annual hearings for 

the MFN clause had also opened the way for the ethnic Hungarian pressure groups to 

have their case about the protection of the Hungarian minority in Romania heard. Ever 

since the initial hearings in 1975 a number of Congressmen had appealed to President 

Ford to take into account the treatment of the Hungarian minority based in 

Transylvania. Particularly they emphasized the restrictions the minority faced in terms 

of language, education and religious rights.479 In addition, several Congressmen lobbied 

the White House in favour of a list of names that were reported to be persecuted on 

religious grounds. The US Embassy was asked to investigate the situation and the 

relevant allegations. Indeed, Barnes reported back explaining that despite the 

constitutional guarantee for the freedom of religious belief, the exercise of this right 

was strictly controlled by the state.  The Romanian authorities recognized fourteen 
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religious groups, including the Romanian Orthodox Church, Roman Catholics, 

Calvinists, Lutherans, and Jewish, ‘each of which has a representative in the Romanian 

Parliament.’480 On the other hand, Ceausescu’s regime was fierce against Pentecostals, 

Jehovah's Witnesses, and other neo-protestant sects due to their dogmatic refusal to 

bear arms or swear allegiance to the state which was in direct conflict with the laws of 

the socialist state. Hence, the religious gatherings of those unrecognized cults were 

under persecution. It was clear that although Romania’s policy on religion was more 

liberal compared to similar regimes, its standards were still far from the established 

Western ones. 

 On the Hungarian rights issue the interest was constant and it was coming to the 

surface as the time to decide on the extension was approaching.481 The conclusion of 

the American Embassy’s investigation was that all Romanians, regardless of ethnicity, 

were subject to oppressive treatment:  

‘Given the unfortunate history of antagonism between the Romanian and Hungarian populations of the 
area, it is to be expected that any restrictions imposed by a predominantly Romanian regime [would] be 
resented with special bitterness by the ethnic Hungarians, whether or not these restrictions [were] 
imposed in a discriminatory fashion.’482 

 Nevertheless, demonstrations in favour of the rights of the minority in 

Transylvania peaked during the summer months of 1976, reaching an openly 

‘irredentist tone.’483 As the legislative deadline approached all interested parts had 

expressed their stance with the trends among the American–Romanian organizations 

remaining the same in general. The most notable exception however was the change of 

position of John Popescu, president of the Union and League of Romanian Societies in 

America. In his written testimony to the senate he claimed that the government in 

Bucharest did not fulfil its obligations and after accusing the regime’s clandestine 
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policy of interfering in the affairs of the Romanian diaspora declared that his 

organization was obliged to testify against the extension of the MFN treatment.484 

 The influence of the Romanian and Hungarian lobbies was marginal compared 

to that of the American Jewish organizations. Therefore, given the upward trend of 

emigration to Israel and the US in the summer and autumn of 1976 and despite a last-

minute effort to block the renewal by Senator Jesse Helms with his resolution S.555, 

Congress was eventually positively disposed to the extension and Romania would enjoy 

MFN treatment until July 1977 when the waiver would be reviewed.485 

 Meanwhile the second half of 1976 followed the pace of high-level 

consultations between officials of both countries. Secretary of Treasury Simon visited 

Bucharest to attend the works of the third meeting of the US–Romanian Economic 

Council and meet with Ceausescu. The most notable visit though was that of Stefan 

Andrei, who went to the United States in June. Andrei was the secretary of international 

relations of the Romanian Communist Party and Ceausescu’s closest advisor in foreign 

affairs. Adding to the long list of symbolic gestures, Andrei was the first official guest 

of the White House from Eastern Europe with the capacity of a Communist Party 

executive. After the turmoil of the Sonnenfeldt affair Washington believed that 

Andrei’s visit would be a visible sign of the administration’s consistent stance regarding 

the promotion of independence in Eastern Europe. Furthermore, in this way Romania’s 

position vis-à-vis Moscow was enhanced in view of the frictions between Bucharest 

and the Kremlin about the historical legacy of Bessarabia and the unrelenting Soviet 

pressure for integration within the Warsaw pact and the Comecon. Andrei, in his 

consultations with Kissinger, Scowcroft and Ford was tasked to transmit Ceausescu’s 

personal message that Romania was committed to its obligations towards the United 

States (i.e. emigration) and urged for the continuation of cooperation especially at the 

post- Helsinki international environment.486 

 Lastly, the summer of 1976 was also marked by a quite unexpected development 

within the Romanian diplomatic mission in Washington. Ambassador Bogdan was 
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recalled to Bucharest to be replaced by Nicolae Nicolae, former Minister of Foreign 

Trade and State Secretary. This move could have at first been interpreted as 

Ceausescu’s determination to develop deeper trade relations.487 However, Bogdan’s 

successful record during his service from 1967 to 1976 did not suggest any deficiencies 

in the Embassy’s performance. On the contrary, he was well respected in the US, having 

had preferential access to the White House, and all US Departments (State, Commerce, 

etc.), as well as excellent relations with a great number of members of Congress and 

with personalities of the business world. Bogdan’s activities were instrumental in 

conveying the image of Romania as the independent maverick and the subsequent 

cultivation of the special relationship.488 In addition, Newsweek in 1972, included 

ambassador Bogdan in the top five most influential ambassadors in Washington.489 

What seems to be the reason for this fall from Ceausescu’s grace is the implication of 

one of Bogdan’s daughters in the emigration issue. Svetlana Bogdan was involved with 

an American citizen but she would not be given permission by the authorities in 

Bucharest to get married. Hence, she was forced to return to Romania, where she gave 

birth to a daughter, Alexandra. It was Vice President Nelson Rockefeller’s personal 

interference that finally led to her definite emigration to the US in 1977.490 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
  

Gerald Ford’s foreign policy record is quite often neglected or hastily treated together 

with Richard Nixon’s presidency as a single unit. Undoubtedly Henry Kissinger’s 

dominant presence in both administrations suggests a clear thread of continuity. 

Nevertheless, the evolution of US foreign policy during the roughly three-year period 
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of Ford’s presence in the Oval Office points to his distinct, self-luminous legacy in 

terms of foreign policy. It is suggested that despite this historiographical poor treatment 

of that period, Ford’s contribution to the development of transatlantic relations with the 

European allies was pivotal and with long-lasting effects.491 Nevertheless, the Ford 

administration left its mark not only on the West–West context but also on the East–

West relations in Europe. Through the further implementation of the policy of 

differentiation Ford and Kissinger aimed to take advantage of the dynamics of 

superpower détente in order to foster more diversity within the Soviet bloc in Europe. 

Ford’s willingness to pursue the project of the CSCE and sign the Helsinki Accords 

despite the tremendous opposition in the US show his commitment to the differentiated 

view on Eastern Europe and its potential future under the shadow of the hegemonic 

presence of Moscow.492 

  The example of the Romanian case examined in this chapter is ideal for the 

comprehension of the conduct of US foreign policy in Eastern Europe and points to a 

re-evaluation of its content and its results regarding the cultivation of détente not only 

on the Moscow–Washington axis but also in a more extensive approach with the rest 

of the socialist regimes.  It is widely accepted that the American perception of détente 

prioritized heavily its ‘superpower’ politico-military aspect in relation to the Soviet 

Union at the detriment of its expansion with the rest of the communist states. According 

to the same reasoning the European aspect of détente prescribed an alternative 

perception of its content. Instead of preserving the status quo as the two superpowers 

aspired to, ‘Western European governments’ détente was a means to overcome the Cold 

War scenario in Europe’.493 Similarly, Western European states either individually or 

in the form of the European Economic Community opted for expanded economic and 

cultural relations with the Eastern bloc with a view to a ‘mutual advantageous 

cooperation in several fields’. It was a shared belief among European leaderships that 

the closer the members of the two camps came through trade and other kinds of 

exchanges the more it would facilitate ‘the process of liberalization of communist 

regimes and eventually untie the bloc’. Thus, the more progressive European détente 
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had a ‘dynamic and revolutionary charge that could not be compatible with the global 

strategy of the U.S. administration’.494 

 This argumentation which dominates the current thriving historiography on the 

issue of détente is insightful and well-founded concerning the European dimension, 

however the part of the comparison with the US foreign policy does not pay close 

attention to Washington’s considerations regarding Eastern Europe. It is true that for 

the White House, the ‘grand design’ of détente started and ended with the Soviet Union 

as the paramount factor. This does not mean though that there was no policy of 

advancing contacts and cooperation on a multitude of levels with the rest of the bloc on 

a separate independent and sovereign basis. The American preoccupation with matters 

of security as a priority was a result of the US’s special role as the leader of the Western 

world in the Cold War context. The potential for the US and the USSR nuclear arsenals, 

either individually or in concert, to annihilate the world made it imperative that a 

military/security consensus on ‘peaceful coexistence’ be reached first. Especially after 

the crisis in Cuba and the realization by both sides that nuclear war could not possibly 

be an option there was fertile ground for the promotion of alternative views on the 

prospects of this competition. Western Europeans feeling vulnerable and exposed to the 

confrontation and the particular deliberations of the two superpowers especially due to 

the events in Hungary, Berlin and Czechoslovakia tried to promote their own agendas 

in order to secure their interests. They had realistically understood their part in the 

broader international Cold War environment and thus, given their inability to exert any 

influence based on their military capabilities they tried to promote change via 

alternative means, namely trade and economy. Indeed, European détente was an 

independent European project aiming to downplay the tensions between the West and 

the East in Europe as ‘a result of a European challenge to the excesses of bipolarity’.495 

The CSCE process and the policies pursued by the EEC are significant examples of this 

mentality.496  

 Focusing on the specifics of the American–Romanian relationship during the 

Ford administration, the granting of MFN to Bucharest through the 1975 Trade 
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Agreement stands out as a pivotal moment. Its significance can be explained on the 

following grounds. First, the American–Romanian negotiations for MFN started almost 

concomitantly with the Soviet withdrawal from their 1972 trade agreement due to the 

linkage of MFN with emigration provided for by the Jackson–Vanik amendment. The 

Romanian decision to pursue this long-sought goal despite the en bloc rejection of the 

rest of the communist regimes as interference in their domestic affairs, is often 

neglected or downplayed. This is despite the fact that it was of similar salience as 

previous daring Romanian challenges to the common line such as the recognition of 

West Germany or the diplomatic relations with Israel. Furthermore, this development 

demonstrates that US policy in Eastern Europe dealt in a substantial way with the 

communist satellites on the, field of trade and economy, which was precisely as the 

Europeans preferred. 

 Second, bilateral American–Romanian relations during Ford’s presidency 

illustrate Washington’s stance on the human aspect of détente. The European 

governments’ role in infusing the humanitarian feature of Helsinki equally with the 

security agenda is undisputable.497 Similarly, Romania also actively participated in the 

proceedings of the Conference viewing it as a channel for promoting its agenda.498 

Nevertheless, CSCE’s preoccupation with ‘human’ issues remained at the level of 

policy prescriptions and did not have at the time the potential to penetrate the realm of 

state sovereignty. In addition, the EEC at that point was not interested in influencing 

directly the internal conditions of the regimes through its economic opening to them. 

As Angela Romano notes when referring to the EEC–Romanian agreements, they ‘set 

the example for other CMEA countries, for they proved that there was much to gain 

from direct relations with the Community, and that the latter did not interfere in the 

internal affairs of the regime’.499  

The US–Romanian trade agreement however was a breakthrough in this respect. 

Ceausescu’s implicit acceptance of the linkage between MFN and emigration opened 

the way to a more closely monitoring of human rights even if at that point it was 
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restricted to the level of free emigration. The very fact that the Romanian regime’s 

emigration practices were now under scrutiny by the United States on an annual basis 

through the carrot of extended trade and the stick of the threat of withdrawal shows that 

the United States in the case of Romania managed first to go one step further than their 

European allies on the ‘human’ aspect. It should be noted however that the source for 

this policy and its success was the augmented activism of US Congress and its attitude 

vis-à-vis détente.500 Nonetheless, Ford and Kissinger adjusted to these conditions and 

instead of pausing or stalling the development of the relationship with Bucharest they 

chose to pursue this strategic choice of normalizing and expanding trade relations with 

Ceausescu’s regime with the hope that this precedent would lead the rest of the satellites 

to actively reconsider their position against the United States. 
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Chapter 5: Jimmy Carter’s Foreign Policy and Eastern 

Europe 
 

 

 

Introduction 
 

In his inauguration speech in January 1977, President James Earl ‘Jimmy’ Carter 

proclaimed: ‘we are a proudly idealistic nation, but let no one confuse our idealism with 

weakness’.501 The new tenant of the White House, in one of the shortest addresses of 

this kind, wanted to present briefly but accurately the fundamental directions of his 

vision for the new presidency.502 Its centerpiece, which aimed to distinguish the new 

president from the previous administration but also provide the United States with a 

renewed moral purpose in its role in international politics, was human rights. Carter 

noted: ‘because we are free, we can never be indifferent to the fate of freedom 

elsewhere. Our moral sense dictates a clear-cut preference for those societies which 

share with us an abiding respect for individual human rights.’503 

From the very first day in office, Carter wanted to highlight his own personal 

approach to the role of the President. In a surprising, highly symbolic effort to assert 

his difference from his predecessors, Carter chose to walk the parade route from the 

Capitol to the White House along with his wife Rosalyn and their daughter, as a 

‘tangible indication of some reduction in the imperial status of the president and his 

family’.504 Carter, throughout his campaign for the presidency, played the card of the 

outsider as opposed to the ‘big shots’ of the establishment in Washington DC.505 This 

attitude however would prove a setback for the former governor of Georgia in the long 

term.  
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Jimmy Carter was born and raised in the small town of Plains in the south of 

Georgia where his father owned a farm and a peanut business. He left home to join the 

Naval Academy at Annapolis and served as an engineer in the newly established nuclear 

submarine programme for seven years only to return to his home town after the death 

of his father, taking over the family business. After succeeding in saving the financially 

troubled family business, Carter decided to engage with politics making it to the state 

Senate of Georgia in 1962 and eventually securing his election as governor in his 

second attempt in 1970.506 His strong religious beliefs, being a born-again Christian, 

embedded a firm moral foundation in him that would play a major role in the way he 

perceived and pursued his foreign policy. Combined with his moderate civil rights 

record and prudent fiscal orientation, this profile would lead the governor of Georgia, 

who was a relatively unknown outside his home state, to ‘the highest office in the land 

despite his relative obscurity—or perhaps because of it.’507 

The shadow of the failure in Vietnam, the Watergate scandal and the secretive 

diplomacy of the Kissinger years had fueled a sentiment of distrust towards political 

elites in the capital and a fresh unknown face from the South such as Carter seemed to 

carry the potential attributes to refresh the atmosphere in American politics and restore 

the lost confidence of the people to its leadership. At the same time though, this lack of 

connections with the establishment and inexperience with the political mechanics of 

power, especially in Congress, would pose a great challenge to the implementation of 

Carter’s foreign policy.  

Carter came to power promising a new direction in foreign policy both in its 

ideological underpinnings but also in its practice:  

‘I believe we can have a foreign policy that is democratic, that is based on fundamental values, and that 
uses power and influence, which we have, for humane purposes. We can also have a foreign policy that 
the American people both support and, for a change, know about and understand’.508 

 The desire to break all relations with the Kissingerian past of US foreign policy 

was evident. In his speech at Notre Dame University, Carter described the directions 

and the objectives of American diplomacy under his administration. The framework of 
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his policy would be to transcend the established perceptions about the superpower 

confrontation. He would continue to pursue détente with Moscow but Soviet – 

American relations would no longer be the ultimate criterion for assessing relations 

with the rest of the world. This would result in a reevaluation of Washington’s approach 

towards a number of friendly authoritarian regimes. From now on according to Carter 

the United States would be ‘free of that inordinate fear of communism which once led 

us to embrace any dictator who joined us in that fear.’509  

 Aware of the wounds that Vietnam had left throughout American society, Carter 

promised to restore the moral capital that had been lost in Southeast Asia. Denouncing 

the fixation on the doctrine of containment, he pledged to avoid new Vietnams by 

abandoning the methods of the past: ‘we’ve fought fire with fire, never thinking that 

fire is better quenched with water.’510 Hence, the United States under Carter would 

strive to be the leading force in confronting issues of global importance reaffirming the 

moral vantage point of American ideals: ‘we can no longer separate the traditional 

issues of war and peace from the new global questions of justice, equity, and human 

rights.’511 

 Human rights emerged as the most significant and symbolic part of his 

campaign to reinvigorate US foreign policy. For the new administration, the 

‘commitment to human rights’ was a ‘fundamental tenet’ of its policy. Nonetheless, 

Jimmy Carter was a latecomer to the cause of human rights. Before and during the 

initial stages of the electoral campaign Carter’s focus on this issue was marginal since 

it was mainly associated with Senator Jackson and his infamous amendment, which 

Carter himself had opposed and had called an ‘ill advised’ interference in the domestic 

sphere of the USSR.512 The moment Jackson stepped down from the race for the 

candidacy though, Carter picked up the torch. Hence, his ‘embrace of the concept was 

both late and serendipitous, a product of lobbying from a key aide and the resonance 

the issue turned out to have among the public once it had been broached.’513 
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  By investing primarily in a human rights agenda Carter strived to formulate a 

‘post-Cold War foreign policy’ that bypassed the traditional bipolar Cold War 

scheme.514 Nevertheless, in the same speech Carter admitted that foreign policy cannot 

be conducted with ‘moral rigid maxims’ and he thus refrained from expressing a clear 

cut and concise plan on how to implement these moralist principles. As has been 

argued, paradox was a word that better described Jimmy Carter.515 

 Furthermore, he expressed his willingness for a halt to the strategic and nuclear 

arms race, to pursue a long-lasting peace in the Middle East, and to see a significant 

reduction in arms sales and advanced cooperation with the Third World nations. Having 

in mind a ‘historical vision of America’s role’ in the rapidly changing international 

environment, Carter’s foreign-policy design chose to abandon the realpolitik paradigm 

and engage according to the assumptions of an emerging complex interdependence 

where the United States ‘could lead but no longer command or control’.516  

 

 

 

The Thinker, the Doer and the Decider 
  

Jimmy Carter’s major weakness before his bid for the presidency was foreign affairs. 

Aware of his lack of international experience he joined the newly founded Trilateral 

Commission in 1973. This organization which was funded mainly by David Rockefeller 

and directed by Columbia University Professor Zbignew Brzezinski, was created with 

a view to promote closer cooperation between the three main capitalist industrial pillars 

of the world (the United States, Western Europe, and Japan) and further develop their 

political, economic and strategic relations. Carter took advantage of this opportunity. 

By prolifically reading the Commission’s reports under the guidance of Brzezinski and 

by expanding his international network of contacts there, he enhanced his 
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understanding of international relations. It comes as no surprise that all key members 

of his foreign-policy team after his election were members of that think tank.517 

 Carter selected Cyrus Vance for the position of Secretary of State. Vance carried 

with him exactly what was missing from Carter’s presidential staff, which was 

dominated by fellow Georgians: an air of East Coast elitism and the respective 

connections with the Washington establishment. His CV spoke for itself. He was a 

graduate of Yale Law school practicing law in a prestigious firm in New York and was 

a member of the Council on Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission. In 

addition, he had considerable government knowledge from the Department of Defence 

under Kennedy and Johnson. Furthermore, his international experience was enhanced 

by, among other, his mediating missions in Panama, the Dominican Republic, Greece 

and Turkey over the Cyprus question and finally by his appointment as deputy chief 

negotiator at the US–North Vietnamese talks in Paris.518 Vance had established a 

reputation as an able negotiator and ‘his attention to detail and his ability to understand 

or empathise with an adversary had served him well in these endeavours.’519 Evidently 

for Carter who knew that the negotiations about SALT II would be a central issue in 

US–Soviet relations, Vance’s skills were highly appreciated. 

 Zbignew Brzezinski’s appointment as National Security Advisor was also not a 

surprise. ‘Zbig’, as he was widely known, served as Carter’s chief advisor on foreign-

policy issues during the presidential campaign. Their relationship dated back to the first 

days of the Trilateral Commission where Brzezinski played the role of Carter’s mentor. 

Brzezinski was a reputed academic with a strong ambition to influence foreign policy 

in practice.520 His credentials were impressive with an academic career spanning from 

Harvard to Columbia University where he headed the Institute on Communist Affairs 

and advisory roles to Kennedy and Johnson as well as Hubert Humphrey during the 

1968 presidential campaign. Despite being a first-generation American immigrant, 
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Brzezinski also had a distinguished pedigree. His father was a Polish diplomat who had 

been stranded in Canada after the outbreak of the Second World War and his mother a 

grand-niece of the former Czechoslovak president, Edvard Beneš. Nevertheless, 

Brzezinski, with his distinctive accent, was viewed as a high-achieving outsider in the 

mould of his former Harvard colleague and rival Henry Kissinger.521 Brzezinski was of 

the opinion, like Vance and the rest of Trilateralists, that the Soviet factor was 

significant yet not as central as it was widely perceived. At the same time, he was also 

a critic of Kissinger’s conciliatory approach to Moscow and argued for a more assertive 

stance against the Kremlin across the whole spectrum of policy fields. Still, he 

appreciated the usefulness of linkage in the spirit of détente. His version of it, though, 

was ‘more comprehensive and more reciprocal’ arguing that the Soviets ‘could not have 

a free ride in some parts of the world while pursuing détente where it suited them.’522 

 Vance and Brzezinski, who had recommended each other for their respective 

positions when they were informally interviewed by Carter, were diametrically opposed 

in their approach to politics. Both agreed that there was a need to overcome the 

traditional perceptions of the Cold War dynamics but their methods on how to achieve 

this differed.523 Vance was the quiet type, subtle and discreet, uninterested in fame or 

publicity. He had the work ethic of a career diplomat. Brzezinski on the other hand was 

more ambitious, vocal, self-confident and assertive. He was constantly looking for 

direct access to the president and in certain cases he wanted to bypass the Department 

of State as for example in the case of the normalization of relations with China. Carter 

in the beginning of the administration’s term did not seem to be worried by those 

differences in mentality and attitudes. On the contrary, he believed that this variety of 

opinions would contribute to a constructive outcome, based on his ‘engineering’ mind-

set in approaching problem solving ‘item by item’.524 As Carter’s closest aide Hamilton 
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Jordan eloquently put it, according to the president’s mind ‘Zbig would be the thinker, 

Cy would be the doer and Jimmy Carter would be the decider.’525 

 Despite Carter’s initial optimism however, this system did not prove effective 

enough. Initially, frictions were concealed due to the new administration’s honeymoon 

period. However, as challenges internationally rose, the gap between the two statesmen 

grew bigger. The more influential Brzezinski became for Carter, the more marginalized 

the role of the State Department was. In contrast to the promises of a fresh approach in 

foreign-policy decision making, compared to the Kissingerian paradigm, in the end 

‘Carter’s was perhaps formally the most centralized [decision-making system] of all in 

the post-war era’ as Zbig himself admitted in his memoirs.526 In addition, Brzezinski’s 

approach to international politics was at times quite close to the previous 

administration. In a memorandum after the first year in the Oval Office had passed 

without any major crisis, the National Security Advisor reminded Carter that ‘a 

President must not only be loved and respected; he must also be feared.’527 Adding to 

that: 

‘I suspect that an impression has developed that the administration (and you personally) operates very 
cerebrally, quite unemotionally. In most instances, this is an advantage; however occasionally emotion 
and even a touch of irrationality can be an asset. Those who wish to take advantage of us ought to fear 
that, at some point, we might act unpredictably, in anger, and decisively. If they do not feel this way, 
they will calculate that simply pressing, probing or delaying will serve their ends. I see this quite clearly 
in Begin’s behaviour, and I suspect that Brezhnev is beginning to act similarly. 

This is why I think the time may be right for you to pick some controversial subject on which you will 
deliberately choose to act with a degree of anger and even roughness, designed to have a shock effect’.528    

 

Even though some of those statements might be debatable, the resemblance of the core 

of the message with Nixon’s ‘Madman theory’ is undeniable. Eventually, Vance was 

the one to step down after his open objection to the covert rescue operation for the 

hostages in the US Embassy in Tehran. A gesture which culminated a series of ‘bitter 

battles’ between the two about the broader policy on Iran.529 
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Setting the bar too high? 

  

The big question raised in the historiography, however, is whether Carter managed to 

live up to the great expectations he had created. In almost every historical treatise of 

Carter’s foreign policy there is a consensus on one thing: he promised a lot. The 

subsequent positive or negative assessments differ mainly on the degree of 

effectiveness in his effort to deliver those promises. The dominant narrative views 

Carter as initially creating high hopes regarding the future course of the country and its 

potential to guide developments on a global scale reinforced with a firm moralism, only 

to yield, ‘just as many of his predecessors had, to the reality that militarism was a 

necessary component of a successful reelection strategy’ by the end of his term.530 

Inherent contradictions and inconsistencies in his human rights policy, and fundamental 

differences between the two pillars of his foreign-policy staff, Secretary of State Cyrus 

Vance and National Security Advisor Zbignew Brzezinski were problem enough. When 

combined with a more challenging posture by the Soviets around the world –

culminating in the invasion of Afghanistan–, they conveyed an image of weakness and 

confusion that made ‘Carter’s vision appear naïve’.531  

For some scholars Carter’s lack of international experience and of a 

comprehensive strategic plan made him vulnerable to the competition between his 

subordinates who ultimately failed to make him realize that ‘his moral abstractions’ 

were in the end prohibiting him from achieving his intended strategic and security 

objectives.532 In addition, his thinking on foreign affairs was called ‘shallow and 

unsystematic as well as conventional’ whereas his unpreparedness for the ‘heights to 

which his presidential aspirations had catapulted him’ sparked a call for leadership 

based on the ‘old foreign-policy verities’ advocated fervently by Reagan.533 John 

Gaddis is also overly negatively disposed towards Carter’s handling of foreign affairs. 

After assessing Carter’s rhetoric as ‘an almost desperate effort to establish a distinctive 

identity, to escape the lengthy and intimidating shadow of Henry Kissinger’, the 
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American historian notes a substantial continuity in practice and thus concludes that 

‘the resulting fusion of surface innovation with subsurface continuity gave rise to such 

confusion, that the image the Carter administration in fact conveyed, at least in its 

dealings with the Soviet Union, was that of having no strategy at all’.534 Similarly, only 

much more harshly, Burton Kauffman concluded in one of the first archive-based 

scholarly works on the thirty-ninth presidency that it was a ‘mediocre’ one. Carter 

himself ‘suffered from strategic myopia’ and despite his noble ideals, especially on 

human rights, he failed to adequately outline ‘a mission for his government, a purpose 

for the country and a way to get there’.535 In general, ‘inconsistency’, ‘double standards’ 

and ‘naiveté’ form part of a recurrent vocabulary in critical assessments of Carter’s 

foreign policy and its moral foundation as it is especially reflected on the issue of human 

rights.536  

Nevertheless, there is a considerable body of literature that casts a more 

favourable light on President Carter’s legacy. In works dealing with the tumultuous US 

foreign policy of the seventies, Melvyn Leffler’s sober analysis provides a balanced 

account of Carter’s handling of the delicate and ill-fated nature of détente whereas 

Daniel Sargent claims that Carter’s strategy ‘deriving from assumptions about history 

as well as from ethical commitments’ was more coherent than most historians have 

argued.537 In a more theoretical approach it is also argued that the perception of failure 

surrounding Carter’s administration was more due to structural factors rather than 

inefficiencies on the agency level, hence ‘the tragedy of the Carter administration was 

one of historical timing’.538 
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The pro-Carter camp in the literature focuses mainly on the diplomatic 

achievements during his four years in the White House such as the Camp David 

Accords, the Panama Canal treaties, the official recognition and normalization of 

relations with the People’s Republic of China and the promotion of democratic 

institutions in Africa. In addition, as portrayed in the most articulated praise of Carter’s 

foreign policy, his ‘insistence that human rights be a cardinal principle in global 

governance’ created a lasting legacy and he succeeded in ‘heal[ing] the nation’s wounds 

and reclaim[ing] a moral high ground for America in the world.’539 Despite the inherent 

challenges of implementation, it was this ‘post-Cold War’ foreign policy that has made 

Carter a welcome figure around the world, after leaving the White House and has 

allowed him to be active in numerous peace initiatives.540  

In his ‘Working in the World’, Robert Strong defends Carter and his staff’s 

management refuting the criticisms of inconsistency and the eventual detachment from 

the human rights agenda pointing to a failure of communicating to the American public 

the essence of the administration’s goals. Therefore, he concludes that, overall, Carter 

was an ‘active, intelligent, and sincere individual in command of a complicate foreign-

policy agenda that involved the conscious acceptance of substantial political risk’.541 

Furthermore, certain fundamental misperceptions held by his administration in 

particular that ‘public opinion on foreign policy was grounded in emotions and 

malleable to presidential leadership’ further undermined his appeal to that 

constituency.542 

The latest wave of scholarship with even more access to archival material is 

proportionate to the overall trend. Despite the call for a change on the nature of the 

debate on Carter’s record ‘beyond the charges that it was weak and naive to an 

examination of the actual implementation of the policy and its impact on American 

interests’ taking into account the way actual policy was conducted and ‘not the criteria 

of its critics’, scepticism persists.543 The latest monographs remain fairly critical, 
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pointing to a ‘moralism [that was] often exaggerated’, poor handling of ‘governmental 

infighting’, inept decision-making management, ‘a trustee mentality’ and the 

disproportionate influence of his closest competing foreign policy advisors. 

Nevertheless, these works return to the familiar conclusion that Carter ‘saw himself as 

someone whose job it was to solve individual problems rather than to give the American 

people a vision of where he planned to take the country.’544  

This chapter focuses on a rather neglected part of president Carter’s foreign 

policy, that is Eastern Europe. Historiographically, this region remains in the shadow 

of US–Soviet relations. In particular, Eastern European policy is usually treated 

unsystematically and marginally as a derivative of Carter’s human rights offensive 

towards the Soviet Union. Therefore, the main objective of this chapter is to sketch 

Washington’s Eastern European policy by offering an overview of its conceptual 

foundations and an examination of its application in practice.    

 

 

 

The United States and Eastern Europe: The Carter years 
 

Jimmy Carter’s experience with Eastern European affairs was minimal if not 

nonexistent. Due to the controversy sparked by the ‘Sonnenfeldt Doctrine’ scandal and 

the Helsinki Accords debate, US foreign policy regarding the communist regimes of 

Eastern Europe and the future of their peoples came to the forefront during the 

presidential campaign. For Carter’s new administration the main question was how to 

handle the already applied doctrine of differentiation. For Nixon, Ford and Kissinger, 

foreign policy and the pursuit of autonomy was the criterion that differentiated the 

treatment of the communist regimes in eastern Europe, setting aside or minimizing 

concerns about internal liberalization. On the other hand, Carter used the concept of 

human rights as the flagship of his approach to foreign affairs. Thus, the big question 
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now was whether, and if so to what extent, differentiation and human rights were 

compatible.   

 

 

Presidential Directive/NSC–21 
 

Early in 1977, the process of setting the guidelines for the new US foreign policy had 

started and the staff of various agencies were busy compiling studies providing policy 

options. The newly established Policy Review Committee was designated to review 

and reassess US policy on a number of European issues including East–West security 

relations, CSCE and the relations with the communist states of Eastern Europe.545  

Initially, regarding East European policy four broad options were presented. 

The first prescribed that the United States would base its differentiated approach to each 

nation on the degree of their foreign-policy detachment from Moscow. In this case the 

biggest and practically the only beneficiary would be Romania due to its previous 

record. However, given the limited prospects for more centrifugal tendencies within the 

bloc in the short and medium term this option was viewed as counterproductive and 

limited in scope. The second, shifted the focus of differentiation to the internal 

conditions of the regimes. Those who sustained a more liberal domestic policy would 

be rewarded accordingly. Hence, Poland and Hungary would be the favourites, 

downgrading Romania and the rest. This approach had the benefit of being in harmony 

with the human rights rhetoric however it would also restrict US flexibility in 

maintaining close relationships with countries that kept a poor human rights profile but 

were useful to US interests in other ways (e.g. Romania). The third option combined 

the criteria of the first two. External autonomy and/or internal liberalization would 

prompt favourable treatment from Washington. Under this scheme Eastern Europe was 

to be divided in two groups with Romania, Poland and Hungary in the first tier and 

Czechoslovakia, the GDR and Bulgaria following lower in the ranking. This approach 

provided more flexibility in combining the maintenance of the positive status of 

relations with states from the first group while encouraging liberalization and 
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sovereignty with the rest. In other words, this was a refreshed version of differentiation 

with the addition of human rights as an extra indicator of good performance. The last 

recommendation advocated a complete rejection of differentiation, opting instead for a 

holistic engagement with the socialist regimes without any prerequisites and expanding 

‘contacts and relations across the board in Eastern Europe to the extent possible and 

feasible’.546 The rationale behind this policy argued that domestic reform and 

independence was more likely to flourish in an environment of increased contacts with 

the United States and the West in general rather than if they were used as preconditions 

for expanded trade and other contacts. Despite the potential for the establishment of 

considerable US influence in the region the complete disassociation of increased 

contacts from any demands in exchange bore the danger of making Washington seem 

as if it ‘rewarded’ or ‘legitimized’ those oppressive regimes.547    

From the beginning Brzezinski was in favour of the third option. Brzezinski 

believed that differentiation was desirable because it offered ‘a standard, recognizing 

our [US] interest in “polycentrism” and pluralism in the region.’ The Secretary of State, 

Cyrus Vance oscillated between options three and four stressing the need for more in 

depth country specific assessments in order to evaluate potential consequences of each 

policy.548  

Meanwhile the intelligence estimations for the situation in the region argued 

that some kind of unrest was possible within the mandate of the administration 

highlighting ‘detente, slower economic growth, and dissident activity’ as the most 

significant destabilizing factors.549 Poland, being the most fragile Eastern European 

state domestically, was singled out as the country that was more likely to experience 

tension. The biggest concern for US interests in the area was whether a crisis there 

would trigger a Soviet military intervention or not. The rest of the bloc was viewed as 

stable enough internally with the effects of dissidence still at a marginal or even nascent 

level. Nevertheless, all of the Eastern European regimes were expected to proceed to 

certain overtures towards the West with a view to increase trade and thus confront their 
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fiscal difficulties. The debt levels of the Eastern European economies looked dire. The 

debt in hard currency quintupled between 1971 and 1976 reaching $26 billion. Apart 

from the planned borrowing aimed at boosting industrial and economic development, 

massive grain imports and an increase of world commodity prices led to an upsurge of 

trade deficits totalling to $6.7 billion in 1975. The Eastern European governments 

attempted to control the situation by increasing exports and slowing down import 

growth. However, their economic growth depended to a significant amount on imported 

Western industrial material and other capital goods and hence cuts on import growth 

‘would impact negatively on the economic health’ of those states.550 Nevertheless, the 

growing rates of the deficits worried creditors, especially the private sector, for fear of 

potential defaults adding ‘interdependence’ as a new ‘factor of complexity in East- 

West relations.551  

According to the estimates, the Soviet Union was willing to tolerate this 

development within reasonable limits given its increasing reluctance to satisfy the ever-

growing demand for subsidies by local economies.552 The main conclusion of the 

intelligence community was that the United States would not have ‘a major impact on 

how the internal picture develops in any of the East European countries. But the East 

Europeans will attach more importance to developing relations with the US, not only 

for the possible economic benefits but also for the increased prestige such ties bestow 

on the current leaders.’553   

The State Department, which presided at the Policy Review Committee’s 

session about Eastern Europe, proceeded in a follow-up analysis of the proposed 

directions for the policy behind the Iron Curtain. It examined in a more in-depth way 

the potential implications of the two prevailing options, namely differentiation and ‘an 

across the board’ expansion of relations with the regimes.554  
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For Poland and Romania, either option would lead to the same policy. In an 

attempt to preserve the traditional goal of encouraging its sovereignty and independence 

from Moscow, Romania would keep receiving Exim Bank and CCC credits and 

humanitarian assistance in case of natural catastrophes. In addition, scientific 

cooperation with a focus on space and nuclear aspects would be promoted. Regarding 

political relations, consultations at high level would be maintained at a frequent pace 

along with close cooperation in international fora. Nevertheless, the linkage between 

MFN and Romanian performance in emigration practices would remain intact as the 

main instrument of influence towards Bucharest whereas ‘Romanian restraint in 

domestic human rights matters’ would be added in the equation as part of the broader 

human rights policy of the new administration. Similarly, Poland would follow suit in 

terms of economic cooperation (Exim, CCC) and high-level political contacts. In the 

case of Poland, the main objective would be to reward the regime for its relatively 

moderate policy and concomitantly to encourage further improvement in human rights 

conditions.555  

The country that would gain the most in both cases was Hungary. The central 

European regime had exhibited a considerable positive profile both in the treatment of 

its citizens but also in following a relatively different path than that of Moscow in the 

domestic structure of society. Officials in the State Department highlighted ‘greater 

freedom for economic enterprise, good performance on divided families, passable 

relations with organized religion, lesser strictures on travel, access to information and 

cultural pursuits’ as indicators of controlled liberalization, hence Hungary was to be 

awarded MFN status in its trade relations with the United States. At the same time, on 

a symbolic level Washington was willing to consider the return of the Crown of St. 

Stephen, which had been retained by the US at the end of the Second World War.556 

The countries for which the choice for differentiation or not would make a 

significant difference were Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and East Germany. Before any 

other measure those second tier states had to achieve a full normalization of relations 

with the United States with the settlement of nationalization claims and pre-war dollar 

denominated bonds being the main issues. However, in their case Washington could 

not use the leverage of MFN due to their clear rejection (following the Soviet Union) 
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of providing any sort of guarantees regarding emigration which was a prerequisite for 

MFN according to the Jackson-Vanik amendment. The close attachment of those states 

to the Soviet Union both politically (Soviet troops in Czechoslovakia and the GDR) and 

economically (Bulgaria) made the prospects of a more independent course rather slim. 

Therefore, under option three, the only potential for improvement would lie in signs of 

domestic liberalization. Under option four on the other hand, credits and MFN would 

become available as soon as normalization was achieved and evidence of no gross 

human rights violations was clear. The efficiency of this measure relied heavily on the 

idea that change within the socialist regimes is ‘most likely to come in the context of 

an evolutionary process of detente rather than as a result either of US proffered 

cooperation (as a carrot) or of US pressure (as a stick).’557 According to this line of 

thought, the US influence in the region would increase by assisting the efforts of the 

peoples of the region for more freedom through an enlargement of cultural and 

scientific exchanges and through greater emphasis to trade relations. In other words, a 

‘greater US presence could act to induce greater responsiveness by the regimes to 

human rights concerns.’558  

In addition, option four would favour significantly the status of US–GDR 

relations. East Germany was perceived by Washington not as a ‘traditional state’ but 

rather as an ‘outgrowth of the Soviet desire to maintain direct control over a substantial 

portion of the former German Reich.’ Despite the establishment of diplomatic relations 

since 1974 all subsequent developments such as a consular convention, humanitarian 

cases of divided families and claims settlements were stalled either because of 

bureaucratic obstacles or due to the consistent demand by the regime for the recognition 

of an Eastern German nationality. Nevertheless, some subtle overtures of Berlin 

towards Washington after the CSCE meeting in Belgrade especially on trade issues 

indicated that there might be potential for further exploration. Therefore, in the 

framework of a holistic Eastern European policy US–East German relations should 

have been developed on the following grounds:  

‘(a) both because of its strategic and its industrial potential, the GDR is a nation which 

deserves significant American attention.  
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(b) the East German desire for recognition and the need for increased trade with the 

West provide us with a certain amount of leverage. 

(c) perhaps most importantly, that with a regime as suspicious and frightened as that of 

the GDR, taking the initiative to establish a broader basis from which to conduct 

relations will over the long run pay more dividends than a policy of demanding prior 

concessions for each forward step.’559 

 Proponents of differentiation however were against such a loose policy claiming 

that a failure to differentiate according to the human rights record or the degree of 

sovereignty of each state would be inconsistent with the declared policy of the White 

House. Additionally, there was a sense it would send the wrong signals domestically, 

particularly towards the ethnic lobbies. Being aware that the US had a restricted effect 

on the improvement of conditions within the regimes combined with the fact that 

Eastern European trade was rather insignificant for the US but in certain cases vital for 

those regimes, it would be reckless to abandon the only leverage it had vis-à-vis them, 

that is the increase or decrease of trade relations depending on their performance.  

 The biggest question however remained the impact of the American Eastern 

European policy in US–Soviet relations. The State Department estimated that Moscow 

would be very cautious to a likely expansion of US influence in the area. In the short 

term, the main concern of the Kremlin was that an increase of the American influence 

in the region could have destabilizing effects concerning the unity of the bloc. On the 

other hand, the Soviet leadership was also aware that a very tight grip on its satellites 

and stagnant living standards could also ignite unrest. Furthermore, they acknowledged 

that it would be counterproductive to deny the benefits of the spirit of détente especially 

in trade whereas at the same time a potential augmented influx of Western capitals 

would help in reducing the burden of subsidizing the respective economies. For these 

reasons, the State Department believed that for the Soviets, a larger US engagement 

would be ‘a mixed blessing or mitigated curse’.560 There were no illusions though that 

there would always be a watchful eye ready to intervene in case of deviations from the 

Soviet model.   
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 The National Security Council’s reception of the State’s draft was lukewarm. In 

view of the upcoming CSCE conference in Belgrade the need for a concrete Presidential 

determination both on Eastern European policy in general but also regarding the CSCE 

in particular was pressing. George Treverton of the NSC staff pointed out the 

weaknesses of the draft to Brzezinski. First of all, it lacked a thorough analysis of the 

policy instruments available and how they could be used in order to achieve the long-

term US objectives in the area. Furthermore, Treverton argued that there was the need 

for a more detailed examination of the political context in each country in order to 

actually make differentiation bear fruit. Finally, the issue of how Eastern Europe policy 

should relate with the policy towards the Soviet Union needed more elaboration.561  

 All these disagreements on the most appropriate approach would be discussed 

and eventually solved at the PRC meeting of 23 August with the participation of the 

Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher, National Security Advisor Zbignew 

Brzezinski, Secretary of Defence Harold Brown and the Director of the CIA Stansfield 

Turner. The NSC and Defence were in favour of differentiation. Brzezinski, assessing 

realistically the conditions of the region, explained that for the time being 

differentiation was not meant to immediately cause domestic liberalization or external 

autonomy but rather to strengthen the position of the countries that had already opened 

up towards the West. In case differentiation was substituted by a holistic policy then 

states like Poland, Romania and Hungary would naturally feel that their initiatives for 

closer relations with the United States had taken place in vain. At the same time 

Brzezinski and Brown stressed that US interests should be pursued reasonably without 

triggering a disproportionate response from Moscow. Therefore, destabilizing the 

regimes was out of the question and any developments and agreements would be 

arranged with the present leaderships. 

 Christopher and Nimetz from State argued that the current formulation of 

differentiation especially under NSDM 212 of the previous administration was too rigid 

and did not allow any flexibility in case Washington decided that it should act 

proactively in certain situations regardless of any visible progress from the respective 

countries. Based on that need for flexibility both sides concluded that differentiation 
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should be formulated in the following way: the US would continue to support and 

expand contacts with Romania, Hungary and Poland, but at the same time progress with 

the rest (Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, GDR) would not be excluded in special occasions 

provided that those ‘improvements were tangibly and demonstrably in the U.S. 

interest.’562 

   Brzezinski conveyed the results of the meeting to president Carter confirming 

the eventual consensus on differentiation with exceptions when deemed appropriate to 

US interests.563 A few days later, on 13 September, Jimmy Carter signed Presidential 

Directive/NSC–21, which provided the guidelines for the administration’s policy in 

Eastern Europe with the exception of Yugoslavia. Brzezinski’s footprint was visible 

throughout the text.  

According to the Directive Romania and Poland would maintain their special 

position. High-level political contacts would continue and economic cooperation would 

increase. For Poland, there was also a special provision for a potential debt relief should 

its financial status deteriorate. Hungary’s position would be improved to the level of 

Poland and Romania. The return of the Crown of St. Stephen would be the symbolic 

change of Budapest’s status and at the same time formal negotiations would commence 

for a trade agreement, including MFN on the condition that Hungary fulfil the Jackson–

Vanik requirements. 

The GDR, Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia would remain at the second tier and 

relations would remain limited. Nevertheless, the United States would be positive in 

proceeding to full normalization of relations by solving all pending issues. However, 

no other particular initiatives would take place unless they were ‘tangibly demonstrably 

advance specific U.S. interests’.564  
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The Policy in Practice 
 

Indeed, over the course of 1977, certain measures of this policy were implemented. 

President Carter visited Warsaw and additional CCC credits were granted to Poland in 

an attempt to assist with its troubled economy. In Hungary, the return of the Crown of 

St Stephen, a symbol of national independence, was well received increasing the level 

of US popularity within the Magyar population. In addition, the process for the 

establishment of a bilateral trade agreement was underway with a view to finalizing the 

granting of MFN status within a year. Romania appeared to be slightly neglected 

compared to the treatment it had enjoyed previously, however this was about to change 

since an official visit of Nicolae Ceausescu to Washington had been scheduled for the 

coming spring of 1978.565  

By the end of this first phase of engagement with Eastern Europe there was a 

need to evaluate and perhaps recalibrate Washington’s policy. As Colonel William 

Odom of the NSC staff remarked the question now was whether there was an ‘East 

European card’ that could be played in a way similar to that anticipated by the 

normalization of relations with China.566 The main predicament remained, however, 

and that was how to balance ‘a desire to loosen the Soviet grip on East European states’ 

and at the same time to accommodate ‘a recurring desire for detente with Moscow’.567 

In an East-West Planning Group meeting in March 1978 further steps were discussed. 

US policy in the region in previous years had been characterized by a certain 

ambivalence given the constant fear that US–Soviet relations might take a turn in the 

wrong direction by a more forceful posture. Therefore, it was argued that it would be 

difficult to efficiently utilize any ‘Eastern European card’ on the model of China and 

the nuanced nature of American initiatives should persist due to this ‘delicate’ balance. 

The US was thus enjoined to ‘keep [its] “tight-rope” act in mind and not demand too 

much clarity in an ambiguous situation.’568 There was also a general agreement among 

the participants that ‘viable, coherent policy alternatives toward Eastern Europe were 
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felt to be difficult to develop’ especially due to the relatively small volume of US–

Eastern European trade which compared to the more developed West–East European 

one prevented the increase of American political influence particularly in those 

countries where consumerism was a growing issue. Nevertheless, another aspect that 

could be exploited by Washington was identified. It was clear that the region’s cultural 

and historical ‘Western orientation’ or ‘Western linkage’ was highly salient, although 

it was a factor however that could only affect US–Soviet relations in the long term.569 

What seemed to be still contested was the threshold of Soviet tolerance regarding 

especially economic cooperation with the communist regimes. Some believed that 

Moscow would not tolerate any initiatives that would threaten the nature of the 

communist structures such as reforms regarding central planning and that eventually all 

aid offered to its satellites would benefit the Soviet Union. On the other hand, it was 

argued that given the economic pressures that the bloc faced, the Kremlin would be 

open to its ‘Eastern European problem children’ increasing contacts with multilateral 

bodies. The kind of economic discipline these links would impose was argued to be in 

Moscow’s interest, as the example Poland and Romania and the IMF showed. 

Almost half way through the administration’s mandate, the policy with the 

group of the favourites (Romania, Poland, Hungary) had reached its practical and 

conceptual limits. The arrangement of regular high-level exchanges seemed to be the 

only handy option for the time being. ‘East Europeanists’ from the State Department 

were suggesting to proceed to an opening towards Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria 

through the initiation of discussions about a Claims settlement and MFN respectively 

but due to their persistently low performance either in external autonomy or internal 

reforms such suggestions did not get the necessary attention. Brzezinski’s authority on 

Eastern European policy was undisputed. His personal background and his academic 

expertise combined with the not so central position of the region in Washington’s 

foreign-policy agenda deterred any potential actors from challenging his prevalent 

position and authority. Carter’s National Security Advisor, apart from the conceptual 

framing of the White House’s policy got also involved in the implementation of certain 

initiatives such as the Crown of St Stephen and the granting of agricultural credits to 

Poland up to half a billion dollars. The latter however sparked some criticism as he was 

accused of exhibiting favouritism to Gierek’s regime due to his ethnic Polish 
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background. Hence, it was advised by the specialists of his staff to abstain from 

exposing himself and rather oversee and direct the policy through appropriate 

channels.570 

Reports from the CIA were informing the White House about the internal doubts 

within the CEMA about the efficiency of the current management and the need for 

reform. In addition, a growing source of friction between Moscow and the rest of the 

communist capitals was the former’s inability to meet East European needs for raw 

materials and particularly energy; this issue was a permanent agenda item in talks 

between Brezhnev and his counterparts.571 Those centrifugal economic tendencies were 

coupled with another force with disruptive potential according to Langley: nationalism. 

The rise of the national sentiment among the Polish population in the aftermath of the 

election of Pope John Paul II made it evident that détente, especially after Helsinki, 

could ideologically contaminate the socialist bloc. Adding to that the steady decline of 

Brezhnev’s health and the inevitable succession sooner or later, it was concluded that 

‘the classic pre-conditions for a crisis are either in place or can be seen on the 

horizon.’572 

The major challenges for US foreign policy though appeared even more 

eastwards. By the end of 1979 the Washington got caught up in the turmoil of the 

Iranian revolution with the hostage crisis of the US Embassy in Tehran and in addition 

it also had to confront the fatal blow to détente dealt by the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan on Christmas Eve of the same year. Naturally, the focus shifted 

immediately but Eastern Europe did not lose its relevance completely. The Soviets were 

determined to politically rally the troops in the communist bloc, exerted pressure to its 

eastern European allies to maintain a united stance regarding Afghanistan and in doing 

so self-legitimizing their actions.573  
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For the United States, relations with Eastern Europe could be added in the list 

of counter measures against USSR’s aggression. Given that the rest of the Warsaw Pact 

members were not involved militarily in Afghanistan and they exhausted their support 

in spreading propaganda and forming a bloc in the UN with the exception of Romania, 

Washington decided not to retaliate against them as well but rather pursue its interests 

in the region.574 The Warsaw Pact member states differed in their public approach of 

the events in Afghanistan. The usual suspects, Bulgaria, East Germany and 

Czechoslovakia, expressed firm support for the invasion, whereas Hungary and Poland 

showed restraint with Romania persistently avoiding to defend any of the Soviet 

actions. Despite the public rhetoric however, the Soviet allies ‘were deeply disturbed 

by the implications of the Soviet move and concerned that any long-term setback in 

East–West relations may worsen their economic difficulties and reduce their political 

latitude.’575 

 By following a more assertive policy the White House aimed to undermine the 

Kremlin’s efforts to ‘enforce conformity’ in foreign and domestic policy within the 

bloc.576 Nevertheless, the position of each of these states regarding Iran and Afghanistan 

was not to be taken light heartedly. Therefore, the already applied policy of 

differentiation would be enhanced with yet another factor:   

‘We intend to make it plain to the governments of the individual Warsaw Pact countries that we want to 
pursue a differential policy but our ability to do so will inevitably depend to a considerable degree on 
their behavior regarding the issues of Iran and Afghanistan and their willingness to improve relations 
with us despite Soviet pressure to cut back’.577 

 Hence, it was communicated to the governments in question with the exception 

of Romania that ‘excessive rhetoric on Afghanistan will have a negative effect on the 

climate of our[their] bilateral relations’.578 Romania was singled out because once again 

Ceausescu chose to defy the common line but this time in a subtler way by declining to 
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recognize the newly established Afghan regime and by abstaining from the voting 

process in the United Nations. 

 

 

 

Dissidence and the Polish Crisis 
 

Jimmy Carter’s crusade for human rights went hand in hand with the wave of dissidence 

that sprang throughout the Soviet bloc especially after the signing of the Helsinki 

Accords.579 The prospect of compliance by the respective regimes with their CSCE 

commitments raised expectations of a higher respect for human rights and a decrease 

of authoritarian rule. The embrace of the human rights cause by Carter created a new 

incentive for increased dissident activity both in the USSR and Eastern Europe, given 

that the potential for communicating the dissidents’ struggle to the West through 

various channels was higher now.580 In Poland, riots between workers and the 

authorities in June 1976 brought to the surface the growing dissatisfaction with both 

the economic and social policies of the regime. Similarly, in Czechoslovakia, the call 

for reforms was becoming more pressing especially since the tenth anniversary of 

Prague’s Spring was approaching, leading to the publication of the famous Charter 77 

manifesto which in time became a symbol of dissent in Eastern Europe.581 

The vast majority of the dissent emerged from the higher strata of the 

communist societies in what was called ‘intelligentsia’. In other words, idealistic 

academics, doctors, lawyers, writers, journalists and even members of the clergy 

depending on the particularities of each state. Nevertheless, their efforts failed to 

mobilize significant parts of the population with the exception of Poland where the 

trade union movement managed to bring together both workers and intellectuals and 

hence the opposition to the regime transcended the limitations of the ‘intelligentsia 
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ghetto’.582 According to CIA estimates: ‘The vast majority of East Europeans obviously 

consider[ed] the personal cost of participation far too high and believe[d] there [was] 

only a slim chance that dissident activity can produce change.’583 On top of that frequent 

disagreements among the dissident groups on the goals and the methods of bringing 

about change and reforms failed to inspire and unite the masses. Therefore, US analysts 

concluded that ‘East European dissidents can be seen most properly as a small hard 

core of political “radicals” who do not have the popular support or political leverage to 

force a change in any of the East European states or to effect a national uprising.’ 

However, they did not exclude the event that under the right circumstances dissidence 

could contribute in eventual changes but ‘only when it combines with economic 

problems that acutely affect the consumer and at a time of political upheaval within the 

ruling elite.’584  

On a verbal level, the Carter administration was more than keen to foster the 

efforts of eastern European dissidents for improved human rights conditions. 

Nevertheless, its focus was mainly on the Soviet Union and at times at the detriment of 

the development of their bilateral relations and détente.585 Driven by one of the two 

premises of its differentiation (internal liberalization), the White House made it known 

publicly through a number of statements by Carter, Brzezinski and other high profile 

officials that ‘the freedom of opinion and intellectual diversity within those countries 

[was] a matter of great concern.’586 The respective US embassies in these countries were 

monitoring the situation and they strived to maintain channels of communication with 

‘independent intellectuals’ and ‘religious leaders’ as well as observing demonstrations, 

talks and even trials.587 
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Apart from the official policy on a regional and bilateral level with the East 

European communist regimes, Washington also maintained a number of covert actions 

in order to cultivate dissidence by providing a stream of information and news exposure 

from the West. The covert operations that the Carter administration inherited and were 

run by the CIA were meant to support the explicit US public diplomacy policies such 

as the broadcasting of Voice of America, Radio Liberty and Radio Free Europe as well 

as the various bilateral educational, cultural, scientific and technical exchange 

agreements. Specifically, the main programme aimed to the spreading of ideas and 

information prohibited by the regimes through the publication and distribution of books 

and journals.588 The Soviet branch of the operation marked a total of 170,000 books and 

periodical publications whereas the total for Eastern Europe reached 145,000 in 1976.589 

The main setback however was that the secret nature of this enterprise was not so secret 

after all. As the CIA analysts reported: 

‘Many of these operations are “covert” action in name only. U.S. Government, and indeed CIA, support 
for the instruments involved is known to or suspected by friend and foe alike. Nevertheless, cover 
mechanisms of private sponsorship are necessary fig leaves which permit other Western governments to 
tolerate the activity of these instruments on their soil. Accusations of CIA sponsorship have often been 
made by the East and have had a negligible effect on the effectiveness of the operations. Official U.S. 
Government acknowledgement of such sponsorship or authoritative leaks, however, would be 
embarrassing to our Western European allies and could well force dismantling of some of the publishing 
and distribution operations’.590 

 For this reason, the State Department was negatively disposed to continuing 

those operations and asked the White House to shift the allocation of resources towards 

overt initiatives within the framework of the expressed Eastern European policy. 

Brzezinski on the other hand was of the opinion that more was actually needed and 

advocated that State should also invest on overt measures but at the same time the 

clandestine book programme should continue. Eventually he convinced the President 

to authorize the continuation of the project ‘given the growing importance of the human 

rights problem throughout this whole area.’591  
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 Despite the continuous arm wrestling between State and CIA, the effects of the 

book programme were rather positive even though relatively limited in scope.  From 

July 1977 to June 1978, 212,000 items were distributed (115,000 to the USSR; 97,000 

to Eastern Europe) as compared with a total of 175,000 for the same period the previous 

year, which corresponded to an increase of 21%. Similarly, 122,000 items were 

distributed in the period January–June 1978 as compared with 90,000 in the July–

December 1977 period, improved by 35%.592 Brzezinski’s firm belief in the importance 

of this initiative made sure that it continued uninterrupted despite the various 

bureaucratic and mainly budgetary obstacles.593 

 With the fatal blow to détente in Afghanistan and the ongoing drama with the 

hostages in Tehran, Washington was drawn into a renewed Cold War setting. While 

attention was mainly focused on Soviets’ war of attrition in Central Asia, tensions were 

rising in the country most prone to instability, Poland. 1980 was a disastrous year for 

Polish economy. Growth had stopped for the first time under communist rule and the 

external debt soared to $18 billion. Food prices rose and popular unrest were mounting. 

The subsequent strikes throughout the country send tremors to the regime but also 

further east to Moscow. Workers from plants to the docks started to organize 

themselves beyond the framework of the existing unions. With its epicentre in the city 

of Gdansk, the newly created strike committees compiled an agenda with their demands 

including something unprecedented: the right to create independent trade unions which 

would not be controlled by the authorities. In an attempt to defuse the crisis, the Polish 

leadership proceeded to a major reshuffle at the highest level of the government such 

as the firing of the Polish Prime Minster Edward Babiuch in what the US embassy in 

Warsaw called ‘the most significant and sudden personnel changes since 1970.’594 By 

the end of August, the Polish government had recognized the Solidarity union as a legal 

entity with the right to conduct strikes after an agreement between it leader Lech Walesa 

and Deputy Prime Minister Mieczyslaw Jagielski.595  
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The crisis, however, had been tempered rather than solved. The initial victory 

of the Polish workers and the imminent reforms posed a great threat for the Soviet order 

in the region. A potential spill over to neighbouring countries would certainly 

destabilize the whole bloc. For Washington, it was almost a given that Moscow would 

exert pressure to Warsaw ‘to roll back—to the degree possible—the concessions made 

to workers.’596 The turmoil in the country spread especially due to the massive appeal 

of Solidarity to the Poles. The domestic crisis reached a crucial point in December 1980. 

According to CIA intelligence an unusual mobility of military units was detected in the 

Warsaw Pact. The concern was that ‘preparations for an imminent unscheduled joint 

service exercise involving Soviet, East German, Polish, and possibly Czechoslovak 

forces’ could conceal intervention plans, as had been the case in 1968.597 Carter, worried 

about such a potential outcome, warned the Kremlin publicly that ‘foreign military 

intervention in Poland would have most negative consequences for East–West relations 

in general and U.S.–Soviet relations in particular.’ At the same time, he also assured 

his counterpart Leonid Brezhnev via a ‘Hot Line’ message that the United States did 

not intend to exploit the crisis to upset the current balance of power in Eastern Europe.598 

Despite the initial thoughts of restoring order through force, the Soviet Politburo on 5 

December decided to let the Polish regime handle the issue. The leadership had been 

reassured by Mikhail Suslov’s report that he had received the necessary assurances 

from Stanisław Kania, who had succeeded Gierek in September, that Warsaw would 

show the proper resolve and contain the situation: ‘Kania noted that the Polish United 

Workers' Party, the Polish people, its healthy forces, its armed forces, the organs of 

State Security and police, which support the PUWP, will be able to deal with and 

normalize the situation by their own means.’599 Therefore, the threat of an invasion was 

postponed for the ‘indefinite future’ and according to Brzezinski, based on soviet 

sources, ‘the principal reason[…]was the effectiveness of the Western counter 

propaganda campaign which convinced the Kremlin the West would retaliate 

`massively' with political and economic sanctions’.600 The circle of the crisis would not 
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close, however, until the imposition of martial law by Wojciech Jaruzelski on 13 

December, 1981. 

 

Conclusion 
 

As Carter was engaging more and more with what was becoming a ‘global Cold War’ 

he found himself compelled to react to a series of crises from Latin America to Iran and 

from the mountains of Afghanistan to the Horn of Africa, often giving the impression 

that the United States was constantly one step behind from those developments.601 

Nonetheless, regarding the traditional cradle of the Cold War, Eastern Europe, Carter’s 

administration followed a very precise path. Despite the pre-electoral promises for a 

change in attitudes but most importantly in actions, when examining the policy of the 

thirty-ninth US president on Eastern Europe one can note a remarkable continuity with 

his predecessors, Nixon and Ford.602  

Differentiation remained the keyword and the official doctrine. The Carter 

White House aimed to refine the criteria of differentiation by introducing domestic 

liberalization as equally important as external independence vis-à-vis Moscow in 

accordance to the human rights rhetoric. In reality however, Carter and his staff 

followed ‘Kissinger's practice of working with some communists to contain others.’603 

Relations with the Eastern European bloc brought to the surface one of the biggest 

weaknesses of a universalist policy based on moral ideals such as human rights. 

Inevitably these clash with strategic, economic and other political priorities and thus 

the need for exceptions in the name of the national interest paves the way to the criticism 

of inconsistency and double standards.604 This inherent contradiction in Carter’s policy 

undermined its appeal and success and strengthened the argumentation of especially the 

neoconservative circles in the United States.605 The case of Ceausescu’s Romania which 
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is analysed in the following chapter is the most representative example of the drawbacks 

that Carter’s policy entailed given that Romania remained Washington’s prominent 

partner despite its rigid and far from satisfactory human rights conditions. 
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Chapter 6: Jimmy Carter and US–Romanian relations  
 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The election of Jimmy Carter signified a new phase in American–Romanian relations. 

The new Democrat administration had raised certain expectations during the electoral 

campaign that its handling of foreign affairs would be based on ideals and fundamental 

humanitarian principles, transcending the rigidity of the established Cold War norms.606 

This chapter examines the course of US–Romanian relations during the years of the 

Carter presidency with a view to portray the dynamics of the bilateral relationship in 

the context of the policy of differentiation, and the effect that a series of international 

developments had on it. The underlying assumption, spanning throughout this four-year 

period, is that there is a remarkable continuity between Carter and the preceding 

Kissingerian period under Nixon and Ford. Despite the declared statements on the 

centrality of human rights in the new administration’s foreign policy, their conflict with 

certain strategic and political interests would quite often downgrade them to a 

secondary level. The Romanian case serves as an example of the constant dilemma of 

prioritizing between the former or the latter in a time when the fragile foundations of 

détente were on the verge of collapse. 

 

 

 

 

Hints of change and business as usual 
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In the framework of the reevaluation of US Eastern European policy under the new 

administration, the State Department was ordered to review the status of relations 

between the United States and Romania. For Washington, the two fundamental 

objectives of its policy remained the same. First, to maintain and further nurture the 

independent posture of Bucharest vis-à-vis Moscow and, second, to influence a gradual 

improvement of human rights and political freedoms within the regime, starting from 

securing a steady emigration flow. Even though those targets were not new, the US 

embassy in Bucharest called for a shift in attitude by promptly working on those goals 

with ‘greater energy’, as part of a general strategy in the region ‘of undermining Soviet 

control—carefully, but consciously’.607 It was believed that the Romanians would 

continue to navigate foreign policy within the limits of Soviet tolerance in an adept way 

without any serious modification. The American analyses predicted that Ceausescu 

would continue to emphasize enhancing his international role by insisting on his 

‘frenetic pursuit of cordial relations’ with the full spectrum of political actors around 

the world, spanning from fraternal communist regimes to the capitalist West and the 

developing Third World.608 The motive for this active international appearance was not 

only to increase the costs of potential aggressive measures from the Kremlin but also 

to secure credits and favourable trade treatment by building the profile of a ‘developing’ 

Romania.609         

The State Department recognized that the value of bilateral relations was based 

more on symbolism than on substance. The US leverage in this relationship was limited 

and derived mainly from Romania’s desire for Western technology and credits, and its 

own choice for sovereignty vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. As much as Ceausescu cherished 

the close and frequent contacts with the US presidents and the prestige that they 

entailed, Washington was aware that they were not indispensable for the Romanian 

dictator’s survival. Nevertheless, the Romanians were determined to maintain an even 

closer rapport with the US by taking advantage of their leverage vested ‘in their 

knowledge that [the Americans] also have an interest in their independence’.610 
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The Romanian reception of Carter’s election was cautious. The embassy in 

Washington estimated that the new president would not deviate from his Republican 

predecessors’ approach to the Eastern European communist regimes. Nonetheless they 

were concerned about the impact of human rights and Carter’s scepticism about 

personal diplomacy in his Romanian policy.611 As soon as the new president took office 

Ceausescu wanted to check the attitudes of the new administration. Consistent with his 

practice of sending special envoys to Washington to keep the working relationship 

active, Ceausescu sent Vasile Pungan as his personal emissary to deliver a personal 

message to the president, aiming to reassert the special status of the relationship. This 

initiative was welcomed both by the State Department and the National Security 

Council.612 For Brzezinski, this was a low-cost opportunity at this point to send the 

appropriate positive signals towards Bucharest as he advised Carter: ‘by receiving 

Ceausescu's special emissary early in your term, you are demonstrating a basic 

continuity and our willingness to continue a reasonably close relationship.’613 

Furthermore, both Brzezinski and Warren Christopher from State suggested that this 

would also be a good occasion to subtly raise the issue of human rights by ‘frankly’ 

explaining the White House’s stance on the issue.614 

Meanwhile in Romania the first signs of a nascent dissident movement became 

apparent. Since the late sixties there were some manifestations of an underground, 

mostly cultural, dissidence among the youth.615 Nonetheless it was not until 1977 that 

an actual movement made it to the surface. In February, inspired by the initiative of 

Charter 77 in Czechoslovakia, writer Paul Goma drafted an open letter addressed to the 

CSCE in Belgrade. Along with other eight signatories, the Romanian novelist expressed 

his solidarity to the Czechoslovak Chartists, criticized the practices of the regime and 

made an appeal to the Romanian authorities to respect their commitments deriving from 

the Helsinki Accords. The message of the letter was that the real problem in Romania 
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was not the Soviets but rather Ceausescu’s authoritarian rule.616 With the help of the 

transmissions of Radio Free Europe the Goma initiative got traction and those who 

directly or indirectly supported it amounted to a few hundreds.617 Publicly, Ceausescu 

responded through a speech condemning, without naming, those critics as traitors of 

the motherland. In the executive Political Committee, however he revealed his irritation 

and anger. He was furious about how the Securitate allowed this ‘donkey’ Goma to 

become an issue and did not prevent him from getting in touch with foreign elements.618 

In a rare outburst he even went so far as to openly state that those disrespectful 

dissidents deserved ‘to be hit, rightly so, without mercy’.619  

Initially, the regime tried to persuade Goma to retract his statements through the 

Securitate’s intimidation but when the Romanian writer made it clear that he had no 

such intention he was arrested two months later. Apart from Goma and some of his co-

signatories, the wave of arrests in April included members of the Baptist Church Josif 

Ton, Pavel Niculescu and Avril Popescu and an eminent historian, Vlad Georgescu. 

The former was taken because of a letter sent to the CSCE accusing the regime of 

religious persecutions, the latter was accused of defamation against Romania and 

president Ceausescu. Nevertheless, the intellectual-driven dissidence in Romania never 

gained a massive character. A significant reason for this was that, in reality, most of 

those who joined Goma’s cause did it as a vehicle towards obtaining an exit visa; the 

so called ‘Goma passport’.620 The Securitate realized this very quickly and dealt with 

the issue by granting emigration permissions to those who were rejected before and 

thus stop the spread of the movement.621 Despite its eventual failure the Goma dissident 

movement nevertheless ‘remained a reference point for the societal opposition to 
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communism in Romania’ which before the violent events of 1989 was rather 

marginal.622 

These developments did not pass unnoticed in Washington. The new 

administration wanted to make clear to the Romanian side that even though it did not 

intend to meddle with internal affairs and destabilize Ceausescu’s regime it was 

determined to ‘speak out when clear violations of human rights are involved’.623 On 5 

May Matthew Nimetz of the State Department informed the Romanian Ambassador in 

a private talk about Washington’s concern over the recent events and expressed his 

hope that Bucharest would not give any reasons for a public debate in view of the 

upcoming discussions in Congress for the MFN extension. In other words, it was not in 

the intentions of the White House to go public on the matter of human rights in Romania 

‘unless absolutely necessary’.624 Ambassador Nicolae for his part responded by 

expressing the Romanian discontent about a series of stories in the American press with 

a negative impact on Romania referring to human rights violations while he dismissed 

the allegations regarding the dissidents by stating that they had violated Romanian laws 

and therefore it was simply a domestic issue. When Nicolae tried to shift the discussion 

towards the potential visit of Ceausescu in the US, Nimetz was clear: ‘under present 

circumstances, in view of events such as [the] arrest of a Baptist pastor and the professor 

who had studied in US, it would be impossible to propose such a visit’.625  The purpose 

of the meeting, – to communicate to the Romanians that Carter intended to include 

human rights in the agenda and not only in the form of free emigration– was achieved. 

On 9 May Goma, Ton and Georgescu were released as part of a general amnesty which 

affected around 28,500 people.626   

The outcry for those clear violations of the Helsinki provisions was moderated 

and even substituted by sentiments of sympathy when in March 1977 Romania suffered 

a devastating earthquake that left 1,500 victims and 35,000 homeless families. The 

American response was immediate. Carter wrote to Ceausescu extending his sympathy 
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and promising material support. Similarly, in Congress Senators Kennedy and Javits 

introduced a bill providing humanitarian aid to Romania up to $20 million.627 

 The management of the crisis by the Romanian dictator was indicative of the 

intensification of the personality cult but also ‘highlighted and increased the gap 

between him and the rest of the party leadership.’628 Ceausescu interrupted his state visit 

to Nigeria and immediately took over the role of the mastermind of the relief plan. Not 

surprisingly, ‘no other official was delegated meaningful authority or permitted to 

receive public recognition for his contribution’ whereas according to secret intelligence 

sources he fiercely criticized top party officials for being ‘utterly confused’ and 

essentially incompetent.629  

Ceausescu’s internal leadership was based on certain fundamental practices. In 

order to eliminate the accumulation of power and influence among any of his 

subordinates he engaged with regular shifts of personnel between the party and the state 

bureaucracies. He undermined the prestige and the authority of traditional communist 

organs such as the Central Committee by inventing new mass political bodies with 

obscure statutes. All this was encompassed by a dominant personality cult that elevated 

Ceausescu to almost mythical levels.630 By 1977, the Romanian dictator was: President 

of the Socialist Republic of Romania, General Secretary of the Romanian Communist 

Party, President of the Council of State, Chairman of the Socialist Unity Front, 

Chairman of the Defense Council and Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces, 

Chairman of the Supreme Council of Economic and Social Development, and 

Chairman of the Ideological Commission of the Romanian Communist Party.  
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Nevertheless, this ‘heroic’ performance did not result in a strengthening of the 

relationship between the leader and his people. On the contrary, the devastating 

economic cost of the natural disaster combined with one of the lowest living standards 

in the socialist bloc further disillusioned the public. Ceausescu’s popularity thus stayed 

low both with the elites and the masses.631 Furthermore, in August 1977, a miners’ strike 

in Jiu Valley momentarily threatened to import the Polish ‘virus’ of organized labour 

resistance. Ceausescu’s immediate presence on the spot and the sanitization of the news 

in Romanian media quarantined a further challenge to the orthodoxy of the ruling 

establishment.632 As it was very accurately argued, media control induced ‘a sense of 

isolation and frustration amongst protestors, and played a self-fulfilling role: if no 

opposition to the regime was reported, then most of the public not only assumed that 

there was none, but, guided by this assumption, questioned the point in displaying 

any.’633 

Despite these shortcomings the view from Washington was that Ceausescu’s 

position was not threatened. Due to ‘the qualities of decisiveness, energy, and tactical 

skill’ along with ‘his skill in maneuvering potential critics out of positions of influence’, 

the State Department concluded that there were no serious domestic opposition threats, 

if there were any at all.634 Bucharest however remained restless. Carter’s decision to 

upgrade Poland and Hungary in the framework of his differentiation policy, as it was 

manifested in the relevant Presidential Directive on Eastern Europe, worried the 

Romanians that their special position within the socialist camp might be threatened. In 

addition, later in the year, despite the efforts of the Romanian government, the Deputy 

Prime and Foreign Trade Minister Ian Patan did not manage to arrange a high-level 

meeting with the president. Even though the State Department was in favour of such a 

meeting as a symbol of the importance of Romania for the United States, the NSC 

believed that at that point it was not worth it with Brzezinski highlighting that ‘The P. 

is not an Asst. Sec. of State!’635 Nonetheless, Patan met in the end with Vice President 
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Mondale and the Secretary of Commerce Juanita Kreps on 2 and 3 November at the 

margins of the proceedings of the Joint American–Romanian Economic Commission.636  

 Meanwhile in the Romanian capital there was a change of guard at the American 

Embassy. The effective and experienced Harry Barnes was replaced by O. Rudolph 

Aggrey, a career diplomat with ambassadorial experience in Africa (Senegal and 

Gambia). The new appointment was greeted with mixed feelings in Bucharest given 

that Aggrey was African-American. According to some intelligence reports certain 

circles within the Romanian officials interpreted the positioning of a an African-

American ambassador as ‘a sign of declining American interest in Romania’ if not an 

insult to Ceausescu himself.637 Given that no measure indicative of a high interest in 

Romania was planned at least before the visit of the Romanian leader the following 

year, Brzezinski recommended that Ambassador Aggrey, apart from his credentials 

when meeting with Ceausescu, delivered a personal message from Carter in order to 

‘reaffirm interest in Romania and underline [his] confidence in him’ reciprocating in 

this way Ceausescu’s method of preserving close contacts.638 

   

 

 

Romania and the peace efforts for the Middle East 
 

One of the hallmarks of Jimmy Carter’s foreign policy was his efforts towards a 

peaceful solution in the Middle East. The Camp David accords signified the finest 

moment of the US president’s time in the Oval Office. Nevertheless, despite the initial 

euphoria, the incomplete nature of the agreements between Egypt and Israel did not 
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fulfill the high expectations they created especially due to the avoidance of a solution 

to the Palestinian issue.639  

 Romania, through Ceausescu’s incessant will of acquiring an international 

reputation through diplomatic initiatives, played a noteworthy role in the early stages 

of the rapprochement between Presidents Sadat and Begin, leading to the former’s 

surprising and daring visit to Jerusalem in the autumn of 1977. This step would later 

pave the way for the copious negotiations at Camp David and a Nobel Peace prize for 

the two statesmen a year later.  

Once again, Romania’s strategic choice of maintaining relations with every 

state across the spectrum of international politics put it in a distinct position regarding 

the Middle Eastern question. Bucharest was the only communist bloc capital that kept 

diplomatic relations both with Israel and the Arab world as well as an established close 

connection with the PLO. These factors in combination with the preferred Romanian 

method of frequent political contacts, meant that the Romanian capital had the potential 

of becoming a real hub of information for all the involved parties.    

Indeed, in late August 1977 the newly elected conservative Prime Minister of 

Israel Menachem Begin visited Bucharest and met with Nicolae Ceausescu. Despite the 

unresolved issue of Jewish emigration, the Israelis valued Romania’s non-polemic 

stance since it provided a gateway not only to the Soviets but also to the Arab world. 

During their talks Ceausescu informed Begin that Sadat was open to the idea of direct 

discussions between Egyptian and Israeli representatives. However, it was Ceausescu’s 

view that a meeting between Sadat and Begin was still premature and discussions at a 

lower level should precede.640 Ceausescu’s information derived from the meeting he 

had with Sadat in Cairo in May where he tried to impose himself in the Middle East 

peace process.641  The American Embassy estimated that the meeting with Begin had a 

positive outcome since there were signs that the Romanian and the Israeli leaders 

seemed to ‘getting through to each other if only in terms of personal rapport.’642 
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Although, they shared differing opinions and ‘no offer was made by Ceausescu to 

mediate nor was he so asked by Begin’ both sides agreed to keep this back channel 

open awaiting for any Egyptian reactions.643   

A few days later the Romanian Ambassador in Washington briefed Cyrus 

Vance about the content of the talks. It was Bucharest’s opinion that ‘despite Begin's 

rigid statements, the Israeli Government might be considering the possibility of revising 

its positions’ since he was open to a solution of the Palestinian problem as soon as the 

PLO abandoned their pledge for the destruction of Israel. The Romanian leadership was 

aware that no radical change in the Israeli attitude was expected but nevertheless they 

believed that the firm positions expressed in the talks did not reflect the final word.644 

Vance was interested in the Romanian views and noted that Begin left the same 

impression at the White House as well. Hence, he agreed that Begin’s intransigence 

was a major obstacle that had to be overcome and for this reason he encouraged 

Ambassador Nicolae to continue the efforts while maintaining an unofficial US–

Romanian channel about the Middle East.645  

In November Sadat stunned everyone by going to Jerusalem and speaking in 

front of the Knesset in an attempt to create a kind of shock and awe peace offensive 

that would trigger a more flexible Israeli response. The reactions within the Arab family 

were tremendous since with a single hit the Egyptian president de facto recognized the 

existence of the state of Israel and bypassed the fundamental Arab position that no 

diplomatic relations were possible as long as Israel was occupying Arab lands.  

A few days later the Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs Macovescu met with 

Carter carrying a message from Ceausescu regarding the recent developments. Aware 

of the mutual distrust between Cairo and Jerusalem, the Romanian view was that 

Sadat’s visit had the potential to contribute to the establishment of some minimum trust 

and that it was imperative that the United States should push for the peace summit in 

Geneva to take place as soon as possible. Macovescu stressed that ‘Sadat has played 

his big card’ and that now it was time for the Israelis to respond accordingly with the 

respective encouragement of Washington. It would be to no one’s benefit ‘to lose 

                                                           
643 ‘Editorial Note’. 
644 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’, 14 September 1977, FRUS, 1977–1980, Volume XX, Eastern 
Europe, Document 184. 
645 ‘Memorandum of Conversation’. 



175 

 

momentum’. He also urged his interlocutor to also include PLO in the framework of 

the negotiations.646 In other words the substance of Macovescu’s mission was to rally 

the necessary support for Sadat given that the fierce criticism he faced from the rest of 

the Arab states made the whole endeavor highly fragile. In Bucharest’s view, it was 

clear that if Sadat ‘falls or if he is isolated, there can be no peace in the Middle East.’647   

Meanwhile Ceausescu had sent his close advisor Pungan on a mission around 

the Arab capitals and Jerusalem to evaluate the reactions in the aftermath of Sadat’s 

visit. The Americans were interested in the results and they were especially eager to 

find out about the reactions of the Palestinian side since they had no contacts with the 

PLO. Macovescu in a meeting with Vance passed the message that ‘Arafat is still angry’ 

but the Romanians possessed information that the PLO leadership (central committee) 

‘decided to attack Sadat but keep the criticism within certain limits.’648 When Vance 

asked for more details regarding the future course of PLO actions Macovescu replied 

that they were not informed. What the Romanians knew however was that both the 

Palestinians and the Syrians were anxious for a conference about the Middle East as 

soon as possible with the participation of all the involved parties because their biggest 

fear was that the United States might favour a separate settlement between Cairo and 

Jerusalem. Vance repeated his appreciation for this Romanian–Palestinian back channel 

and prompted his counterpart to keep him updated about the PLO in the following 

weeks. 

Indeed, as soon as Pungan completed his mission in the Middle East he travelled 

to Washington to communicate the Romanian government’s point of view and get 

informed about the US perspective on the matter. Thus, the Romanian envoy held a 

meeting with Secretary Vance on 31 January 1978. Pungan expressed Ceausescu’s 

concern about the recent interruption of the Egyptian-Israeli talks in Jerusalem and 

called for intensifying the efforts for keeping the channels of communication between 

the two sides open. It was also believed by the Romanians that ‘there were “circles” 
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hoping for a failure of the Israeli–Egyptian negotiations, including the Soviets’, 

something that Pungan had stressed to Begin personally as well.649  

Turning to the specifics of the negotiations, Bucharest was of the opinion that 

regarding Sinai Sadat might be in the end willing to discuss anything ‘but would never 

accept any derogation from its[Egypt’s] sovereign authority.’650 Therefore, Ceausescu 

believed that the issue of the Israeli settlements, being the most challenging, should be 

resolved at the highest level since for Sadat ‘sovereignty was an issue of principle’ and 

virtually a red line if he wanted to keep any relations with the rest of the Arabs.651  

Regarding the Palestinian aspect, Pungan reported that the Romanians estimated 

that Begin wanted to restrict any discussions ‘within the narrowest possible limits’, in 

other words ‘involving only Palestinian residents in the occupied territories in a limited 

self-rule role.’652 Pungan repeated the standard Romanian position that PLO 

participation was necessary as ‘an exercise in self-determination’.653 Nevertheless he 

also added that it was time for the Arabs to stop stalling behind demands and vague 

principle statements but rather engage in a more constructive way offering specific 

proposals and counter measures. 

In February 1978 Anwar Sadat paid an official visit to Washington and on his 

way back he met with Ceausescu in Bucharest. The American–Romanian channel was 

activated again and Pungan flew to Washington for a briefing and an exchange of views 

on the current developments with Cyrus Vance. The US Secretary told Pungan that 

Sadat despite his disillusionment with the Israeli failure to respond accordingly to his 

Jerusalem initiative, left the United States satisfied with the assurances he got and with 

the expressed support of Carter for an active continuation of the peace process. Pungan 

confirmed that Sadat arrived in Bucharest pleased with the statements of the White 

House but nevertheless worried about the slow pace of the developments, since his 

political capital was getting undermined day by day. Therefore, Ceausescu urged the 

Americans once again that ‘everything possible should now be done to encourage Israel 

to agree to a declaration of principles acceptable to Sadat’ in order to use it as leverage 
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with the rest of the Arab states and convince them to participate in the overall process.654 

In addition, both sides agreed on the need for moderation in any public statements 

especially from Begin since this could result in the Israeli positions becoming ‘ironclad 

through premature public disclosure’.655  

Meanwhile Israeli forces launched attacks in the south of Lebanon sparking 

fierce international condemnation, including the United States. Romania reacted calling 

the attacks aggressive and asked for an immediate withdrawal of the Israeli army from 

the region. In view of Ceausescu’s upcoming visit to Washington, Jerusalem wanted to 

pass its views on the recent developments and thus Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan 

visited Bucharest one week before Ceausescu’s trip. The CIA estimated that Dayan’s 

trip was ‘likely to try to soothe Romanian feelings’ since the Israelis wanted to keep 

the Romanian back-channel active.656 Indeed in their discussion Dayan assured 

Ceausescu that Israeli presence in south Lebanon was temporary and they were willing 

to retreat as soon as UN forces were ready to take over. In addition, aware that his words 

would be transmitted to the Arabs, the Americans but also to the Soviets, the Israeli 

minister reiterated his government’s will to pursue the negotiations as well as their 

flexibility regarding the Palestinian representation.657 Ceausescu passed the message to 

the Egyptians that Dayan was ready to discuss a satisfactory Declaration of Principles 

and settle all outstanding issues through a direct meeting with Sadat. Cairo responded 

that the timing for such a meeting was not favourable and they informed Washington, 

stressing that if anything came out of this initiative it would be coordinated with the 

White House beforehand.658 

This meeting however included another significant aspect for Bucharest and that 

was the Israeli government’s attitude regarding Jewish emigration from Romania. 

Dayan expressed his ‘profound gratitude’ for the way in which Jewish emigration took 

place, recognizing that already 80% of the almost half million Romanian Jewish 
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population have relocated to Israel throughout the post war period. Furthermore, in 

view of the official visit to Washington and the forthcoming annual debate in Congress 

about MFN, Dayan offered to mediate in favour of Bucharest with the American Jewish 

lobby and use their contacts in the Senate and the House of Representatives: ‘We don’t 

have much influence in America, we don’t have a strong word but if the Jews over there 

or our friends close to the Senate or the Congress can do anything, they will do it.’659 It 

was evident that the political value of the relations with Romania and the significance 

of maintaining a channel of communication with the communist bloc surpassed the 

difficulties that occurred with the regime’s record of emigration to Israel.  

Ceausescu’s involvement in the Middle East peace process was not pivotal but 

nonetheless contributed positively. Apparently both Begin and Sadat valued the 

Romanian leader’s views on the sincerity of each other’s intentions as it is revealed in 

Dayan’s personal account of a short chat with Sadat during the Camp David 

negotiations: 

 

‘You know, Moshe, when I met Ceausescu, I put to him two questions: Is Begin strong enough to take 
daring decisions? And is he sincere? The Romanian President gave positive replies to both. He told me 

he had had a six-hour talk with Begin and came to conclusion that he was both strong and sincere’.660 

  

Ceausescu was careful enough not to acquire the role of the mediator for he 

knew that the responsibility and the risk of that role could bear a huge political cost in 

case of failure. Nevertheless, he made himself part of the game by providing his good 

offices as an information proxy for all the involved parties. In this ‘low-cost’ way, he 

enhanced his profile as an international honest broker hoping that he could reap the 

fruits of his efforts in other domains, and especially in his relations with the US (e.g. 

Israeli help with emigration and the Congress).        
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Ceausescu visits the United States for the last time. 
 

As part of its Eastern European policy the White House had arranged for the visit of the 

two most independent actors among Eastern European communists in the first semester 

of 1978. Marshall Tito agreed to visit Washington in March whereas the date for 

Ceausescu’s trip to the US was still pending even as late as January. Even though the 

Romanians knew that the timing would be determined by the Yugoslav leader’s visit, 

they were anxious to avoid any linkage between the two events or in the US 

Ambassador’s words: the ‘announcement of Romanian President's visit could be 

scheduled or made in such a way as to avoid obvious link or priority consideration.’661 

The actual backdrop of those visits was the future uncertainty of the imminent post-

Brezhnev and post-Tito era both for Washington and especially for Belgrade and 

Bucharest. The fragile health and the old age of those leaders made it imperative to 

contemplate the succession in both cases. For the White House, the Tito visit was meant 

to reaffirm the US–Yugoslav rapport and it was perceived as a dower for his successors. 

Similarly, Ceausescu aimed to reinforce the two pillars that acted as the foundation of 

his balancing policy, namely China and the West. Thus, his trip to the United States 

would be followed by his visit to Beijing for consultations with the new Chinese leader 

Hua Guofeng and a state visit in the United Kingdom where he would strive to further 

develop economic relations.662 Aware of those underlying rationales, the State 

Department was prepared to accommodate Ceausescu’s expectations for a warm 

reception.663 

 In the preparatory inter-agency meeting about the visit the State Department 

staff highlighted the symbolic effect of the visit in reiterating the positive bilateral 

relations and renewing the US interest in Romania’s sovereign foreign policy. It would 

also be an opportunity to give a new impetus to the human rights issue at the highest 

level. Nonetheless, it was proposed that the lion’s share of the discussions between the 
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two presidents covered international issues such as East–West relations and the Middle 

East. Furthermore, the American side was aware that the Romanian representatives 

would come with demands regarding expanded trade and modifications on the process 

of MFN renewal, aiming at a long-term formula in contrast to the annual discussions in 

Congress. It was likely that Bucharest’s expectations for such an outcome were raised 

after Ceausescu’s talks with Senator Adlai Stevenson who had insinuated that a revision 

of the Jackson–Vanik provisions might be possible in the event of positive 

developments in US–Soviet relations.664  

In general, aware of the fact that it had already reached the limits of its flexibility 

in economic concessions, the White House was opting to ‘fend off the inevitable 

Romanian requests for much more’.665 Inevitably, the special relationship had reached 

the point where ‘attention [was payed] to practical problem-solving [rather] than 

exciting new initiatives.’ Therefore, taking advantage of Ceausescu’s desire for 

international prestige would have made it easier to influence him on issues such as 

human rights, where Bucharest viewed Washington as the ‘demandeur’.666  

 Human rights turned out to be a challenging topic given that it was the only 

serious thorn in the relations between the two states. Specifically, apart from the 

emigration issue which was dealt with in the framework of the MFN agreement, there 

were three more aspects that sparked disagreement regarding their handling within the 

State Department. These were the treatment of the Hungarian minority, the human 

rights factor concerning Romanian loans from international organizations and 

individual cases such as the family reunification of defector Constantin Rauta.667  In the 

end it was decided that the first two would be raised by the Secretary of State in his 

discussion with his counterpart, whereas the Rauta case would be at the discretion of 

the president who, despite certain reservations voiced by Robert King of the NSC staff, 
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showed a personal interest in the case.668 Brzezinski in his briefing to the president was 

in general agreeing with Vance on the basic objectives of not only the visit but also the 

overall trend of bilateral relations, especially the need for a ‘combination of external 

pressure and economic inducement’ in order to achieve any progress on the 

humanitarian issues.669  

 On 12 April Jimmy Carter hosted Ceausescu at the White House for the first of 

their planned meetings. The US president cordially welcomed his counterpart and 

praised his role in facilitating progress on the quest for peace in the Middle East. Despite 

their common desire to conclude a workable solution both sides had differing views on 

aspects such as the Israeli response to the peace initiative and especially on the role of 

the PLO in the whole process. Ceausescu advocated a more inclusive attitude towards 

the Palestinians, explaining to Carter ‘that the PLO is following a policy that will permit 

recognition of Israel's right to exist’, which was a prerequisite for the Israelis before 

any serious talks could take place.670 In sum, both statesmen agreed on the goal but 

disagreed on the method of achieving peace and Israeli withdrawal from the occupied 

territories. Relations with the Soviet Union and China were also discussed the same day 

without offering any substantial breakthrough. What was of interest though was the 

private meeting that took place between the two presidents before their official 

discussions.671 Ceausescu, not surprisingly, asked for modifications on the process of 

the MFN renewal aiming to a multi-year solution in the long term and for the short term 

he requested ‘to have committee discussions but avoid debates in the plenary sessions 

of Congress’ to minimize public exposure.672 To this end Ceausescu also evoked 

Congressman Vanik’s favourable opinion on the matter after their meeting in Bucharest 

the previous month, where Vanik stated his hope for a change in legislation permitting 
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committee decision on issues such as the MFN renewal possibly the following year’.673 

Carter responded that the Jackson–Vanik clause was a side effect of the US–Soviet 

relations and under no circumstances it should be perceived as a measure against 

Bucharest adding that: ‘there will be no problem of continuing MFN for Romania under 

existing legislation […] if the Congress and I feel that the human rights situation in 

Romania gives no cause for concern.’674 It was the first time, even in a subtle way, that 

human rights and not only emigration entered the equation of MFN. Nevertheless, 

Carter reassured Ceausescu for his commitment to Romanian MFN and his willingness 

to continue the low-profile exchange of information on the subject in order to make his 

case effectively in Congress: ‘if in any private communications you wish to provide 

information that will help in this regard, it will be used for your country's benefit.’675 In 

the same private meeting, Ceausescu showed his willingness to continue the role of the 

intermediary between the US and the Far East which he had acquired since his meetings 

with Nixon. Hence, he volunteered to pass the US views on the normalization of US–

Chinese relations during his imminent visit to Beijing and he promised to send a 

‘personal letter’ to Carter, after the American president’s request, with his estimation 

of the attitudes of the Chinese leadership and suggestions for further steps.676 

Furthermore, Ceausescu carried a message from the leader of North Korea Kim-Il–

Sung with an overture for direct discussions. Pyongyang expressed its wish to improve 

relations with the US on the condition that Washington would commit to withdraw its 

troops from the South. According to Ceausescu: ‘they ha[d] given assurances that they 

will consider US interests in South Korea, and they envisage that reunification would 

take the form of a federation that would maintain the existing social system in the two 

parts of the peninsula’, the catch however was that they would not negotiate with the 

current President Park Chung Hee and his ‘fascist’ and ‘pro-Japanese’ regime.677 Carter 

reiterated the US position that any solution should be a product of a dialogue between 

the two Korean governments and US involvement in the absence of President Park was 

out of the question. 
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 Ceausescu’s American tour was extensive. He met with representatives of the 

industrial and financial world such as CEOs from Coca-Cola, Boeing, Occidental 

Petroleum, and David Rockefeller. He also visited Tennessee, Texas and New York.678 

New York City held some unpleasant surprises for the Romanian ruler. After making it 

to the spotlight with an interview by Barbara Walters, the Romanian delegation faced 

aggressive public demonstrations under the auspices of Romanian emigrants and 

especially pro-Hungarian organizations. The American–Hungarian diaspora was the 

most active and vocal force in criticizing Ceausescu’s rule. Apart from the discontent 

for the Romanian government’s general minority policy, however, this kind of activism 

was rooted also in irredentist motives founded in the centuries old feud between 

Romania and Hungary over Transylvania.679 On 17 April, the hostile crowd became 

more active throwing eggs against the Romanian mission. Ceausescu was furious, and 

in the heat of the moment, decided to cancel the trip and return to Bucharest 

immediately. Ambassador Nicolae’s intervention in favour of a more prudent reaction 

in view of the important upcoming meetings with several businessmen and 

representatives of the Jewish community prevented a potential fiasco.680 Nevertheless, 

Ceausescu’s irritation at this public blow to his image and authority would not subside. 

The Mayor of New York Edward Koch who was a voice for the Hungarian minority’s 

plight in Romania since his days in Congress showed no interest in comforting 

Ceausescu.681 Thus an argument between the two men was averted in the last moment 

thanks to the smooth handling of both sides by William Luers, Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of State for Europe and experienced diplomat who was accompanying the 

Romanian delegation.682  
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 Furthermore, at a working breakfast with a group of Senators, Ceausescu tried 

to lobby in the direction of a favourable amendment of the MFN procedures.683 

Surprisingly, the separate meeting with his MFN nemesis Senator Jackson was nothing 

like their last encounter in Washington in 1975 where things got almost out of hand. 

The US Senator was more relaxed in his attitude and he justified his rigid position back 

then as an effort to stress the need for effective measures from the authorities in 

Bucharest.684 Hence the two statesmen focused more on international issues, with the 

Senator praising Romania’s role in the Middle Eastern process, and avoiding discussion 

of any details of the trade waiver.685 The other influential actor on the MFN issue, the 

Jewish American community, shifted its stance. Instead of focusing on a quantitative 

increase in the numbers of Jewish emigrants to Israel, it counselled Ceausescu that an 

improvement in bureaucratic obstacles to the granting of exit visas was necessary, so 

that those who still wanted to emigrate from the admittedly small remaining Romanian 

Jewish community could do so.686  

 Despite the unprecedented exposure of Ceausescu to open opposition by 

elements of the Romanian and Hungarian diaspora during his stay in the United States, 

the Romanian dictator considered it successful. He was pleased with his contacts with 

President Carter and he was impressed by the ‘open and convincing’ character of his 

American counterpart which left him with the impression that Carter was someone who 

‘can be trusted to keep commitments’.687 In addition, according to Washington’s 

intelligence, Ceausescu was also satisfied with the attitude of the Congressmen he met, 

given that they seemed more respectful of Romania’s position and its policy to maintain 

its sovereignty. Nevertheless, despite the earlier promises of Moshe Dayan, the 
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American Jewish lobby ‘did not understand the reality of the Romanian situation’ 

leading to ‘a poor dialogue’ in Bucharest’s view.688  

 

 

 

 

A Crisis in Confidence: The Pacepa Affair 
 

On 24 July 1978, an incident that could as well have been part of a John le Carré spy 

novel took place in West Germany. Lieutenant-General Ion Mihai Pacepa, First Deputy 

of the Director of Foreign Intelligence Branch of the Securitate, State Secretary in the 

Ministry of Interior, and Ceausescu’s close confidant decided to defect to the United 

States by requesting political asylum at the American Embassy in Bonn. On 28 July, 

the Romanian general was transferred to the United States. The news produced a 

bombshell in Bucharest. The Romanian government and especially Ceausescu were 

more than alarmed given that this was the highest ranking Eastern European defector 

during the Cold War. Pacepa not only had access to sensitive intelligence, due to his 

rank, but he had also preferential access to Ceausescu, being part of his entourage. Apart 

from state treason this development was a blow to the Romanian dictator personally. 

As American sources accurately described: ‘Ceausescu's image as a man in control of 

his internal affairs is shaken and his natural paranoia about his advisers is 

heightened.’689 In September, Pacepa was sentenced to death in Bucharest after being 

indicted with high treason and a $2 million bounty on his head was issued.  

There was no indication that the defection was instigated by the CIA but 

Washington could not possibly let such an intelligence source slip away.690 Thus, 
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Pacepa cooperated with the CIA after his defection in return for political asylum. He 

would later become a frequent contributor to the press and in 1987 he published a 

controversial, yet popular, book exposing the vices and corruption of the Ceausescus.691   

Naturally, the Americans denied the Romanian calls for Pacepa’s extradition. 

Andrei called in the American Ambassador and conveyed the Romanian leadership’s 

firm request to return Pacepa as soon as possible, connecting the future of bilateral 

relations with the outcome of this case: ‘should the CIA keep Pacepa this could not be 

considered a friendly gesture and would not be of a nature to permit improvement of 

our bilateral relations. Romania will draw the lessons it should from our response.’692 

Aggrey reported that failure to reach a compromise with the Romanians ‘is likely to 

seriously impair progress in our bilateral relations, especially in important humanitarian 

and consular areas. It may well produce serious general degradation for considerable 

period.’693 

Washington did not believe that the defection ‘w[ould] affect [its] basic 

relationship with them in the long term’, however it did not want this incident to 

sidetrack the high level of cooperation between the two sides.694 Thus, taking into 

account Ceausescu’s vulnerable position especially due to a cooling down of Soviet – 

Romanian relations after Hua Guofeng’s visit to Bucharest that summer, the State 

Department concluded that ‘Ceausescu needs his relations with the US as much, if not 

more than he did before’ therefore they would try to defuse the crisis by sending 

Matthew Nimetz as an emissary to Bucharest.695  

Indeed, the American envoy expressed the American government’s conviction 

that this affair should not affect the course of bilateral relations and assured the 

Romanian leadership that no prior connection between the US and the defector existed. 

Moreover, the Americans were determined to downplay the whole story and refrain 
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from publicly exploiting it. At the same time, however, he made it clear that extradition 

was out of question and a potential official request from Bucharest would only lead to 

unnecessary public exposure. Andrei stressed his government’s shock that the United 

States ‘would give sanctuary to this traitor’ and having realized that getting Pacepa back 

directly was unattainable, he requested that he be relocated to a third country.696 The 

White House initially contemplated this option, provided that Pacepa would give his 

consent, in exchange for his reunification with his family and Romanian guarantees for 

their safety. Nonetheless, intelligence regarding Romanian activities ‘to physically 

eliminate several persons residing in the United States’ cast doubts on the prudence of 

such an option which never materialized.697 

The Romanians remained restless and kept pressing for Pacepa’s removal from 

the US. In September Stefan Andrei met with Brzezinski in Washington and among 

other bilateral, mostly economic issues, stated that Pacepa had been working for the 

CIA for a while and was also involved in financial scandals. Furthermore, he hinted 

that the staff of the US Embassy in Bucharest was inciting Romanian citizens to leave 

the country.698 The American National Security Advisor reproached Andrei saying that 

he ‘could not be serious about the charges’ since it was absurd to accuse Pacepa of 

being a CIA agent and at the same time ask for his extradition; they ‘could not have it 

both ways’.699 Nonetheless Brzezinski emphasized that the best way forward was to 

leave this incident behind and focus on the expansion of US–Romanian relations: ‘both 

governments should not let subjective irritants affect [their] relations.’700 

The leadership in Bucharest understood that there was no point in pursuing the 

issue further through official channels. Meanwhile, in the Romanian capital Ceausescu 

was trying to contain the damage. Ceausescu’s distrust for the Ministry of Interior grew 

even more and he opted for a restructuring of the way intelligence would be channeled 
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from informants abroad.701 From that point he contemplated the idea that all intelligence 

would be transmitted through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the selection and 

evaluation of agents would become even stricter and more rigid.702 The Minister of 

Interior Teodor Coman was replaced by George Homostean, whose lack of experience 

in internal security affairs was an obvious signal that Ceausescu wanted to eliminate all 

potential loopholes from the Pacepa era. Similarly, Nicolae Doicaru, Minister of 

Tourism but also a longtime Securitate officer close to Pacepa was also dismissed. 

Twelve more military and security officers, virtually the whole higher chain of 

command, were either arrested in Bucharest or released from their duties in this clean-

up operation.703   

Even though the Pacepa affair did not have an adverse effect on the relations 

between the two countries, in the long term it affected Ceausescu’s style of leadership 

enhancing his turn to nepotism due to his distrust in most of his cabinet. More and more 

members of the Ceausescu family would climb up the echelons of power especially in 

the eighties, with his wife Elena being the dominant figure and his son Nicu destined 

to be his successor.704 Thus, it became conventional wisdom that ‘in Romania they were 

building socialism in one family’.705 
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The periodic autumn in Soviet-Romanian relations  
  

The second half of 1978 demarcated one of the periodic tense phases in Soviet–

Romanian relations. Bucharest’s international conduct was yet again deviating from the 

Kremlin’s foreign policy guidelines causing disquietude and displeasure in Moscow. 

Romanian support for the Egyptian–Israeli peace initiative and its active involvement 

in its initial stages went against the Soviet policy of rejecting a bilateral compromise 

that would exclude the rest of the Arabs and especially the Palestinians. According to 

diplomatic sources, the Romanian leadership was worried that Soviet reactions would 

not remain at a verbal level. Trying to highlight its vulnerability Bucharest expressed 

its exaggerated fears that Moscow might go as far as instigating domestic disruptions 

or even terrorist attacks against Romanian diplomatic or commercial missions abroad 

by sponsoring Palestinian elements opposed to the Camp David process. Thus, 

Bucharest was determined to contact countries with experience in confronting terrorist 

threats such as West Germany with a view to enhancing its counterterrorism methods.706 

 The second irritant was the renewed rapprochement in Sino–Romanian relations 

under the new leadership in Beijing. The Chinese valued Romania’s independence 

within the Warsaw Pact and provided Bucharest with military material on top of the 

flourishing bilateral trade flow. Especially after 1977 the top-level contacts also 

increased significantly. Ceausescu’s visit in the Chinese capital in May and Hua’s 

official trip in Romania the following August signified the high level of cooperation 

between the two countries.707  China’s policy was to extend its reach in Eastern Europe 

through the Balkans. Hence, by seeking closer cooperation with Romania and 

Yugoslavia (since Albania had already isolated itself), the Chinese government wanted 

to reward all those voices that resisted Soviet hegemony in the area. In other words, the 
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PRC implemented its own policy of differentiation in Eastern Europe as an instrument 

in its dispute with the Soviet Union.708 What made this development particularly 

threatening for Moscow however, was the concurrent overtures of Carter’s 

administration to the Chinese leaders, aiming to a full normalization of Sino–American 

relations.709 Gromyko’s presence in Bucharest in October was meant to reiterate 

Moscow’s displeasure at the Chinese infiltration in their European back yard after the 

inconclusive talks between Brezhnev and Ceausescu in Crimea in August.710    

Not surprisingly the Chinese factor affected Soviet–Romanian relations within 

the Warsaw Pact framework. The meeting of the Warsaw Pact's Political Consultative 

Committee in late November provided the forum for the resurfacing of disagreements 

between Romania and the rest. It was Moscow’s intention to use this occasion for the 

adoption of a common declaration on several issues. The most important topics in the 

agenda were a) the need for increased defence expenditures due to a perceived 

imminent imbalance between the two military blocs given NATO’s decision to increase 

defence budgets by 3%, b) renouncing the Camp David accords and c) a condemnation 

of China and its overtures to the West. Brezhnev openly referred to a China–West axis 

by stating that ‘they have already begun to feed today's China, to supply it with 

weapons, and to push it toward hostile excursions against the socialist countries’.711  

 Ceausescu was under pressure by the Soviet demands for foreign-policy 

coordination. Refraining from criticizing China was a strategic choice for Bucharest 

and it was not willing to bypass its longstanding principle of sovereign foreign policy. 

Thus, the Romanian side joined the condemnation of the increased NATO budgets but 

it objected to the Soviet plan for a follow-up increase of military expenditures, since it 

perceived this as an attempt to interfere in its domestic affairs. Therefore, the blunt joint 

declaration avoided any references to Camp David and China but it was followed by a 

supplementary statement of all but Romania endorsing their criticism on both.712 Back 

                                                           
708 ‘Intelligence Memorandum, China and Eastern Europe’, 12 May 1978, 2–4, RAC NLC 26-27-7-3-4, 
Jimmy Carter Library. 
709 See, Kaufman, Plans Unraveled, 129–41. 
710 ‘Ceausescu’s New Challenge to the Soviet Union’, n.d., 1, RAC NLC 6-66-7-16-9, Jimmy Carter 
Library; Patrick Moore, ‘Hua Kuo-Feng in Romania’. 
711 Mastny and Byrne, A Cardboard Castle?, 419. 
712 C. A., ‘Ceausescu Goes His Own Way (A Second Look at The Warsaw Pact Summit)’, 27 November 
1978, [Electronic record], HU OSA 300-8-3-15118; Records of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty 
Research Institute: Publications Department: Background Reports, Open Society Archives at Central 



191 

 

home, Ceausescu made the differences within the ranks of the Pact known both in the 

sessions of the Political Executive Committee of the Party and in a public speech where 

he placed the disagreements among the allies in a public context reminiscent of his 

effort to rally national unity in the aftermath of the Prague invasion.713 Despite some 

public remarks from Brezhnev calling Ceausescu’s stance ‘demagogic’, the Soviets 

refrained from responding harshly and it was estimated by the American intelligence 

agency that no extreme reactions were expected apart from a tougher bargaining on 

economic issues, since both sides had just signed a trade protocol for 1979.714 Indeed, 

the bilateral discussions between Brezhnev and Ceausescu followed this pace. Among 

debating disagreements on issues of international and inter-communist importance, 

Ceausescu and Brezhnev would still negotiate ways to improve bilateral trade 

relations.715  

 In this context of increased pressure from the Soviets and isolation within the 

Pact, Washington decided to show its support to Ceausescu’s regime and express its 

interest in preserving Romania’s autonomous stance in Eastern Europe. To this end, 

Secretary of Commerce Blumenthal was instructed to stop at Bucharest after his visit 

to Moscow.716 Blumenthal was carrying the title of the President’s ‘special emissary’ 

as a sign of the importance of the visit. The trip succeeded in its symbolic purpose and 

in soothing Romanian fears. For the White House, it was an opportunity to better 

evaluate the situation and grasp the dynamics of the dispute. It was concluded however 

that the tensions were within the usual limits that Romania had experienced in the last 
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decade, and that this did not have the potential to undermine the broader course of US–

Soviet relations especially regarding SALT II.717    

 

 

MFN and emigration in the Carter years 
 

The MFN clause for Romania had been the cornerstone of the evolution of US–

Romanian relations since the early seventies. Every year since 1975 the Congressional 

hearings about the Jackson–Vanik waiver would test the resolve of both sides to uphold 

their special relationship. The years of the Carter administration were no exception. 

Bucharest expected that the new tenant of the Oval Office would not change course and 

keep supporting the granting of the clause under the Jackson–Vanik provisions. Indeed, 

President Carter would keep being positive to the Romanian MFN in the framework of 

the differentiation policy. Nevertheless, it would still be used as leverage to influence 

and monitor the regime’s performance on emigration but also on human rights in a 

broader sense. Even though emigration to the United States had slightly decreased for 

1976-1977 (1004 persons) compared to 1975-1976 (1200 persons), it remained at 

higher levels than the years before the MFN waiver.718 Despite some issues regarding 

family reunifications and mixed marriage approvals (mounting to a few dozens) the 

State Department concluded that ‘the rate of emigration to the United States can be 

judged relatively satisfactory and a considerable improvement over the pre-MFN 

period.’719  

Jewish emigration to Israel on the other hand was more challenging. The 

numbers for 1977 were lower than 1976 and in total the overall trend showed lower 

rates in the post-MFN years. Still, the Israeli government refrained from any public 

criticism partly because of Romania’s political value as the only socialist regime which 
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maintained diplomatic relations with it and partly due to a secret arrangement with 

Bucharest on the issue.720 In the United States however, Congress took notice of the 

situation and with the steady influence of the American Jewish lobby there were voices 

who counted on using the MFN ‘lever’ in exchange for increased emigration. On 18 

May, a group of fifty-five Congressmen send a letter to President Carter expressing 

their concern not only about the reduced Jewish emigration but also the overall human 

rights conditions including the treatment of the Hungarian minority. Nevertheless, the 

efforts of the Romanian Ambassador Nicolae bore fruits and due to his successful 

lobbying Bucharest had secured the support of the most influential figures in Congress 

including Representative Vanik.721 

The Secretary of State suggested to Carter to extend the waiver for Romania as 

the most prudent option. A potential failure would have grave repercussions and it 

would lead to a negative shift in bilateral relations given that Bucharest viewed MFN 

as ‘a key element’ of the special relationship between the two countries. In addition, in 

such a case Washington would lose the limited but nonetheless existent leverage it had 

in influencing the Romanian government regarding emigration and family 

reunifications. In a broader context, such a negative outcome would also affect the US 

policy of differentiation in Eastern Europe. Termination of MFN would also mean 

termination of the bilateral Trade Agreement; ‘the cornerstone of Ceausescu’s policy’ 

toward the US. Hence, a potential negative outcome would cast doubts over the 

credibility of the United States in the eyes of the rest of the regimes as a reliable 

economic and political partner.722 Brzezinski also endorsed the recommendation 

especially since Romania fulfilled the letter of the law and emigration rates to the US 

had improved.723 President Carter submitted his positive recommendation for the 

waiver to Congress in June. The human rights aura that Carter still carried combined 

with the sympathy provoked by the earthquake catastrophe lead to a relatively quiet 
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debate in both Houses of the Congress and the waiver was renewed for another year in 

summer.724 

After the first successful renewal under the Carter presidency the Romanian side 

aimed at a modification of the process. The annual open hearings in Congress carried a 

significant amount of political cost since in the Romanian view they were an invitation 

for discussions on issues that were far from strict US–Romanian economic relations 

and emigration. Human rights in general and the treatment of the Hungarian minority 

specifically were the thorniest issues.  

Bucharest suggested that those hearings took place every three years. The main 

argument was that the annual process did not offer the necessary stability and safe 

business environment for investments. When the Americans responded that no matter 

how often the MFN debates took place, the performance on emigration was the crucial 

factor that would determine the outcome in any case, the Romanian officials evoked an 

argument that played exactly with the spirit of differentiation. After Romania had 

agreed to treat with the United States under the provisions of the Jackson–Vanik 

amendment, it inevitably became a model for the rest of the Eastern European regimes 

regarding relations with Washington. However, the public treatment that the Romanian 

government was receiving did not have positive effects, resulting in ‘I told you so’ 

comments by officials and diplomats from the rest of the bloc.725 In any case, 

Washington was aware that these overtures were part of preparing the ground for 

Ceausescu’s visit in the Spring of the following year, and they kept expectations low 

for any changes due to the inevitable congressional involvement. 

1978 was a good year for the Romanian MFN in Congress. Apart from the usual 

appeals from pro-Hungarian minority rights groups in the hearings, no resolutions 

against the extension were submitted in neither of the Houses and thus the waiver was 

renewed automatically.726 At first glance this might be interpreted as a successful 

outcome of Ceausescu’s personal campaign in Washington. However, it was the 
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inclusion of the Hungarian Trade Agreement (including MFN) in the Presidential 

Determination towards the Congress that year which also played a significant role.727 

 The standard ‘numbers game’ that the Romanian authorities played regarding 

Jewish emigration continued. Dropping numbers during the winter months alarmed part 

of the American Jewish organizations which started their lobbying in view of the 1979 

round. Carter’s administration started the respective preparations and Matthew Nimetz 

was tasked to pass the message to the Romanian government. Due to the decreasing 

number of emigration to Israel the American Jewish lobby was pressing for concrete 

improvements on the process of visa issuing based on incoming reports about 

intimidating and discouraging bureaucratic practices. After copious negotiations 

between the Romanian government and the American Jewish groups, under the 

auspices of the State Department, both sides concluded an agreement.728 Thus, it was 

agreed that the Chief Rabbi of Bucharest would issue a statement to all synagogues in 

the country informing the Romanian Jewry that the authorities would ‘act expeditiously 

on applications of Jews who seek to be reunited with family members outside of 

Romania’ and the government would provide a list of those interested to the Israeli 

Embassy so that an effective monitoring mechanism would be established.729 In 

addition Senator Jackson’s turn towards a more conciliatory stance, as long as 

Bucharest would respond constructively to his appeals,  was influential.730 Since this 

major obstacle was overcome, the resolution against  renewal that had already been 

introduced by Congressman Schulze was rejected and the waiver was extended. 

Nevertheless, in August, seventy-six members of the Congress wrote a letter to both 

Carter and Ceausescu calling for the actual implementation of the agreements regarding 
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emigration raising at the same time their concern about the human rights conditions in 

Romania.731 The differing views within Congress became more apparent with the visit 

of a delegation headed by Representatives Brademas and Vanik where Ceausescu’s 

independent profile was praised and the opposition’s role was downplayed.732 

Nonetheless, rumours about a possible grant of MFN to China and the USSR and the 

fact that the following year was an election year meant that MFN would be under great 

scrutiny and that Bucharest would have no room for complacency. 

 Similarly, in 1980 – the final year of MFN during President Carter’s term –, the 

pattern was the same. Romanian concessions regarding the numbers combined with a 

relative loosening of the emigration process secured a pro-MFN balance of power in 

Congress. Nevertheless, the very fact that the debate regarding Romania (in contrast to 

the case of Hungary) had shifted for good from just emigration to an overall 

consideration of human rights worried Bucharest. The Romanian officials were 

constantly reminding their American counterparts that under no circumstances they 

wished Romania to become ‘an international case’ and draw even more attention.733 

The dozens of letters informing about gross human rights violations that flooded the 

White House, the State department and the Congress every year reminded to both sides 

that it was impossible to contain the situation. Still, given the extremely tense 

international political context that year and Romania’s traditionally independent stance 

the White House could do nothing but recommend the extension of the waiver for yet 

one year.734 Romanian MFN would continue until 1988 when Ceausescu renounced it 

himself before ‘suffering the indignity of having it withdrawn by Congress or by 
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President Reagan’ since his reduced significance in the Gorbachev era could not 

overshadow any more the tragic conditions in the country.735 

 

 

 

A Series of Unfortunate Events: The Crises in Iran, Afghanistan and 

Poland 
  

The first half of 1979 passed in a business as usual mode between Bucharest and 

Washington. Trade was increasing steadily and no outstanding bilateral issues were 

pending apart from the regular awkward hearings in Congress every summer. 

Ceausescu however, stuck in his personal diplomacy fixation was steadfast to keep a 

stable pace of high-level contacts that would project his personal prestige but also 

remind his neighbours that the working relationship with the United States was a 

permanent aspect of his foreign policy; and a deterring one. With the opportunity of 

Nimetz’s visit to Bucharest in May for the annual lecture regarding improved 

performance in emigration, Foreign Minister Andrei asked for a visit from a top-level 

official (Vice-President, Secretary of State or Brzezinski) insinuating that some 

problems can only be solved ‘when meetings take place at a high enough level’.736 

Given the value that the Romanians put on such kind of meetings the State Department 

used the possibility of such a trip in a carrot and a stick fashion until Secretary Vance 

decided that he could be the one to undertake the task in autumn.  

 November 1979 however signified the beginning of a series of events that put 

Carter’s administration on the defensive, trying to confront several crises that would 

challenge the resolve and the efficiency of the American president. Iran was amidst 

revolutionary turmoil in which the regime of the Shah had fallen and power was 

assumed by Islamic forces under the guidance of the previously persecuted and exiled 

Ayatollah Khomeini. The US reading of the conditions in Iran was flawed and failed to 
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grasp the dimensions of the revolutionary fervor that the Shah’s autocratic rule 

generated in the, until then, biggest ally of the United States in the Middle East.737 By 

1979 the unpredictable nature of revolutionary political Islam emerged as a threat to 

the stability of the region.738 The decision to permit the ousted Shah to enter the US to 

receive treatment for cancer may have been driven by Carter’s humanitarian motives. 

However, it triggered fierce protests in Tehran culminating in the occupation of the US 

Embassy in the Iranian capital and the capture of US hostages on 4 November. The 444 

days of captivity were an ordeal for Carter reaching almost ‘reality TV’ dimensions in 

the media. Most importantly, the hostage crisis brought to surface the conflicting 

approaches and mentalities of the president’s top foreign-policy advisers, Vance and 

Brzezinski, resulting in the former’s resignation when he objected to an eventually 

failed military rescue mission.739  

 American prestige was severely damaged and Carter’s credibility was 

diminishing with every passing day. Hence, the White House and the State Department 

were anxious to activate as many channels as possible in order to establish any contact 

with the Islamic revolutionary government in Tehran. The initial public Romanian 

response to the events was cautious if not silent. The fall of the Shah had repercussions 

for Ceausescu’s regime due to the well-established oil deals between the two 

countries.740 Therefore, Bucharest was also uncertain about the intentions of the Shah’s 

successors and it did not want to act hastily. This inertia within the Romanian leadership 

did not pass unnoticed and Washington made it clear that Bucharest was expected to 

‘take a stand’ and express its open condemnation of the recent developments as proof 

of the Romanian intent to maintain the good level of their special relationship.741 An 

official US demarche stressed Washington’s difficulty in understanding ‘Romania’s 

failure to take a more vigorous stance in defense of the most fundamental principles of 
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international law’ given the latter’s well published sensitivity on similar issues.742 

Eventually, Andrei informed the US Ambassador that despite the public low profile the 

Romanian government strived to contribute to the solution of the crisis through subtle 

ways. ‘In the strictest confidence’ he informed Aggrey that at Ceausescu’s initiative the 

Romanian foreign ministry transmitted a message to Khomeini via ‘certain Arab states 

and organisations’ calling for the immediate release of the hostages and urging the 

Iranian leader to engage in negotiations with the Americans.743 The message was indeed 

sent to Khomeini through the Romanian backchannel as it was confirmed by the Iranian 

ambassador to his Italian counterpart in Bucharest.744 Nevertheless, Andrei was not in 

a position to safely argue whether the message was taken into serious consideration or 

not.745 Under these circumstances, the scheduled trip of Secretary Vance to Bucharest 

was postponed to Ceausescu’s dismay. 

 And yet the troubles for American foreign policy had not ceased. On Christmas 

Day, Soviet troops invaded neighbouring Afghanistan to restore order by installing the 

pro-Soviet Babrak Karmal as president. The euphoria of the signing of SALT II in 

Vienna turned out to be short-lived. The leadership in Moscow misperceived the state 

of détente at that point and the respective ‘correlation of forces’. The Kremlin’s 

decision to repeat the formula used in 1968 in Czechoslovakia proved fateful this 

time.746 Moscow’s clear violation of international law sparked fierce reactions and 

condemnation around the world, especially in the West. Carter was once again caught 

off guard. In response to the aggressive Soviet behavior he hardened his stance and his 

term got a hawkish turn trying to show the appropriate resolve. Considering that 

elections were approaching and another show of weak leadership was intolerable, 

Carter eventually ‘succumbed, just as many of his predecessors had, to the reality that 

militarism was a necessary component of a successful reelection strategy.’747 The 

punitive anti-Soviet measures included the withdrawal of the SALT II agreement from 

                                                           
742 ‘Telegram 8098, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’, 1 December 1979, RAC NLC 16-74-1-
20-0, Jimmy Carter Library. 
743 ‘Telegram 8127, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’, 3 December 1979, RAC NLC 16-74-4-
39-7, Jimmy Carter Library. 
744 ‘Telegram 8226, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’, 6 December 1979, RAC NLC 16-75-5-
15-1, Jimmy Carter Library. 
745 ‘Telegram 8127, Embassy Bucharest to State Department’. 
746 V. M. Zubok, A Failed Empire: The Soviet Union in the Cold War from Stalin to Gorbachev, The 
New Cold War History (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007), 259. 
747 Craig and Logevall, America’s Cold War, 2012, 291. 



200 

 

Congress. Grain sales and technological supplies to the USSR were halted and the rapid 

increase of the military budget came as no surprise. On another front Carter also 

announced the boycott of the upcoming Olympic Games in Moscow.748 In other words 

détente had faded away in the mountains of Afghanistan. 

In Eastern Europe, most Warsaw Pact countries except for Romania publicly 

defended the Soviet aggression as a reaction to the support by external forces towards 

the Afghan rebels. Nonetheless, the CIA reported that beneath the public conformity, 

the Soviet allies were ‘deeply disturbed’ and they worried that a potential long-term 

strain between the two superpowers apart from the demise of détente would mean a 

worsening of their economic situation and a reduction of their political room for 

manoeuvre.749 Bucharest once again kept its distance from the bloc’s line. Even though 

Ceausescu avoided directly criticizing Brezhnev calling for a simultaneous withdrawal 

of Soviet troops and externally sponsored rebel forces, Bucharest refrained from 

immediately recognizing Kamal’s regime and subtly condemned the violation of 

Afghanistan’s sovereignty while asking for US support.750 Carter’s personal letter to 

Ceausescu thanking him for his initiatives towards Tehran along with a request to keep 

their channel open regarding Afghanistan was not enough to reassure the Romanian 

president.751  To this end, the State Department sent David Newsom as an envoy in a 

gesture that would reward the Romanian position and ‘quietly demonstrate […] in a 

low-key way, non-provocative manner’ US support.752 Ceausescu seemed genuinely 

satisfied with the consultations which gave him a clearer view of the American position 

in the short-term.753  
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Subsequent Soviet overtures to Bucharest for the finding of common ground 

regarding those crises did not alter the basic position of the Romanian government.754 

Hence, Bucharest would keep focusing on expanding trade with the West. Bilateral US–

Romanian trade would eventually reach the goal of $1 billion by 1980, more than a 

tenfold increase since the beginning of the decade. Furthermore, Bucharest was 

interested in expanding this relationship even further and inquired about the possibility 

of ‘establishing a US military supply relationship with Romania’ reactivating a similar 

request dating back to 1976.755 Despite the special relationship, Washington was not 

willing to risk any military technology transfers and was open only to exports of already 

commercially available non-sensitive material excluding any government-to-

government sales scheme.756  

On the Eastern European front, the unrest in Poland posed a serious challenge 

to the Soviet Union and the socialist bloc in general.757 Developments there worried 

Ceausescu’s regime both in the domestic and in the international context. As tensions 

rose and the Polish government struggled to find a solution the chances of a potential 

military intervention from Moscow rose. At the same time, the fear of a spillover effect 

in Romanian society was also present. Ceausescu stressed his disapproval for any 

interference in Poland whereas domestically the Romanian press highlighted that 

‘discipline and cooperation, not strikes, are the answer to a country’s economic 

difficulties.’758  The State Department estimated that the reshuffling of personnel and 

his obsessive personal involvement with every aspect of the economy achieved only 

confusion and disillusionment and was far from introducing effective economic 

reforms. The status of the Romanian economy seemed disheartening and in the worst 

condition since the late sixties. High growth rates were no more feasible since raw 

material resources were running out. For example, Romania's oil production started to 
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decrease, and with oil imports at around $1.2 billion in 1980 it resulted in a drain on 

the economy. The change of guard in Tehran also exacerbated the problem. 

 Nevertheless, Ceausescu insisted on the goals of rapid growth and investments. 

Inevitably his shortsighted policy only made the problem worse and the balance of 

payments deficit kept growing, reaching $1.7 billion in the first semester of 1980 only, 

exceeding the total deficit for all of 1979. In addition, the debt in hard currency also 

spiked by more than $2 billion in 1980.759 It was clear that the state of the Romanian 

economy was more than fragile and the subsequent draconian austerity measures would 

do nothing but rob the Romanian people ‘of their dignity in their everyday lives and 

reduced them in the 1980s to an animal state, concerned only with the problems of day-

to-day survival’.760 

 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

In 1980 the United States and Romania celebrated the centennial of the establishment 

of diplomatic relations between them. It signified the high peak of the special 

relationship before the downturn of the eighties. The years since 1969 had marked a 

gradual and at times spectacular improvement of this odd relationship. The Carter 

administration followed the path that was paved by Presidents Nixon and Ford. Despite 

the initial expectations that under Carter’s command US foreign policy would take a 

significant idealistic turn, the realities of the challenges in the global Cold War context, 

especially after 1978 would put a halt to this.761 
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The case of Romania was a test for Carter’s humanitarian resolve. Carter 

adopted and continued the policy of differentiation on Eastern Europe and improved it 

by adding internal liberalization of the regimes as a criterion. Nevertheless, the distance 

between rhetoric and deeds proved difficult to bridge, especially regarding Ceausescu’s 

regime. During the Carter years, the high-level contacts kept a steady pace with the 

Romanian dictator’s visit in the White House as a highlight. The MFN clause was 

successfully renewed every year with the administration’s support and trade expanded 

significantly reaching the mutually agreed target of $1 billion by the end of 1980. In 

addition, a back channel of exchanging information and views between the two 

governments was always stand-by and got activated whenever international 

developments made it necessary as it was shown in the cases of the Middle East and 

Iran. As long as Bucharest was expressing its autonomy within the bloc or shared its 

fears about Soviet pressures concerning its sovereignty, the White House had no 

hesitation to declare its interest in preserving this special status of Romania within its 

Eastern European policy. 

It is true that humanitarian concerns not only regarding Romania existed within 

the State Department and the White House.762 Nonetheless, when those concerns had to 

be filtered through the policy of differentiation the room for manoeuvre was limited. 

Differentiation despite the reasonable rationale of exploiting any centrifugal tendencies 

within the communist bloc, by rewarding those states that were willing to pursue their 

own interests, had certain limitations. These limitations were rooted in the fact that this 

policy was not followed in a vacuum, but rather had to accommodate not only with 

détente but also with core strategic interests of the Soviet Union in its backyard. The 

United States could only aim to small gains in the area in a way that the Soviets would 

not feel threatened. 

The fact that Washington managed to install a lever in its relations with 

Bucharest through the granting of MFN had mixed results. On the one hand, it 

introduced a carrot that would give incentives to the Romanian side to improve its 

emigration practices. On the other hand, the stick could not be very effective as long as 

Romania was the only state (until 1978) that adhered to the Jackson–Vanik amendment. 

Withdrawal of the MFN status would mean not only a loss of leverage, regarding the 
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number of people emigrating to the US and Israel, but also a loss of credibility among 

the rest of the socialist states that were reluctant, if not hostile, to any kind of Western 

interference in their domestic policies. To this end however the role of Congress was 

pivotal because it served as the external factor in the relationship that would induce 

better humanitarian performance by the Romanian regime. By putting the ‘blame’ on 

Congress for the persistence in asking for better human rights conditions, the US 

government could keep pressuring Bucharest without triggering a rupture in their good 

relations. Nevertheless, this practice was not a novelty of the Carter administration. It 

was something that all three US presidents used in the seventies from the moment 

Senator Jackson decided to claim a more activist role for the Congress in foreign-policy 

decision making.     
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Conclusions 
  

 

US foreign policy towards Eastern Europe in the seventies was a delicate and subtle 

endeavour. The geographic proximity of the Soviet Union made its hegemonic presence 

undisputed. This had been made clear after the crises in Hungary and Czechoslovakia 

when the West was confined to the role of the passive observer. Therefore, every 

foreign-policy decision regarding this area had to be made taking into consideration the 

fact that Eastern Europe was de facto part of the Soviet sphere of influence and thus 

vital for its security even if this rhetoric was officially denied in the US. As Cold War 

tensions gradually subsided and détente was on the rise, the US room for manoeuvre 

increased, while remaining limited overall. Eastern Europe was largely a little-known 

region in Washington and due to its limited potential of ‘rendering visible foreign-

policy "victories" over the short run’ the small group of specialised diplomats in the 

State Department was trusted to run a ‘low-key policy’.763  

This changed with the Nixon administration. With the American president’s trip 

to Bucharest, ‘differentiation’ – the new doctrine regarding Eastern Europe – was 

introduced in the most symbolic and clear way. Differentiation, as the word itself 

implies, aimed to treat the countries of the region not as a bloc or a monolith but to 

distinguish among them depending on their foreign-policy record and on their 

willingness to establish relations with Washington. Romania, thanks to its active and 

deviant international conduct stood out as the prominent example of this policy. The 

background of superpower détente with the relaxation of tensions it entailed, created an 

environment which enabled more contacts than before as long as no vital interests of 

the Kremlin were at stake. Even though Bucharest had already started distancing itself 

from the Soviet Union since the sixties, its relations with the US were marginal if not 

nominal. A significant exception was the meeting between Foreign Minister Manescu 

and Secretary of State Rusk at the aftermath of the Cuban Crisis where the former 

declared that Romania had nothing to do with it and that it opted for neutrality in case 

of a nuclear confrontation.764 This secret conversation however was not enough to be 
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characterised as a proper rapprochement between the two sides. It was during Nixon’s 

first administration that US–Romanian relations got a new impetus. Nixon and 

Kissinger’s reconfiguration of US foreign policy matched Ceausescu’s ambitions of 

transforming Romania into a developed, industrial, communist state with a role and a 

voice to be heard in international affairs.  

Against the background of détente both sides strived to achieve their policy 

goals even though they were at an asymmetrical level. For Bucharest, the opening to 

the United States and to the West in general, meant economic gains through much 

needed access to credits, high technological products and know-how. In addition, 

Romania’s active participation in the international community either in the framework 

of the United Nations or through the rapprochement with any state willing to cooperate 

regardless of its ideological orientation, balanced the looming hegemonic presence of 

the Soviet Union. This international political balancing served as a deterrent against 

Moscow in the aftermath of the invasion to Czechoslovakia. The more Romania was 

integrated to the international system, the more difficult it would become for the Soviets 

to justify the use of force against it, although the actual chances of such an outcome 

were never high in any case. 

 On the other hand, the economic significance of this bilateral relationship for 

Washington was marginal. What was of importance, however, was its symbolic value. 

Romania’s constructing of a rather independent profile within the socialist bloc after 

the mid-sixties was perceived as an opportunity by Nixon in his attempt to implement 

a new paradigm in US Eastern European policy; namely, closer engagement with the 

regimes of the communist bloc, which had once been seen as monolithic. The policy of 

differentiation would start to gain traction in parallel with the advent of détente between 

the White House and the Kremlin. In this context, the rapprochement with Romania 

was planned to serve as the example for the rest of the communist regimes on how 

developing relations with the United States could lead to mutually beneficial results. 

The new US president wanted to demonstrate his perception for the differentiated future 

of Eastern Europe at a moment where the pursuit of détente was actively becoming the 

centrepiece of American foreign policy. Throughout the seventies this complementary 
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nature of differentiation towards détente would benefit the Romanian regime and 

elevate Ceausescu to a disproportionate level of international recognition.  

 Apart from the structural factors of the Cold War system another reason why 

Bucharest and Washington came closer and forged a special working relationship was 

the mindset of their leaderships. Ceausescu was undoubtedly a communist with Stalinist 

inclinations. The ruthlessness and severity of his regime confirm that. His peculiar 

version of National Communism may not have been in full compliance with the 

internationalism evoked in the Marxist–Leninist teachings, nonetheless he was never 

sympathetic to reforms that could jeopardise the monopoly of power of the Communist 

Party or put in doubt the socialist character of the future course of Romania.765 This 

focus on the domestic stability of the regime was after all the reason why the Soviets 

were never worried that the Romanian regime faced any danger of liberal 

‘degeneration’ as in the case of Czechoslovakia. In the realm of foreign affairs however, 

Ceausescu presented a completely different profile. The fundamental concept that 

guided his foreign policy was interest rather than ideology. As the central tenet of 

Realism argues, power and national interest are the most significant notions in the 

anarchic environment of international politics whereas ideology is of secondary 

importance. Ceausescu’s record points to the conclusion that the Romanian dictator 

acted like a Realist more than anything else. His perception of national interest was the 

main criterion that dominated his policy options at the detriment of ideological 

considerations and solidarity with the rest of the socialist states. Ceausescu never 

considered leaving the socialist camp but at the same time, like his predecessor, he 

aimed to de-satellitization. In other words, Bucharest’s strategic ambition was to be part 

of the socialist institutions but on its own terms and definitely not as an extension of 

the Kremlin’s dictates. The lack of internal opposition allowed Ceausescu to conduct 

his foreign policy in a way that it was not restricted by domestic accountability. Hence 

the series of initiatives that often deviated from the bloc’s common line. On top of this, 

his desire for personal recognition and grandeur led him to an overextension of his 

international activity. His at times frenetic pursue of state visits did not achieve 

anything substantial in most cases except keeping Romania in the international press 
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spotlight every now and then. In the words of a former Romanian diplomat it seemed 

that ‘international affairs were his hobby’.766  

 Albeit with different background and ideological foundations, the foreign policy 

of Nixon and Kissinger shared similar traits with the Romanian dictator.  For Kissinger, 

sentimentalism was dangerous in international relations for it could lead to moral 

maxims, self-entrapment and disillusionment.767 Having inherited a deadlock in 

Vietnam, it was imperative for the new administration to adopt a pragmatic approach 

that would allow for more flexibility and find a new international equilibrium with 

America’s preponderant role intact. What both Nixon and Kissinger attempted to do 

was to make the Americans consider power relations in the international context more 

seriously rather than remain confined to ideological doctrines. Instead of 

‘unrealistically demonizing its adversaries’, the United States had to realize its own 

limitations and comprehend that in an ever globalized and interconnected world ‘it 

could no longer seal off its rivals’.768 In other words, they ‘attempted to de-

exceptionalize the way in which US foreign policy was conducted and, even more so, 

narrated.’769 However such a revolutionary change in the character of US foreign policy 

would prove ill fated. This was because it was fundamentally incompatible with the 

deep roots of American political culture which was founded on the ideal of 

exceptionalism, eventually making Kissinger’s realism ‘unrealistic’.770 Kissinger’s 

background posited him in the Realist school of foreign policy analysis. His academic 

training was influenced by the history of the fluid political landscape of nineteenth 

century Europe with Metternich and Castlereagh being his role model statesmen.771 

This fixation on balance of power politics however, inspired by a period when 

Monarchies and Empires were the main actors, inflicted a major flaw in Kissinger’s 

conception of international politics, the underestimation and even contempt for the 

domestic political front. This was also a fundamental element of his policy of 

differentiation. The White House was determined to engage with any Eastern European 
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state regardless of the conditions within the regimes as long as their external behaviour 

suited American foreign policy.  

Therefore, one of the factors that initially made Nixon, Kissinger and Ceausescu 

see eye-to-eye with one other, and contributed to the rapid expansion of this 

relationship, was the commonly shared perception of compartmentalization between 

foreign and domestic policy. Both sides were willing to set aside ideological constraints 

and pursue policies that would lead to a better service of their respective national 

interest, or at least their perception of this. In other words, both sides perceived their 

countries as pawns on the chessboard of international politics with such an authority on 

them that could only be limited by the forces of the balance of power within the Cold 

War system. Therefore, both parts chose to ignore the significant differences between 

them and focus on mutually beneficial endeavours. Trade was a representative example. 

Even though by 1972 the total volume remained low not surpassing $100 million, the 

prospects were only positive and by the end of the decade it reached $1 billion. 

Nevertheless, the course of bilateral relations was subject to the broader Cold War 

context and thus its development would depend on the vicissitudes of the climate 

between the two superpowers as it was illustrated by the MFN issue. 

Gerald Ford’s short term in office was also intrinsically connected with Eastern 

Europe. Even if at first glance it seems that he inherited more than he actually 

introduced in terms of policy, Ford showed genuine interest on Europe, Western and 

Eastern.772 He adopted a considerate and thoughtful approach at a time when the demise 

of détente in the American political scene was irreversible. The tendency of the 

American political establishment to overlook realities for the sake of reinforcing the 

constant need for an ideological purpose to guide US foreign policy did not permit Ford 

to successfully convey the significance and the essence of his Eastern European policy 

to the electorate. The cases of the Helsinki Accords and the Sonnenfeldt Doctrine 

controversy are indicative examples. Nevertheless, as it was analysed in this thesis by 

focusing on the Romanian case, the Ford years contain a few interesting elements 

regarding not only differentiation but also détente.  
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Inspired by the transformative effect of the Helsinki process on the course and 

the eventual end of the Cold War, recent historiography focuses on the distinct nature 

of the European aspect of détente which was born as a challenge to the bipolar 

management of Cold War politics by the two superpowers. European détente was 

conceived as a project that would bring Western Europeans closer to their Eastern 

neighbours through a gradual development of economic, scientific and cultural ties. The 

German new Ostpolitik showed the way and the CSCE with its inclusion of 

prescriptions and provisions about human rights for the peoples from both sides of the 

Iron Curtain, crowned this effort. The contrast with the US–Soviet version of détente 

which equated relaxation of tensions with agreements of a strategic character such as 

SALT is highlighted by scholars. Undoubtedly this narrative is insightful and well 

argued in recent research.773 Nevertheless, the comparison of the European aspect of 

détente with US foreign policy tends to concentrate on Washington’s approach towards 

Moscow while neglecting the Eastern European part of its policy.  

By taking a closer look on the US policy of differentiation however, we can 

observe that it shared certain similarities with European détente and in some respects, 

it even surpassed it.  The case of the US–Romanian Trade Agreement of 1975 which 

granted Most Favoured Nation (MFN) status to Ceausescu’s regime and its impact on 

the issue of emigration to the United States and Israel is a good example of how 

differentiation complemented détente and widened its scope in reference to the regimes 

in Eastern Europe. Through the doctrine of differentiation Washington was willing to 

develop trade relations and scientific and cultural cooperation with those communist 

states that were eager to invest in their sovereignty and defy within reasonable limits 

the hegemonic role of the Soviet Union. Ceausescu’s Romania was the textbook 

example of this policy. Especially since Nixon’s rise to power bilateral relations 

enjoyed an upward positive trend as it was illustrated above. Additionally, Romania’s 
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special treatment by the White House was more than visible particularly due to 

Ceausescu’s persistent efforts to maintain high-level contacts on a regular basis. 

Therefore, as the analysis in the previous chapters has shown, the implemented 

policy of differentiation was an inextricable part of Washington’s views on détente and 

co-existence in Eastern Europe. Thus, one of the arguments that this study points out is 

that the examination of US policy in Eastern Europe through the prism of the 

interrelation between détente and differentiation allows us to shed new light on the 

substance and the scope of US objectives towards the communist bloc. In other words, 

differentiation is the parameter that illustrates and makes comprehensible the extent 

upon which Washington planned to foster détente behind the Iron Curtain beyond the 

framework of bipolar competition. 

The second broader theme that this dissertation aimed to study was the changes 

and continuities in the Eastern European policy of the US administrations in the 

seventies. The antithetical reputations of Nixon and Ford, and Jimmy Carter would 

suggest several differences and paradigm shifts. The former, under the influence of 

Kissinger’s advice, were commonly viewed as controversial, cunning, prone to amoral 

and at times immoral practices, whereas the latter being associated with the term 

Human Rights had the ambition to restore America’s lost pride and moral purpose in 

its foreign policy.774 A closer look however on their record in the case of US–Romanian 

relations points towards the conclusion that continuity is the term that best describes 

American policy in the seventies. 

Carter’s record show that he eventually failed to live up to the expectations he 

had created during his campaign. Or putting it differently, he set the bar so high that his 

achievements were not enough to avoid being overshadowed by his failure to 

implement his agenda and genuinely transform the Cold War setting as he aspired. His 

Eastern European policy was one of the areas where the distance between rhetoric and 

practice was manifest. Even though internal liberalization was introduced as a 
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parameter of differentiation to the benefit of Hungary and Poland, it did not substitute 

the criterion of independent foreign policy. Thus, Romania’s status remained intact.  

In the case of Romania, we notice that Carter followed the path of his 

Republican predecessors. MFN and emigration remained the centrepiece of the 

relationship. MFN contributed to the expansion of bilateral trade in the seventies and 

through the linkage of emigration it helped a few thousand people escape Ceausescu’s 

repressive regime. Despite the initial prospects that this linkage could provide a 

gateway for more freedoms in the mid/long term, this policy had certain limitations in 

the framework of differentiation. As long as Romania was the only communist bloc 

state that accepted the Jackson–Vanik amendment, Ceausescu knew that he had as 

much leverage as his counterparts. For Washington, a potential termination of the MFN 

status would mean not only a loss of control, regarding the emigration rates to the US 

and Israel, but also a loss of credibility among the rest of the socialist bloc states which 

nonetheless were loath to any kind of Western interference in their domestic affairs. 

Such an outcome would prove their scepticism about Washington’s intentions true. 

Thus, Bucharest was determined to take advantage of its leverage vested ‘in their 

knowledge that [the US] also have an interest in their independence’ and keep the 

emigration rates as low as the letter of the law permitted.775 This also explains the annual 

fluctuations of the number of exit visas and the not so firm stance of the White House. 

Furthermore, the role of Congress was instrumental, albeit unintentionally, in the 

preservation of good relations between the leaderships in Bucharest and Washington. 

It was the external factor in the equation which was institutionally responsible for the 

introduction of emigration as a topic in the bilateral agenda. Nonetheless, despite the 

persistence of several Congressmen for an improvement of human rights practices in 

Romania the relations at the governmental level remained cordial. The reason for this 

was that Congress was attributed the responsibility for this thorny issue and the White 

House played the role of the reluctant mediator and occasionally that of the defender of 

Bucharest’s interests.  

Another reason that did not allow the issue of Jewish emigration to gain traction 

in the broader context of human rights, especially under Carter, was the attitude of the 

American-Jewish pressure groups themselves. Their approach was influenced by a 
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sense of a new ‘tribalism’ rather than a human rights cosmopolitanism.776 Their focus 

and the strongest motive behind their support for the Jackson-Vanik initiative was the 

fate of the Soviet Jewry. In contrast to the dissident movements within the Soviet Union 

and the other socialist countries, their main concern was the right to abandon a place 

where persecution was a permanent state rather than reforming communist society from 

the inside. Therefore, this difference in confronting communist oppression resulted in 

a mutual understanding between the two factions ‘that they were better off on their own 

than together.’777 On top of that, the comparatively not so influential Eastern European 

ethnic lobbies did not have the power to stir the expansion of the human rights agenda 

in a way that could substantially change American policy in the region. Consequently, 

despite the initial prospects the only aspect of human rights that was seriously 

considered in the Romanian example was that of emigration.  

It is true that Carter was also essentially restrained by the inherent limitations 

of the policy of differentiation that he inherited. Nevertheless, the continuity that he 

showed in his approach to Romania is indicative of his failure to efficiently implement 

the human rights principle in his foreign policy. Therefore, until his last day in office, 

Jimmy Carter considered Ceausescu’s regime a valued asset in Eastern Europe to the 

degree that human rights repression in Romania was not enough to change his policy 

towards Bucharest.   

American–Romanian relations during the Reagan administration initially 

followed the usual pattern. Even though the neoconservative agenda dealt significantly 

with the moral flaws of the ‘Evil Empire’ and its allies, differentiation was still 

followed. Bilateral relations during the first administration remained stable despite the 

increasing information about the repressive tactics of the regime and the gross 

violations of human rights under the auspices of the Securitate.778 Even though Reagan 

himself never met Ceausescu in person, his vice-president George Bush referred to him 

as ‘one of Europe's good Communists’.779 This statement came only a few months after 

an education exit tax to potential emigrants had been imposed and after considerable 
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pressure revoked. A few months later, in what came to be one of the last symbolic 

manifestations of differentiation, Romania’s participation in the 1984 Los Angeles 

Olympic Games despite the Soviet-led boycott was deemed more significant than its 

internal deteriorating conditions.780 

The rise in power of the young and promising General Secretary Mikhail 

Gorbachev meant a change of guard in Kremlin towards a reformist direction leading 

to his famous Glasnost and Perestroika policies. It also signified the end of the policy 

of differentiation for the United States. From the moment Gorbachev showed a 

cooperative attitude and a willingness to meaningfully compromise with the West, 

differentiation became irrelevant. The White House did not need to foster centrifugal 

tendencies within the bloc since Washington and Moscow started to see eye to eye and 

the latter decided to loosen its grip over its Eastern European allies and neighbours. 

Consequently, Ceausescu’s importance diminished and thus there were no higher 

strategic reasons to ignore the disturbing news of the destitution that the Romanian 

population had reached.781 In order to avoid personal humiliation Ceausescu renounced 

MFN on his own before it would be disgracefully done so in Congress with the support 

of the White House in 1988.782 Furthermore, Gorbachev’s reformist vision was 

threatening his authoritarian rule and inevitably international isolation followed.783    

In the eighties, Ceausescu’s maverick profile evaporated. His despotic rule not 

only accentuated the structural problems of the Romanian state but also exposed the 

Romanians to unprecedented hardships. The weight of the debt to Western creditors 

was crushing the Romanian economy and the dependency it entailed was also ‘a great 

blow’ to Ceausescu’s prestige.784 Hence, his decision to implement austerity measures 

of unprecedented severity in order to eliminate Romania’s foreign debt by the end of 

the eighties led to tragic results. After the most violent toppling of communist rule in 

Eastern Europe, the Ceausescus’ were executed after a show trial on Christmas Day 

1989.   

                                                           
780 Harold E. Wilson Jr, ‘The Golden Opportunity: Romania’s Political Manipulation of the 1984 Los 
Angeles Olympic Games’, Olympika: The International Journal of Olympic Studies 3 (1994): 83–97. 
781 Kirk and Raceanu, Romania Versus the United States. 
782 Stephen P. Heuston, ‘United States-Romanian Trade Relations: Development and Use of Most-
Favored Nation Trading Status’, Geo. Wash. J. Int’l L. & Econ. 22 (1988): 403–4. 
783 Dennis Deletant, România Sub Regimul Comunist, 226–27. 
784 Dennis Deletant, 193. 



215 

 

Bibliography 
 

 

Archival Sources 

 

Arhivele Naţionale Istorice Centrale (ANIC) ale României (National Archives of 

Romania), Bucharest, Romania. 

� ANIC, fond CC al PCR, sectie Relatii Externe (section External Relations). 
� ANIC, fond CC al PCR, sectie Cancelarie (section Chancellery). 

 

Arhiva Diplomatica Ministerul Afacerilor Externe (Diplomatic Archive Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs), Bucharest, Romania.  

� Problema 20 E/1967 
� Problema 220/1969 SUA 
� Problema 241/1972 
� Problema 220/1973 SUA-RSR 
� Problema 220/1974 SUA-RSR 
� Problema 220/1976 SUA 
� Problema 220.A/1977 SUA-Romania 

 

Arhiva Bancii Nationale a Romaniei (Archive of the National Bank of Romania), 

Bucharest, Romania. 

� Fond DVMP 

 

Nixon Presidential Library - Yorba Linda, CA, USA 

� National Security Council Files, Subject Files 

� National Security Council Institutional (“H”) Files, 1969-1974 

� White House Central Files, Subject Files 

 



216 

 

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library – Ann Arbor, MI, USA 

� Arthur Burns Papers, 1969-1978 

� Robert K. Wolthuis Files, 1974-1977 

� William Seidman Files, 1974-1977 

� Sydney L. Jones Papers, (1954) 1969-1992 (1995) 

� Myron Kuropas Files, 1976-1977 

� Kissinger- Scowcroft West Wing Office Files, 1969-1977 

� NSC Europe, Canada and Ocean Affairs Staff Files, 1974-1977 

� Presidential Country Files for Europe and Canada 

� Gerald R. Ford Papers, National Security Advisor, Presidential Name File, 

1974-1977 

� President Ford Committee Records, 1975-1976 

� Presidential Agency File, 1974-1977 

� Michael Raoul- Duval Papers 

� US National Security Council Institutional Files, 1974-1977 

� White House Central Files, Subject Files 

 

Jimmy Carter Presidential Library, Atlanta, GA, USA 

� National Security Affairs Brzezinski Material 

o Brzezinski Office File 

o Country File 

o Subject File 

o Trips – Visits File 

� Special Advisor to the President Moses Files 

� White House Central File 

o Subject File Countries 

o Subject File Foreign Affairs 

� RAC – NLC Collection  

 

 

 



217 

 

National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) – College Park, MD, USA 

� RG 59 General Records of the Department of State, Central Foreign Policy 

Files 1967-1969, 1973-1979/Electronic Telegrams 

� RG 59 General Records of the Department of State, Subject Numeric Files 

1970-1973 

 

Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1969-1976 

� Soviet Union, January 1969–October 1970, Volume XII 

� Eastern Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969–1972, Volume XXIX 

� Documents on Eastern Europe, 1973–1976, Volume E–15, Part 1 
� Eastern Europe, 1977–1980, Volume XX 

� Foundations of Foreign Policy, 1977-1980, Volume I 

 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 

� General CIA Records, CREST, Freedom of Information Act Electronic 

Reading Room (FOIA) 

 

Open Society Archive 

� Records of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Research Institute: Publications 

Department: Background Reports 

 

Press 

� Scanteia 

� The New York Times 

� The London Times 

� The Washington Post 

� The Economist 

� Commentary Magazine 



218 

 

Secondary Sources 

 

‘About the IMF: Organization and Finances: Special Drawing Rights’. Accessed 4 May 
2016. http://www.imf.org/external/about/sdr.htm. 

Almog, Orna. ‘Unlikely Relations: Israel, Romania and the Egyptian–Israeli Peace Accord’. 
Middle Eastern Studies 52, no. 6 (November 2016): 881–96. 
doi:10.1080/00263206.2016.1186015. 

Alvandi, Roham. Nixon, Kissinger, and the Shah the United States and Iran in the Cold War. 
Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2014. 

Andrew, Christopher M., and Vasili Mitrokhin. The Sword and the Shield: The Mitrokhin 
Archive and the Secret History of the KGB. Paperback edition. New York: Basic Books, 
2001. 

Andrianopoulos, Gerry Argyris. Kissinger and Brzezinski: The NSC and the Struggle for 
Control of US National Security Policy. Macmillan, 1991. 

Angela Romano. ‘Détente, Entente, or Linkage The Helsinki’. Diplomatic History Vol. 33, 
no. No. 4 (2009): 703–22. 

Anton, Mioara. ‘Un Episod Controversat: Stabilirea Relatiilor Diplomatice Romano-Vest 
Germane, 31 Ianuarie 1967’. In Romania, Supravietuire Si Afirmare Prin Diplomatie 
in Anii Razboiului Rece, 3:402–11. Bucureşti: Editura Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, 
2013. 

Bange, Oliver, and Gottfried Niedhart, eds. Helsinki 1975 and the Transformation of Europe. 
New York: Berghahn Books, 2008. 

Bange, Oliver, and Poul Villaume. The Long Détente: Changing Concepts of Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, 1950s–1980s. Central European University Press, 2017. 

Banu, Florian, Camelia Ivan Duică, Theodor Bărbulescu, Liviu Ţăranu, Elis Neagoe-Pleşa, 
Liviu Pleşa, and Florica Dobre. Securitatea: structuri-cadre, obiective şi metode : 
[documente inedite din arhivele secrete ale comunismului. Bucureşti: Editura 
Enciclopedică, 2006. 

Barbu, Bogdan. Vin americanii!: prezența simbolică a Statelor Unite în România Războiului 
Rece 1945 - 1971. Bucureşti: Humanitas, 2006. 

Barnett, Michael N. The Star and the Stripes: A History of the Foreign Policies of American 
Jews. Princeton ; Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2016. 

Beasley, Michael W., Thomas F. Johnson, and Judith A. Mather. ‘An Interim Analysis of 
the Effects of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment on Trade and Human Rights: The 
Romanian Example’. Law & Pol’y Int’l Bus. 8 (1976): 193. 

Bernhard, Michael H. The Origins of Democratization in Poland : Workers, Intellectuals, 
and Oppositional Politics, 1976-1980. New York: Columbia University Press, 1993. 

Betea, Lavinia. ‘August 1968: Apoteoza Lui Ceauşescu’. Iaşi, Polirom, 2009, 167. 
———. Partea Lor de Adevar. Barladeanu, Manescu Si Maurer. Bucureşti: Compania, 

2008. 
Bideleux, Robert, and Ian Jeffries. A History of Eastern Europe: Crisis and Change. 2nd ed. 

London ; New York: Routledge, 2007. 



219 

 

Borhi, László. Dealing with Dictators: The United States, Hungary, and East Central 
Europe, 1942-1989. Indiana University Press, 2016. 

Bott, Sandra, Jussi M. Hanhimäki, Janick Marina Schaufelbuehl, and Marco Wyss, eds. 
Neutrality and Neutralism in the Global Cold War: Between or within the Blocs? Cold 
War History. London ; New York: Routledge, 2016. 

Bottoni, Stefano. ‘Reassessing the Communist Takeover in Romania: Violence, Institutional 
Continuity, and Ethnic Conflict Management’. East European Politics and Societies 
24, no. 1 (1 February 2010): 59–89. 

Brands, Hal. ‘Before the Tilt: The Carter Administration Engages Saddam Hussein’. 
Diplomacy & Statecraft 26, no. 1 (2 January 2015): 103–23. 
doi:10.1080/09592296.2015.999628. 

Brinkley, Douglas. ‘The Rising Stock of Jimmy Carter: The “hands On” Legacy of Our 
Thirty-Ninth President’. Diplomatic History 20, no. 4 (1996): 505–530. 

———. The Unfinished Presidency : Jimmy Carter’s Journey beyond the White House. 
Viking, 1998. 

Brinkley, Douglas, and Arthur Meier Schlesinger. Gerald R. Ford. Thorndike Press, 2007. 
Brown, J. F. (James F. ). Eastern Europe and Communist Rule. Duke University Press, 1988. 
Brown, Peter G., and Douglas MacLean. Human Rights and U.S. Foreign Policy : Principles 

and Applications. Lexington Books, 1979. 
Brzezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviser, 

1977-1981. New York: Farrar Straus & Giroux, 1983. 
Burgess, Jay A. ‘Doing Business in Eastern Europe: A Businessman’s Look at Romania’. 

The Business Lawyer 27, no. 2 (1972): 491–530. 
———. ‘Romania Looks West: An Analysis of Legislative Change in the Foreign Trade 

Sector During the Sixties’. Cal. W. Int’l LJ 2 (1971): 16. 
Byrnes, Robert Francis. U.S. Policy Toward Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union: Selected 

Essay, 1956-1988. Westview Press, 1989. 
Cahn, Anne Hessing. Killing Detente: The Right Attacks the CIA. Penn State Press, 2007. 
Cannon, James M. Time and Chance: Gerald Ford’s Appointment with History. University 

of Michigan Press, 1998. 
Carland, John M. Vietnam, October 1972-January 1973. Vol. 9. United Nations 

Publications, 2010. 
Carleton, David, and Michael Stohl. ‘The Foreign Policy of Human Rights: Rhetoric and 

Reality from Jimmy Carter to Ronald Reagan’. Human Rights Quarterly 7, no. 2 (May 
1985): 205. doi:10.2307/762080. 

Carnegie, Allison. Power Plays: How International Institutions Reshape Coercive 
Diplomacy. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2015. 

Carole Fink, and Bernd Schaefer, eds. Ostpolitik, 1969–1974 European and Global 
Responses. Washington, D.C: German Historical Institute, 2011. 

Carter, Jimmy. White House Diary. Houndmills: Macmillan, 2010. 
Catanus, Dan. Tot Mai Departe de Moscova... Politica Externa a Romaniei, 1956-1965. 

Bucureşti: Institutul Național pentru Studiul Totalitarismului, 2011. 



220 

 

Corina Mavrodin. A Maverick in the Making: Romania’s de-Satellization Process and the 
Global Cold War (1953-1963). London: The London School of Economics and 
Political Science, Unpublished PhD Dissertation, 2017. 

Cox, Michael, Timothy J. Lynch, and Nicolas Bouchet. US Foreign Policy and Democracy 
Promotion. London ; New York: Routledge, 2013. 

Craig, Campbell, and Fredrik Logevall. America’s Cold War: The Politics of Insecurity. 
Cambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2009. 

Crain, Andrew Downer. The Ford Presidency: A History. McFarland, 2014. 
Crampton, Richard J. Eastern Europe in the Twentieth Century -and after. London: 

Routledge, 2003. 
Cristian Troncota. Duplicitarii Din Istoria Serviciilor de Informaţii Şi Securitate Ale 

Regimului Comunist Din România (1965 – 1989). Bucureşti: Editura Elion, 2003. 
Crowther, William E. The Political Economy of Romanian Socialism. New York: Praeger, 

1988. 
Crump, Laurien. The Warsaw Pact Reconsidered: International Relations in Eastern 

Europe, 1955-69. Routledge Studies in the History of Russia and Eastern Europe 22. 
London: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group, 2015. 

‘Cum a Semnat România Acordul Din 1972?’ Cotidianul.ro. Accessed 4 May 2016. 
http://www.cotidianul.ro/cum-a-semnat-romania-acordul-din-1972-115036/. 

Dallek, Robert. Nixon and Kissinger : Partners in Power. First edition. HarperCollins Pub., 
2007. 

Davy, Richard. ‘Helsinki Myths: Setting the Record Straight on the Final Act of the CSCE, 
1975’. Cold War History 9, no. 1 (February 2009): 1–22. 

Dayan, Moshe. Break-through : A Personal Account of the Egypt-Israel Peace Negotiations. 
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1981. 

Del Pero, Mario. The Eccentric Realist: Henry Kissinger and the Shaping of American 
Foreign Policy. Cornell University Press, 2013. 

Deletant, Dennis. Ceause̦scu and the Securitate: Coercion and Dissent in Romania, 1965-
1989. London: Hurst, 1995. 

———. Communist Terror in Romania: Gheorghiu-Dej and the Police State, 1948-1965. 
C. Hurst & Co. Publishers, 1999. 

———. ‘“Taunting the Bear”: Romania and the Warsaw Pact, 1963-89’. Cold War History 
7, no. 4 (November 2007): 495–507. doi:10.1080/14682740701621796. 

Dennis Deletant. România Sub Regimul Comunist. 4th ed. Bucureşti: Fundatia Academica 
Civica, 2012. 

Dennis Deletant and Mihail Ionescu. ‘Romania and the Warsaw Pact: 1955-1989, Working 
Paper 43’. (Washington, D.C.: Cold War International History Project), April 2004. 

Destler, I. M. Making Foreign Economic Policy. Brookings Institution, 1980. 
Dobrynin, Anatoly. In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Six Cold War 

Presidents (1962-1986). New York: Times Books, 1997. 
Dockrill, Saki R., and Geraint Hughes, eds. Palgrave Advances in Cold War History. 

London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2006. 
Dragomir, Elena. Cold War Perceptions: Romania’s Policy Change towards the Soviet 

Union, 1960-1964. Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2015. 



221 

 

———. ‘The Perceived Threat of Hegemonism in Romania during the Second Détente’. 
Cold War History 12, no. 1 (February 2012): 111–34. 
doi:10.1080/14682745.2010.510837. 

Ecobescu, Nicolae, ed. Romania, Supravietuire si afirmare prin diplomatie in anii 
Razboiului Rece. 7 vols. Bucureşti: Editura Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, 2013. 

Emery, Christian. ‘United States Iran Policy 1979–1980: The Anatomy and Legacy of 
American Diplomacy’. Diplomacy & Statecraft 24, no. 4 (1 December 2013): 619–39. 
doi:10.1080/09592296.2013.848699. 

Fahmy, Ismail. Negotiating for Peace in the Middle East. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1983. 

Fardella, Enrico. ‘The Sino-American Normalization: A Reassessment’. Diplomatic History 
33, no. 4 (2009): 545–578. 

Fichter, Madigan. ‘Rock “N” Roll Nation: Counterculture and Dissent in Romania, 1965–
1975’. Nationalities Papers 39, no. 4 (July 2011): 567–85. 
doi:10.1080/00905992.2011.585146. 

Fink, Gary M., and Hugh Davis Graham. The Carter Presidency: Policy Choices in the Post-
New Deal Era. University Press of Kansas, 1998. 

———. The Carter Presidency: Policy Choices in the Post-New Deal Era. University Press 
of Kansas, 1998. 

Fischer, Mary Ellen. Nicolae Ceausescu: A Study in Political Leadership. Boulder: Lynne 
Rienner Pub, 1989. 

Florian, Claudiu Mihail. ‘Romania- R.F.Germania, 1949-1967: Argumente Pentru Un Nou 
Inceput in Relatiile Romano-Germane’. In Romania, Supravietuire Si Afirmare Prin 
Diplomatie in Anii Razboiului Rece, 2:675–704. Bucuresti: Editura Fundatia Europeana 
Titulescu, 2013. 

Ford, Gerald. A Time to Heal: The Autobiography of Gerald R. Ford. Berkley Publishing 
Group, 1980. 

Fredrik Logevall, and Andrew Preston. Nixon in the World : American Foreign Relations, 
1969-1977. Oxford University Press, USA, 2008. 

Funigiello, Philip J. American-Soviet Trade in the Cold War. Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 1988. 

Gabriel Stelian Manea. Un Adulter in Familia Comunista: Romania Si SUA in Anii ’60. 
Târgovişte: Editura Cetatea de Scaun, 2016. 

Gaddis, John Lewis. Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American National 
Security Policy during the Cold War. Rev. and expanded ed. New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2005. 

Garrett, Stephen A. From Potsdam to Poland: American Policy Toward Eastern Europe. 
Praeger, 1986. 

Garthoff, Raymond. ‘When and Why Romania Distanced Itself from the Warsaw Pact’. Cold 
War International History Project Bulletin, no. 5 (1995): 111. 

Garthoff, Raymond L. A Journey through the Cold War: A Memoir of Containment and 
Coexistence. Brookings Institution Press, 2004. 

———. Detente and Confrontation: American-Soviet Relations from Nixon to Reagan. 
Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 1994. 



222 

 

Gati, Charles. Zbig: The Strategy and Statecraft of Zbigniew Brzezinski. Baltimore: JHU 
Press, 2013. 

Germuska, Pál. ‘Failed Eastern Integration and a Partly Successful Opening up to the West: 
The Economic Re-Orientation of Hungary during the 1970s’. European Review of 
History: Revue Européenne D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 271–91. 

Gheorghe, Eliza. ‘Atomic Maverick: Romania’s Negotiations for Nuclear Technology, 
1964–1970’. Cold War History 13, no. 3 (August 2013): 373–92. 
doi:10.1080/14682745.2013.776542. 

———. ‘Building Détente in Europe? East–West Trade and the Beginnings of Romania’s 
Nuclear Programme, 1964–70’. European Review of History: Revue Européenne 
D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 235–53. 

———. ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu’. In Mental Maps in the Era of Détente and the End of the Cold 
War 1968–91, edited by J. Wright and S. Casey, 60–80. Houndmills: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2015. 

Glad, Betty. An Outsider in the White House : Jimmy Carter, His Advisors, and the Making 
of American Foreign Policy. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2009. 

Govrin, Yosef. Israeli-Romanian Relations at the End of the Ceausescu Era: As Seen by 
Israel’s Ambassador to Romania 1985-1989. Routledge, 2014. 

Granville, Johanna. ‘Dej-a-Vu: Early Roots of Romania’s Independence’. East European 
Quarterly 42, no. 4 (22 December 2008): 365. 

Guderzo, Massimiliano. Ordine Mondiale E Buon Vicinato : Gli Stati Uniti E l’America 
Latina Negli Anni Di Carter, 1977-1981. Polistampa, 2012. 

Guderzo, Max, and Bruna Bagnato. The Globalization of the Cold War : Diplomacy and 
Local Confrontation, 1975-85. London ; New York: Routledge, 2010. 

Hakkarainen, Petri. A State of Peace in Europe: West Germany and the CSCE, 1966-1975. 
New York: Berghahn Books, 2011. 

Haldeman, H. R., and Stephen E. Ambrose. The Haldeman Diaries: Inside the Nixon White 
House. First edition. New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1994. 

Hanhimäki, Jussi M. The Flawed Architect : Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Policy. 
Oxford University Press, USA, 2004. 

———. The Rise and Fall of Détente: American Foreign Policy and the Transformation of 
the Cold War. Potomac Books, Inc., 2013. 

———. ‘“They Can Write It in Swahili”: Kissinger, the Soviets, and the Helsinki Accords, 
1973–75’. Journal of Transatlantic Studies 1, no. sup1 (January 2003): 37–58. 

Harrington, Joseph F., and Bruce J. Courtney. Tweaking the Nose of the Russians: Fifty 
Years of American-Romanian Relations, 1940-1990. Boulder, CO: East European 
Monographs, 1991. 

Hershberg, James. Marigold: The Lost Chance for Peace in Vietnam. Stanford University 
Press, 2012. 

Heuser, Beatrice. Yugoslavia in Western Cold War Policies, 1948-1953. Oxford: University 
of Oxford, 1987. 

Heuston, Stephen P. ‘United States-Romanian Trade Relations: Development and Use of 
Most-Favored Nation Trading Status’. Geo. Wash. J. Int’l L. & Econ. 22 (1988): 379. 



223 

 

Hunt, Michael H. Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy. New Haven, Conn: Yale University 
Press, 1987. 

Hutchings, Robert L. Soviet-East European Relations: Consolidation and Conflict, 1968-
1980. University of Wisconsin Press, 1983. 

Immerman, Richard H., and Petra Goedde, eds. The Oxford Handbook of the Cold War. 
Oxford Handbooks. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2013. 

Ioanid, Radu. The Ransom of the Jews: The Story of the Extraordinary Secret Bargain 
Between Romania and Israel. Ivan R. Dee, 2005. 

Ion Alexandrescu. Romania Intre Est Si Vest vol.1: Aderarea La FMI Si BIRD. Târgovişte: 
Cetatea de Scaun, 2012. 

James F. Brown. Eastern Europe and Communist Rule. Durham: Duke University Press, 
1988. 

Jarząbek, Wanda. ‘Polish Economic Policy at the Time of Détente, 1966–78’. European 
Review of History: Revue Européenne D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 293–309. 

Jerel A. Rosati. ‘The Rise and Fall of America’s First Post-Cold War Foreign Policy’. In 
Jimmy Carter: Foreign Policy and Post-Presidential Years. Greenwood Press, 1994. 

Johnson, Robert David. Congress and the Cold War. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2005. 

Jordan, Hamilton. Crisis: The Last Year of the Carter Presidency. Putnam, 1982. 
Judt, Tony. Postwar: A History of Europe since 1945. New York: Penguin Press, 2005. 
Jussi M. Hanhimäki. ‘Détente in Europe, 1962–1975’. In The Cambridge History of the Cold 

War, edited by Odd Arne Westad and Melvyn P. Leffler, II:198–218. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2010. 

Justin Vaïsse. ‘Zbig, Henry, and the New U.S. Foreign Policy Elite’. In Zbig: The Strategy 
and Statecraft of Zbigniew Brzezinski, 3–26. Baltimore: JHU Press, 2013. 

Kalb, Marvin L., and Bernard Kalb. Kissinger. Boston: Little, Brown, 1974. 
Kansikas, Suvi. Socialist Countries Face the European Community : Soviet-Bloc 

Controversies over East-West Trade. 1 Edition. Peter Lang, 2014. 
Katz, Andrew Z. ‘Public Opinion and the Contradictions of Jimmy Carter’s Foreign Policy’. 

Presidential Studies Quarterly 30, no. 4 (1 December 2000): 662–87. 
doi:10.1111/j.0360-4918.2000.00138.x. 

Kaufman, Burton I., and Scott Kaufman. The Presidency of James Earl Carter, Jr. 
University Press of Kansas, 2006. 

Kaufman, Robert G. Henry M. Jackson: A Life in Politics. University of Washington Press, 
2011. 

Kaufman, Scott. Plans Unraveled : The Foreign Policy of the Carter Administration. 
Northern Illinois University Press, 2008. 

Keefer, Edward C. (Edward Coltrin), David C. (David Curtis) Geyer, Douglas Eugene 
Selvage, Henry Kissinger, and Anatoly Dobrynin. Soviet-American Relations : The 
Détente Years, 1969-1972. Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2007. 

Keys, Barbara J. Reclaiming American Virtue: The Human Rights Revolution of the 1970s. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2014. 

Kieninger, Stephan. Dynamic Détente: The United States and Europe, 1964–1975. Rowman 
& Littlefield, 2016. 



224 

 

King, Robert R. A History of the Romanian Communist Party. Stanford, Ca. : Hoover 
Institution Press, 1980. 

———. Minorities Under Communism: Nationalities as a Source of Tension Among Balkan 
Communist States. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1973. 

Kirk, Roger, and Mircea Raceanu. Romania Versus the United States: Diplomacy of the 
Absurd 1985-1989. Palgrave Macmillan, 1994. 

Kirkpatrick, Jeane J. ‘Dictatorships & Double Standards’. Commentary Magazine. Accessed 
28 November 2016. https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/dictatorships-
double-standards/. 

Kissinger, Henry. A World Restored: Metternich, Castlereagh, and the Problems of Peace, 
1812-22. Pickle Partners Publishing, 2017. 

———. White House Years: The First Volume of His Classic Memoirs. New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 2011. 

———. Years of Renewal: The Concluding Volume of His Classic Memoirs. New York: 
Simon and Schuster, 2012. 

———. Years of Upheaval: The Second Volume of His Classic Memoirs. New York: Simon 
and Schuster, 2011. 

Kissinger, Henry, Anatoliy Fedorovich Dobrynin, Edward Coltrin Keefer, David Curtis 
Geyer, and Douglas Eugene Selvage. Soviet-American Relations: The Détente Years, 
1969-1972. 11438. State Department, 2007. 

Kochavi, Noam. ‘Idealpolitik in Disguise: Israel, Jewish Emigration from the Soviet Union, 
and the Nixon Administration, 1969–1974’. The International History Review 29, no. 
3 (September 2007): 550–72. 

———. ‘Insights Abandoned, Flexibility Lost: Kissinger, Soviet Jewish Emigration, and the 
Demise of Détente’. Diplomatic History 29, no. 3 (2005): 503–530. 

Kovrig, Bennett. Of Walls and Bridges: The United States and Eastern Europe. New York: 
NYU Press, 1991. 

Kramer, Mark, and Vít Smetana, eds. Imposing, Maintaining, and Tearing Open the Iron 
Curtain: The Cold War and East-Central Europe, 1945-1989. The Harvard Cold War 
Studies Book Series. Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books, 2014. 

Krebs, Ronald R. Dueling Visions: U.S. Strategy Toward Eastern Europe Under 
Eisenhower. Texas A&M University Press, 2001. 

LaFeber, Walter. ‘From Confusion to Cold War: The Memoirs of the Carter Administration’. 
Diplomatic History 8, no. 1 (1984): 1–12. 

Lawrence X. Clifford. ‘An Examination of the Carter Administration’s Selection of 
Secretary of State and National Security Adviser’. In Jimmy Carter: Foreign Policy 
and Post-Presidential Years. Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1994. 

Leffler, Melvyn P. For the Soul of Mankind : The United States, the Soviet Union, and the 
Cold War. First edition. New York: Hill and Wang, 2007. 

Leffler, Melvyn P., and Odd Arne Westad, eds. The Cambridge History of the Cold War. 
Cambridge University Press, 2010. 

———. The Cambridge History of the Cold War. Cambridge University Press, 2012. 
———. The Cambridge History of the Cold War: Volume 3, Endings. Cambridge University 

Press, 2010. 



225 

 

Lerner, Mitchell. ‘“Trying to Find the Guy Who Invited Them”: Lyndon Johnson, Bridge 
Building, and the End of the Prague Spring’. Diplomatic History 32, no. 1 (2008): 77–
103. 

Leuștean, Lucian. Orthodoxy and the Cold War: Religion and Political Power in Romania, 
1947-65. Basingstoke [England] ; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009. 

Linden, Ronald H. ‘Socialist Patrimonialism and the Global Economy: The Case of 
Romania’. International Organization 40, no. 02 (March 1986): 347–380. 
doi:10.1017/S002081830002717X. 

Liu, Yong. Sino-Romanian Relations: 1950’s-1960’s. Bucuresti: Institutul Național pentru 
Studiul Totalitarismului, 2006. 

Loth, Wilfried. Overcoming the Cold War: A History of Détente, 1950-1991. Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2002. 

Loth, Wilfried, and Georges-Henri Soutou, eds. The Making of Détente : Eastern and 
Western Europe in the Cold War, 1965-75. Routledge, 2008. 

Ludlow, N. Piers, ed. European Integration and the Cold War : Ostpolitik-Westpolitik, 1965-
1973. Routledge, 2007. 

———. ‘The Real Years of Europe? U.S.-West European Relations during the Ford 
Administration’. Journal of Cold War Studies 15, no. 3 (July 2013): 136–61. 

Luers, William H. ‘The US and Eastern Europe’. Foreign Affairs 65, no. 5 (1987): 976–994. 
Lundestad, Geir. The American Non-Policy towards Eastern Europe, 1943-1947: 

Universalism in an Area Not of Essential Interest to the United States. 
Universitetsforlaget, 1978. 

———. The United States and Western Europe since 1945: From ‘empire’ by Invitation to 
Transatlantic Drift. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2003. 

MacEachin, Douglas J. US Intelligence and the Polish Crisis: 1980-1981. Washington, D.C: 
Center for the Study of Intelligence, 2000. 

Maresca, John J. To Helsinki: The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1973-
1975. Durham: Duke University Press, 1987. 

Mastny, Vojtech. ‘Was 1968 a Strategic Watershed of the Cold War?’ Diplomatic History 
29, no. 1 (2005): 149–177. 

Mastny, Vojtech, and Malcolm Byrne, eds. A Cardboard Castle?: An inside History of the 
Warsaw Pact, 1955-1991. National Security Archive Cold War Readers. New York: 
Central European University Press, 2005. 

McDonald, Darren J. ‘Blessed Are the Policy Makers: Jimmy Carter’s Faith-Based 
Approach to the Arab–Israeli Conflict’. Diplomatic History 39, no. 3 (1 June 2015): 
452–76. doi:10.1093/dh/dhu038. 

McMahon, Robert J., and Thomas W. Zeiler. Guide to U.S. Foreign Policy: A Diplomatic 
History. CQ Press, 2012. 

Mieczkowski, Yanek. Gerald Ford and the Challenges of the 1970s. University Press of 
Kentucky, 2005. 

Mihail Ionescu. ‘Romania, Ostpolitik and the CSCE, 1967-1975’. In Helsinki 1975 and the 
Transformation of Europe, edited by Bange Oliver, 129–43. New York: Berghahn 
Books, 2008. 



226 

 

Mitchell, Nancy. Jimmy Carter in Africa Race and the Cold War. Woodrow Wilson Center 
Press ; Stanford University Press, 2016. 

———. ‘The Cold War and Jimmy Carter’. In The Cambridge History of the Cold War, 
edited by Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, 66–88. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2010. 
http://universitypublishingonline.org/ref/id/histories/CBO9781139056106A008. 

Mitoma, Glenn Tatsuya. Human Rights and the Negotiation of American Power. First 
edition. University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013. 

Morse, David A., and Samuel V. Goekjan. ‘Joint Investment Opportunities with the Socialist 
Republic of Romania’. The Business Lawyer 29, no. 1 (1973): 133–48. 

Mount, Graeme S. ‘US-Romanian Relations during the Presidency of Gerald R. Ford’. 
Canadian Journal of History 46, no. 1 (2011). 

Munteanu, Mircea. ‘Communication Breakdown? Romania and the Sino-American 
Rapprochement’. Diplomatic History 33, no. 4 (2009): 615–631. 

———. ‘Over the Hills and Far Away: Romania’s Attempts to Mediate the Start of US-
North Vietnamese Negotiations, 1967–1968’. Journal of Cold War Studies 14, no. 3 
(2012): 64–96. 

———. ‘When the Levee Breaks: The Impact of the Sino-Soviet Split and the Invasion of 
Czechoslovakia on Romanian-Soviet Relations, 1967–1970’. Journal of Cold War 
Studies 12, no. 1 (2010): 43–61. 

Muravchik, Joshua. The Uncertain Crusade: Jimmy Carter and the Dilemmas of Human 
Rights Policy. Hamilton Press, 1986. 

Nedelcu, Cristina. ‘Conflictul Arabo-Israelian Din Iunie 1967 Si Reactii Diplomatice Fata 
de Modificarile Teritoriale.’ In Romania, Supravietuire Si Afirmare Prin Diplomatie in 
Anii Razboiului Rece, 2:347–64. Bucureşti: Editura Fundatia Europeana Titulescu, 
2013. 

Nichols, T.M. ‘Carter and the Soviets: The Origins of the US Return to a Strategy of 
Confrontation’. Diplomacy & Statecraft 13, no. 2 (June 2002): 21–42. 
doi:10.1080/714000318. 

Nixon, Richard. RN: The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. New York: Simon and Schuster, 2013. 
Nixon, Richard M. ‘First Annual Report to the Congress on United States Foreign Policy for 

the 1970s’. In Public Papers of the Presidents: Richard Nixon. Washington, DC: US 
Government Printing Office, 1970. 

Nixon, Richard Milhous. Inaugural Address, January 20, 1969. Vol. 229. Department of 
State Publication: General Foreign Policy Series, 1969. 

Pacepa, Ion Mihai. Red Horizons: The True Story of Nicolae and Elena Ceausescus’ Crimes, 
Lifestyle, and Corruption. Regnery Publishing, 1990. 

Paczkowski, Andrzej, Malcolm Byrne, Gregory F. Domber, and Magdalena Klotzbach, eds. 
From Solidarity to Martial Law: The Polish Crisis of 1980-1981: A Documentary 
History. National Security Archive Cold War Readers. Budapest ; New York: Central 
European University Press, 2007. 

Patricia Gonzalez Aldea. ‘The Identity of Ceaușescu’s Communist Regime and Its Image in 
the West’. Revista de Ştiinţe Politice. Revue Des Sciences Politiques, no. 33–34 (2012): 
14–28. 



227 

 

Pedaliu, Effie G. H. ‘The US, the Balkans and Détente, 1963–73’. In The Balkans in the 
Cold War, edited by Svetozar Rajak, Konstantina E. Botsiou, Eirini Karamouzi, and 
Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, 197–218. Security, Conflict and Cooperation in the 
Contemporary World. Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017. 

Percival, Mark. ‘Britain’s “Political Romance”with Romania in the 1970s’. Contemporary 
European History 4, no. 01 (1995): 67–87. 

Peterson, C. P. ‘The Carter Administration and the Promotion of Human Rights in the Soviet 
Union, 1977-1981’. Diplomatic History 38, no. 3 (1 June 2014): 628–56. 

Petrescu, Cristina. From Robin Hood to Don Quixote: Resistance and Dissent in Communist 
Romania. Bucureşti: Ed. Enciclopedică, 2013. 

Petrescu, D. ‘Closely Watched Tourism: The Securitate as Warden of Transnational 
Encounters, 1967-9’. Journal of Contemporary History 50, no. 2 (1 April 2015): 337–
53. 

Petrescu, Dragoş. ‘Building the Nation, Instrumentalizing Nationalism: Revisiting 
Romanian National-Communism, 1956–1989’. Nationalities Papers 37, no. 4 (July 
2009): 523–44. 

———. ‘Building the Nation, Instrumentalizing Nationalism: Revisiting Romanian 
National-Communism, 1956–1989’. Nationalities Papers 37, no. 4 (July 2009): 523–
44. 

Programul Partidului Comunist Român de Făurire a Societăţii Socialiste Multilateral 
Dezvoltate Şi Înaintare a României Spre Comunism. Bucureşti: Editura Politica, 1975. 

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States - Richard Nixon - Containing the Public 
Messages, Speeches, and Statements of the President - 1970, 1970. 

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States, Jimmy Carter, 1977, Book 1: January 
20 to June 24, 1977. Government Printing Office, n.d. 

Quinlan, Paul D. The United States and Romania: American-Romanian Relations in the 
Twentieth Century. American-Romanian Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1988. 

Raceanu, Mircea. Cronologie comentată a relațiilor româno-americane: de la începutul 
cunoașterii reciproce până la prăbușirea regimului comunist în România, 1989. 
Bucureşti: Silex, 2005. 

———. e-mail correspondence with the author, 12 April 2015. 
———. Istoria clauzei națiunii celei mai favorizate în relațiile româno-americane. 

Bucureşti: Institutul Național pentru Memoria Exilului Românesc, 2009. 
Rajak, Svetozar. ‘From Regional Role to Global Undertakings: Yugoslavia in the Early Cold 

War’. In The Balkans in the Cold War, edited by Svetozar Rajak, Konstantina E. 
Botsiou, Eirini Karamouzi, and Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, 65–86. Security, Conflict and 
Cooperation in the Contemporary World. Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017. 
doi:10.1057/978-1-137-43903-1_3. 

———. Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union in the Early Cold War: Reconciliation, 
Comradeship, Confrontation, 1953-57. Cold War History Series 26. Milton Park, 
Abingdon, Oxon ; New York: Routledge, 2011. 

Rajak, Svetozar, Konstantina E. Botsiou, Eirini Karamouzi, and Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, 
eds. The Balkans in the Cold War. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2017. 
doi:10.1057/978-1-137-43903-1. 



228 

 

Reichley, James. Conservatives in an Age of Change: The Nixon and Ford Administrations. 
Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution Press, 2010. 

Reisch, Alfread A. Hot Books in the Cold War: The CIA-Funded Secret Western Book 
Distribution Program behind the Iron Curtain. Central European University Press, 
2013. 

———. Hot Books in the Cold War: The CIA-Funded Secret Western Book Distribution 
Program behind the Iron Curtain. Central European University Press, 2013. 

Retegan, Mihai. 1968: Din Primăvară Până În Toamnă: Schiţă de Politică Externă 
Româneasca. Bucureşti: RAO, 1998. 

———. In the Shadow of the Prague Spring: Romanian Foreign Policy and the Crisis in 
Czechoslovakia, 1968. Iasi: Histria Books, 2000. 

Ribuffo, Leo P. ‘Is Poland a Soviet Satellite? Gerald Ford, the Sonnenfeldt Doctrine, and the 
Election of 1976’. Diplomatic History 14, no. 3 (1990): 385–404. 

Roham Alvandi and Eliza Gheorghe. ‘The Shah’s Petro-Diplomacy with Ceausescu: Iran 
and Romania in the Era of Détente, Working Paper 74’. (Washington, D.C.: Cold War 
International History Project), December 2014. 

‘Romania’s Struggle for an Autonomous Foreign Policy.pdf’, n.d. 
Romano, Angela. From Détente in Europe to European Détente: How the West Shaped the 

Helsinki CSCE. Bruxelles; New York: Peter Lang, 2009. 
———. ‘Untying Cold War Knots: The EEC and Eastern Europe in the Long 1970s’. Cold 

War History 14, no. 2 (3 April 2014): 153–73. 
Romano, Angela, and Federico Romero. ‘European Socialist Regimes Facing Globalisation 

and European Co-Operation: Dilemmas and Responses – Introduction’. European 
Review of History: Revue Européenne D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 157–64. 

Romero, Federico. ‘Cold War Historiography at the Crossroads’. Cold War History 14, no. 
4 (2 October 2014): 685–703. 

Rosen, Moses, and Joseph Finklestone. Dangers, Tests and Miracles: The Remarkable Life 
Story of Chief Rabbi Rosen of Romania. Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1990. 

Rosenbaum, Herbert D. Jimmy Carter: Foreign Policy and Post-Presidential Years. 
Greenwood Press, 1994. 

Rosenberg, John. ‘The Quest against Détente: Eugene Rostow, the October War, and the 
Origins of the Anti-Détente Movement, 1969–1976’. Diplomatic History, 2014, 
dhu042. 

Sadat, Anwar. In Search of Identity: An Autobiography. Harper & Row, 1978. 
Sarantakes, Nicholas Evan. Dropping the Torch: Jimmy Carter, the Olympic Boycott, and 

the Cold War. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010. 
Sargent, Daniel J. A Superpower Transformed : The Remaking of American Foreign 

Relations in the 1970s. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2015. 
Schmidli, William Michael. ‘Institutionalizing Human Rights in US Foreign Policy: US-

Argentine Relations, 1976–1980’. Diplomatic History 35, no. 2 (2011): 351–377. 
Schmitz, David F. The United States and Right-Wing Dictatorships, 1965-1989. Cambridge 

University Press, 2006. 



229 

 

Schmitz, David F., and Vanessa Walker. ‘Jimmy Carter and the Foreign Policy of Human 
Rights: The Development of a Post–Cold War Foreign Policy’. Diplomatic History 28, 
no. 1 (2004): 113–43. 

Schnitzer, Martin. U.S. Business Involvement in Eastern Europe : Case Studies of Hungary, 
Poland, and Romania. Praeger, 1980. 

Schulz, Matthias, and Thomas Alan Schwartz, eds. The Strained Alliance: U.S.-European 
Relations from Nixon to Carter. Washington, D.C: German Historical Institute; 
Cambridge University Press, 2010. 

Schulzinger, Robert D. ‘Détente in the Nixon–Ford Years, 1969–1976’. In The Cambridge 
History of the Cold War, edited by Melvyn P. Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, 373–94. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010. 

Selvage, Douglas E. ‘Transforming the Soviet Sphere of Influence? U.S.-Soviet Détente and 
Eastern Europe, 1969–1976’. Diplomatic History 33, no. 4 (1 September 2009): 671–
87. 

Sewell, Bevan, and Scott Lucas, eds. Challenging US Foreign Policy America and the World 
in the Long Twentieth Century. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2011. 
http://link.springer.com/10.1057/9780230349209. 

Shafir, Michael. Romania, Politics, Economics, and Society : Political Stagnation and 
Simulated Change. Lynne Rienner, 1985. 

Sharnak, Debbie. ‘Sovereignty and Human Rights: Re-Examining Carter’s Foreign Policy 
Towards the Third World’. Diplomacy & Statecraft 25, no. 2 (3 April 2014): 303–30. 
doi:10.1080/09592296.2014.907069. 

———. ‘Sovereignty and Human Rights: Re-Examining Carter’s Foreign Policy Towards 
the Third World’. Diplomacy & Statecraft 25, no. 2 (3 April 2014): 303–30. 
doi:10.1080/09592296.2014.907069. 

Skidmore, David. ‘Carter and the Failure of Foreign Policy Reform’. Political Science 
Quarterly 108, no. 4 (1993): 699. doi:10.2307/2152405. 

———. Reversing Course : Carter’s Foreign Policy, Domestic Politics, and the Failure of 
Reform. Vanderbilt University Press, 1996. 

Smith, Gaddis. Morality, Reason and Power: American Diplomacy in the Carter Years. 
Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 1987. 

Smith, Tony. America’s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide Struggle for 
Democracy in the Twentieth Century. Princeton Studies in International History and 
Politics. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1994. 

———. ‘New Bottles for New Wine: A Pericentric Framework for the Study of the Cold 
War’. Diplomatic History 24, no. 4 (2000): 567–591. 

Sneh, Itai Nartzizenfield. The Future Almost Arrived : How Jimmy Carter Failed to Change 
U.S. Foreign Policy. Bruxelles; New York: Peter Lang, 2008. 

Snyder, Sarah B. Human Rights Activism and the End of the Cold War: A Transnational 
History of the Helsinki Network. Human Rights in History. New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2011. 

———. ‘“Jerry, Don”t Go’: Domestic Opposition to the 1975 Helsinki Final Act’. Journal 
of American Studies 44, no. 01 (February 2010): 67. 



230 

 

Soares Jr, John A. ‘Strategy, Ideology, and Human Rights: Jimmy Carter Confronts the Left 
in Central America, 1979–1981’. Journal of Cold War Studies 8, no. 4 (2006): 57–91. 

Stanciu, Cezar. ‘A Rebirth of Diplomacy: The Foreign Policy of Communist Romania 
between Subordination and Autonomy, 1948–1962’. Diplomacy & Statecraft 24, no. 2 
(1 June 2013): 253–72. 

———. ‘Autonomy and Ideology: Brezhnev, Ceauşescu and the World Communist 
Movement’. Contemporary European History 23, no. 01 (February 2014): 115–34. 
doi:10.1017/S0960777313000532. 

———. ‘Crisis Management in the Communist Bloc: Romania’s Policy towards the USSR 
in the Aftermath of the Prague Spring’. Cold War History 13, no. 3 (August 2013): 
353–72. doi:10.1080/14682745.2012.746955. 

———. ‘Fragile Equilibrium: Romania and the Vietnam War in the Context of the Sino-
Soviet Split, 1966’. Journal of Cold War Studies 18, no. 1 (1 January 2016): 161–87. 

———. ‘Nicolae Ceauşescu and the Origins of Eurocommunism’. Communist and Post-
Communist Studies 48, no. 1 (March 2015): 83–95. 

———. ‘Romania and the Six Day War’. Middle Eastern Studies 50, no. 5 (3 September 
2014): 775–95. doi:10.1080/00263206.2014.913575. 

Ştefan Andrei şi Lavinia Betea. I Se Spunea Machiavelli: Stapanul Secretelor Lui 
Ceausescu. Bucureşti: Adevarul Holding, 2011. 

Stefano Bottoni. ‘Unrequited Love? The Romanian Communist Party and the EEC in the 
1960s and 1970s’. In Kommunismus Und Europa: Europapolitik Und Vorstellungen 
Europaischer Kommunistischer Parteien Im Kalten Krieg, edited by Frncesco Di Palma 
and Wolfgang Mueller. Paderborn: Ferdinand Schöningh, 2016. 

Stern, Paula. Water’s Edge: Domestic Politics and the Making of American Foreign Policy. 
Greenwood Press, 1979. 

Strong, Robert A. Working in the World: Jimmy Carter and the Making of American Foreign 
Policy. LSU Press, 2000. 

Suri, Jeremi. Henry Kissinger and the American Century. Harvard University Press, 2007. 
———. Power and Protest: Global Revolution and the Rise of Detente. Harvard University 

Press, 2009. 
Szobi, Pavel. ‘Between Ideology and Pragmatism: The ČSSR, the GDR and West European 

Companies in the 1970s and 1980s’. European Review of History: Revue Européenne 
D’histoire 21, no. 2 (4 March 2014): 255–69. 

Thomas, Daniel C., and Robert Schuman Centre. Boomerangs and Superpowers : the 
‘Helsinki Network’ and Human Rights in US Foreign Policy. European University 
Institute, 1999. 

Thomasen, Gry. ‘Lyndon B. Johnson and the Building of East-West Bridges : Catching up 
with Détente in Europe, 1963-1966’. In The Long Détente : Changing Concepts of 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, 1950s-1980s, edited by Oliver Bange and 
Villaume Poul, 255–80. Budapest ; New York: Central European University Press, 
2017. 

Tismaneanu, Vladimir. Stalinism for All Seasons. Accessed 20 November 2015. 
http://www.ucpress.edu/book.php?isbn=9780520237476. 



231 

 

———. Stalinism for All Seasons: A Political History of Romanian Communism. University 
of California Press, 2003. 

Toader, Iulian. ‘“Mystery Revealed?” The Mănescu-Rusk Conversation of 4 October 1963 
and the Beginning of the Romanian-American “special Relationship”.’ Arhivele 
Totalitarismului, no. 3–4 (2016): 237–53. 

Tulli, Umberto. ‘“Whose Rights Are Human Rights?” The Ambiguous Emergence of 
Human Rights and the Demise of Kissingerism’. Cold War History 12, no. 4 
(November 2012): 573–93. doi:10.1080/14682745.2012.654491. 

Turnock, David. The Romanian Economy in the Twentieth Century. Croom Helm, 1986. 
United States. Dept. of State. Office of Public Communication, and United States. Dept. of 

State. Office of Media Services. Department of State Bulletin. [Washington, D.C.?] : 
Office of Public Communication, Bureau of Public Affairs, 1939. 
http://archive.org/details/departmentofstata6772unit. 

Vance, Cyrus Roberts. Hard Choices: Four Critical Years in Managing America’s Foreign 
Policy. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983. 

Villaume, Poul, Rasmus Mariager, and Helle Porsdam, eds. The ‘Long 1970s’: Human 
Rights, East-West Détente and Transnational Relations. London ; New York: 
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group, 2016. 

Villaume, Poul, and Odd Arne Westad, eds. Perforating the Iron Curtain : European 
Détente, Transatlantic Relations, and the Cold War, 1965-1985. Copenhagen: Museum 
Tusculanum Press, University of Copenhagen, 2010. 

Watts, Larry L. Fereşte-Mă, Doamne, de Prieteni...: Războiul Clandestin Al Blocului 
Sovietic Cu România. Bucureşti: RAO, 2012. 

Wenger, Andreas, Vojtech Mastny, and Christian Nünlist, eds. Origins of the European 
Security System: The Helsinki Process Revisited, 1965-75. CSS Studies in Security and 
International Relations. London ; New York: Routledge, 2008. 

Westad, Odd Arne. The Global Cold War : Third World Interventions and the Making of 
Our Times. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 

Williams, Kristen P., Steven E. Lobell, and Neal G. Jesse. Beyond Great Powers and 
Hegemons: Why Secondary States Support, Follow or Challenge. Stanford, California: 
Stanford University Press, 2012. 

Wilson Jr, Harold E. ‘The Golden Opportunity: Romania’s Political Manipulation of the 
1984 Los Angeles Olympic Games’. Olympika: The International Journal of Olympic 
Studies 3 (1994): 83–97. 

Woodroofe, Louise. ‘Buried in the Sands of the Ogaden’ : The United States, the Horn of 
Africa, and the Demise of Detente. The Kent State University Press, 2013. 

Wright, Lawrence. Thirteen Days in September : Carter, Begin, and Sadat at Camp David. 
Oneworld, 2014. 

Xia, Yafeng. Negotiating with the Enemy : U.S.-China Talks during the Cold War, 1949-
1972. Indiana University Press, 2006. 

Yaqub, Salim. Imperfect Strangers Americans, Arabs, and U.S.-Middle East Relations in the 
1970s. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2016. 

———. Imperfect Strangers Americans, Arabs, and U.S.-Middle East Relations in the 
1970s. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2016. 



232 

 

Zanchetta, Barbara. The Transformation of American International Power in the 1970s. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014. 

Zelizer, Julian E. ‘Détente and Domestic Politics’. Diplomatic History 33, no. 4 (2009): 653–
670. 

Zubok, V. M. A Failed Empire: The Soviet Union in the Cold War from Stalin to Gorbachev. 
The New Cold War History. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007. 
 

 

 

 


