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1. Political and military relations between member states,
Romanian position before 1958

fter the creation of the Warsaw Pact, the

leader of Kremlin, Nikita S. Khrushchev

set up several approaches trying to
promote an embellished image of the Soviet bloc
in the Western countries. This way, he used the
sessions of the Political Consultative Committee
to make known his foreign policy initiatives,
concerning the security issues on the Furopean
continent.

Generally, during the first years following
the setting up of the Pact, the activity of this
institution was actually insignificant for building
up and giving substance to a political and
military alliance. The Soviet Union mainly
focused on using the institutions of the Pact as a
tool for the control and subordination of its
Eastern European allies. The Soviet General Staff
procecded to a step-by-step replacement of the
Soviet counselors by a Soviet military
representative of the Warsaw Pact in each of the
alliance member states'. They have been assigned
to conduct and assess the military training and
the programs regarding the endowment of the
concerned national armies in order for these ones
to fully meet the political and military demands
of the Soviet Union.

Up to 1958, Romania proved to be a faithful
ally of the Warsaw Pact. Even if the communist
orientation promoting nationalist claims initiated
by Gheorghiu Dej, somehow tending to take
distance from the political guidelines imposed by
the Soviet Union, (situation largely encouraged
by the “new openness” promoted by
Khrushchev), gained momentum, there were no
controversies or misunderstandings during the
meetings of the Political Consultative Committee
that could have been attributed to the Romanian
representatives. The dramatic moments of 1956

(the Hungarian revolution and the riots in Poland)
did not indicate Romania as a “troublesome” ally,
as it was to be perceived later, but for sure as one
of the most devoted supporters of the actions
undertaken by the Soviets.

Despite of the fact that the bipolar world
acquired the specificities of the existence of two
opposed political and military blocs, it took
place, at Geneva, between the 18" and the 23 of
July 1955, the high level meeting of the United
States President, Dwight Eisenhower, the Prime
Minister of France, Edgar Faure, the Prime
Minister of the United Kingdom, Anthony Eden
and the President of the Soviet Union’s Council
of Ministers, Nikolai Bulganin. The declared
purpose of that meeting was to decrease tensions
on the FEuropean continent, including with
respects to the nuclear weapons problem, the
German issue and the confidence building up in
Europe. The American President presented what
it was to be known in the future as the initiative

“open skies” and proposed that the American and

Soviet sides made available to each other a list
containing each one’s strategic military
equipments and to allow the air surveillance to
certify that no surprise attack has been initiated.
The Soviet side rejected the plan. Also, at
Geneva, the American and Soviet leaders
convened to sign a moratorium regarding nuclear
tests, but, obviously, it did not allow the
controls’.  However, the meeting can  be
considered as a beginning and a positive
evolution, since, for the first time after 1945, the
two sides engaged in a constructive dialogue.

The 20" CPSU Congress of February 1956
constituted a particular moment in the evolution
of the events in the communist world. In the
secret that denounced the crimes

report,
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committed  during  Stalin’s  government,
Khrushchev stressed that the relations with the
Western side, grounded on the policy of peacetul
coexistence’. Although  the ideological
confrontation, specific to the bipolarity of the
global balance of power, continued, the
Cominform, institution set up by Stalin in 1947,
at Szklarska Poreba, was dismantled in April
1956. This  background encouraged the
misperception of the Soviet Union’s interests and
objectives with regards to its satellites, by the top
Party and state decision makers in certain
Warsaw Pact member states. In fact, Moscow had
no intention to allow uncontrolled evolutions in
these states, especially if it put at risk the
strategic  security or Moscow’s fundamental
objective — the consolidation and expansion of
communism. The Soviet Union still needed the
military, economic and political potential of its
European allies. In the event of a strategic
offensive against NATO, towards the Western
Europe, the territories, economies and the armed
forces of Poland, Czechoslovakia and the
German Democratic Republic were indispensable
for the Soviet Union’s military endeavor. The
situation was similar for Hungary, Romania and
Bulgaria, in case the Soviet aggression targeted
the Southeastern Europe. The satellite states GDP
. were 2/5 of the Soviet Union’s one. The Soviet
military and industrial complex was supplied
with some of the most important raw materials
(as for instance uranium), coming from the
Warsaw Pact states’. At political and military
levels, the existence of the Warsaw Pact
highlighted Moscow’s determination to take
advantage of a powerful tool in order to impose
its will in Central and Southeastern Europe.

The first session of the Political Consultative
Committee took place in Prague, on January
1956. It marked the inclusion of the armed forces
of the German Democratic Republic into the
structure of the Warsaw Pact Unified Armed
Forces. During the session, the leader of the
Romamian delegation, Chivu Stoica, announced
the reduction of the Romanian Armed Forces by
40,000 troops”.

However, in this framework of relative
relaxation between the two antagonistic political
and military blocs, and also, within the Warsaw
Pact, large scale vindictive actions took place in
June, at Poznan, in Poland. Besides the economic
claims, there were also explicit political ones: the
withdrawal of the Soviet armed forces from

Poland and, even more serious for the communist
Polish leaders, the desertion of the communist
construction. The movement spread fast and
reached the capital of the country, Warsaw.

Despite of the displayed “new-look” and of
the promise made to Tite in 1955, of not
interfering any longer in the domestic policy of
his allies, Khrushchev could not allow that the
situation in Poland have gotten out of his control.
Accompanied by Molotov, Mikoian and
Kaganovici, he arrived unannounced at Warsaw,
fully determined to take energetic measures. In
October 1956, after several discussions,
Khrushchev recognized Gomulka as first
secretary of the Polish United Workers Party,
abandoned the rough intentions that took him to
Warsaw, but, at the same time, the Polish
reformers did not achieve their major objectives
cither®. However, the sacrifice made by giving up
the vindictive program saved Poland from facing
a situation similar to the one that Hungary found
itself very soon,

The initial claims of Hungary took after the
ones of Poland. The group of Imre Nagy
demanded  increased  political  autonomy,
economic independence and withdrawal of the
Soviet -armed forces from Hungary. There were
also more radical claims, such as Hungary’s
withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact and the
abandon of the production and propriety socialist
principles. The Soviet reply was quick and harsh,
and materialized in a first military intervention on
October 24. Faced with the radicalization of the
situation in Hungary and a tensed situation in the
Suez Channel area, the Soviets agreed to discuss,
on October 28, the withdrawal of their troops
from Hungary. But, two days later, the Kremlin
abandoned this solution. On the 1% of November
1956, Imre Nagy announced the leaving by
Hungary of the Warsaw Pact, demanded the
Soviet Union to withdraw its troops from
Hungary, proclaimed the country’s neutrality and
asked the four Great Powers to recognize it’.

The leadership in Moscow already had to
deal with a strong dilemma. Not to intervene
militarily would have signified that the situation
in Hungary could have evolved against its own
strategic interests and, at the same time, it would
have created a dangerous precedent and a
possible example to be followed by the other
nmember states of the Warsaw Pact. To intervene
militarily would have consequently proved that
the independence and sovereignty of Hungary, as
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of any other Warsaw Pact member state, was
nothing more than a political declaration.
Khrushchev chose the alternative that was also to
be used by his successor, Brezhnev, in August
1968, namely the political consensus for action
together with the other communist leaders,
without asking them to participate in the foreseen
military action.

In order to establish close relations with all
the communist leaders and convince them of the
need for an intervention that could “save”
communism, Khrushchev secretly met, between
the 1* and the 3™ of November, with the Poles at
Brest, with Dej and Novotny (at that time in visit
to Romania) at Bucharest, and with the
Bulgarians at Sofia. From Sofia, he flew to
Brioni, in Yugoslavia, where, together with
Malenkov, he discussed with Tito, who accepted
not to condemn the intervention in exchange for
putting Kadar in power. They also consulted the
Chinese leaders that proved to be strongly in
favor of the military solution. AH the communist
leaders, without exception, agreed that in
Hungary things were turming into a “counter-
revolution™, that Moscow was decided to put to
an end.

Empowered by the Soviet leadership, Iurt
Andropov, the Soviet ambassador in Budapest,
the future KGB chief and leader of the Soviet
Union, passed on the Kremlin’s agreement to
initiate negotiations for the withdrawal of the
Soviet troops from Hungary. In reality, Marshall
Zhukov had drawn the intervention plans, while
General Malinin set up the command and the HQ
of the Soviet intervention armed forces.

On the 4" of November, the Soviet divisions,
backed by 1,300 tanks, launched the offensive
against the positions of the Hungarian
revolutionary forces within the country,
particularly in Budapest, and shortly after crashed
their resistance’. The Hungarian refugees’ leaders
in the Yugoslav Embassy were arrested on
November 22™ and transported to Romania,
where they were kept for some time. Imre Nagy
was brought back to Hungary in 1958 where he
was trialed, then convicted to death and finally
executed. On the 12" of December 1956, the
General Assembly of the United Nations
condemned the Soviet action in Hungary, with 55
votes against 8. The lack of effective and
practical reaction of the Western countries during
the Soviet intervention was absoluiely striking,
but it could be logically explained given the

regional  geo-political and  geo-strategic
configuration in 1956. The United Kingdom and
France were directly involved in the Suez crisis.
The United States, despite public declarations
supporting Hungary, were not willing to take the
risk of a conflict with the Soviet Union, since
Hungary actually belonged to the Soviet
influence area in Europe, being, in fact, a
founding member of the Warsaw Pact.

Evolutions in Warsaw and Budapest were
carefully watched by the leadership of the
Romanian Workers Party. The anticommunist
movement of Hungary and the claims regarding
the Romanian territory constituted reasons of
sertous concern for the decision makers in
Bucharest, fact that made the leadership of the
Romanian Workers Party to apply a large scale
program of measures (with reference including to
enhancing the Party’s -control over the armed
forces) aimed to consolidate the regime’. By the
adopted position of support to the Soviet military
intervention in order to suppress the revolution,
indicated the communist regime in Bucharest as
one of the most faithful Moscow’s allies. On the
1* of December 1956, during a retrospect drawn
at the meeting of the Politburo of the Romanian
Workers Party, Gheorghe Gheorghin Dej stated
that he considered the intervention of the Soviet
troops both as a necessity and international duty.
He made known his point of view in the context
of a presentation of the Romanian communists’
action when Imre Nagy had been brought to
Romania out of his post revolutionary refuge of
the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest.

The unconditioned fidelity to the Soviet
Union’s political directives for Eastern Europe,
including with regards to the repression of
liberalization and national legitimacy efforts of the
communist leaderships, under the cover of
destalinization in  Hungary and Poland,
represented the essential feature of the Romanian
attitude during the first years of the Warsaw Pact’s
existence. This understanding of the events could
be supported by the fact that, in May 1958, the
Soviet Union withdrew its troops from Romania.
It was within this framework that the subsequent
openness and delimitations in Romania’s relations
with the Soviet Union would take place.

Moreover, the Bucharest communist regime
was not at all perceived in Occident as inspiring
confidence. As a case in point, the dispatch no.
834 of the 25" of September 1957, sent to the
French minister of foreign affairs, Pineau, by the
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French minister in Budapest, Paul Boncour,
stressed that the German Democratic Republic
and Romania are Moscow’s “sleeping dogs”
(chiens couchants) .

Dej took advantage of the events that took
place in the two countries to speed up the process
of getting out of Romania the Soviet military
presence. The initiative of the Soviet troop’s
withdrawal from Romania belonged to the
Romanian side and was presented to Khrushchev
by Emil Bodnirag, minister of the armed forces
of the People’s Republic of Romania, with Dej
acceptance, in August 1935, on the occasion of
Khrushchev’s visit to Bucharest. At that moment,
the proposal was rejected by the Soviets. The
Romanian leadership’s unconditional support for
Khrushchev, during the Hungarian revolution,
was meant to increase the Soviet leader’s
confidence in the Bucharest team.

On the 15"-of April 1957, a Soviet —
Romanian agreement regulated the legal regime
of the Soviet troops presence in Romania.
Bodnaras visit to Moscow, in March [958,
boosted the discussions regarding the Soviet
armed forces possible withdrawal from the
country''. In 1958, there were dispatched in
Romania two Soviet army corps, comprising four
divisions, mainly located in three areas: Focgani
— Rémnicu Sirat, Constanta and Arad -
Timigoara, with an effective counting around
403,000 troopsu.

On the 24" of May 1958, the session of the
Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw
Pact member states took place in Moscow. The
final communiqué underlined that “the Political
Consultative Committee approved the Soviet
government proposal, in accordance with the
Romanian government, regarding the withdrawal,
in the near future, from the territory of the
People’s Republic of Romania of the Soviet
troops, located there according to the Warsaw
Treaty” B Letting alone the striking untruth
expressed in the communiqué (the Soviet troops
had been present in Romania since 1944 and not
according to the Warsaw Treaty), this fact, by
itself, regarding the withdrawal, would
essentially mark a turning point in the Romanian
— Soviet political and military relations. The
session of Moscow also settled that in 1958 the
Warsaw Pact should reduce its armed forces by
419,000 troops, as follows: the Soviet Union —
300,000, Romania - 55,000, Bulgaria — 23,000,
Poland — 20,000, Czechoslovakia — 20,000 and

Albania - 1,000, Moreover, the Soviet
government decided to withdraw a division from
the territory of Hungary. In the end of the
communiqué, the  Political  Consultative
Committee decided to make the NATO member
states a proposal referring to the conclusion of a
non-aggression pact between the two political
and military opposing blocs. Present at this
session, the People’s Republic of China delegate
observer also signed the communiqué.

The Soviet troops withdrawal from Romania
has been delivered between the 15™ of July and
the 15™ of August 1958, based on the agreement
concluded between the Romanian and Soviet
defense ministries (later, during the same year,
the Soviet counselors acting out in various fields,
also, begun de leave the country), and it perfectly
fit to the Soviet Union strategic and security
interests'*. Besides the reasons expressed by the
Romanian part, and accepted by the Soviet
counterpart, the decision of the troop’s
withdrawal was also due to the Soviet Union
intention to rebuild its international image,
strongly damaged after the military intervention
in Hungary, as well as to the need to cut its
military expenditures for maintaining troops in
the satellite states'”. ‘

The action itself did not affect the Soviet
Uniocn security, because Romania did not border
any NATO member state, but only the Warsaw
Pact ones and the relations with Yugoslavia had
been normalized. On the other hand, Khrushcheyv
wanted to increase his credibility in West by
pretending to be the supporter of the relaxation
policy on the continent, through effective both
political and military measures. Not in the last, it
is worth pointing out that by withdrawing the

Soviet troops from Romania, Khrushchev °

intended to consolidate the national legitimacy of
the Romanian Workers Party in front of the
Romanian nation, and also to prove both the
allies within the Pact, as well as, the West that
socialism could be built up in a “people’s
democracy” state even in the absence of the
Soviet armed forces'®. One cannot deny in the
facts analyzing, the Bucharest communist
leadership initiative to request Nikita 8.
Khrushchev, through Emil Bodnéras, the troops
withdrawal, that was initially rejected by the
soviet leadership. The genuine historical cliché of
national-communist provenience that Bucharest
succeeded in “imposing” Moscow to withdraw
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the troops from Romania is very difficult to
prove without a documented argumentation.
Most of the analyses give different
explanations to the withdrawal, but all of them
underline Moscow steady interest in acting in this
unprecedented manner., Other analyses advance
the idea of Romania’s waning strategic
importance which allowed Romania’s behavior
as a “troublesome ally” of the Warsaw Pact'’.
However, it is without doubt that the premises for

a real detachment from Moscow rooted at the
Romanian decision making levels, fact that was
to become obvious the years to come and marked
a significant openness in the field of foreign
policy. Until the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact,
Romania continued to be the only member states
on the territory of which there were not
dislocated either Soviet troops or military bases.
It is worth underlining the fact that, in 1958
Romania mandated abroad 12 military attachés'®.

2. The international political and military framework of the Warsaw Pact
actions between 1958 and 1964, Premises of the Romanian “dissidence”

European continent has been marked in the
period 1958 - 1961 by increased tensions
between the Soviet Union and the West, because
of the German issue and particularly, the status of
Berlin. The climax has been reached in August
1961, when the Soviets, with the support of the
Eastern Germany’s leaders decided to build up
the Berlin Wall" that continued to be until 1989
the symbol of Europe division into two opposing
political and military blocs and generally
speaking, of the Cold War. The most relevant
expression of this tension was pointed out on the
26"-27" of October 1961, when the Soviet and
US tanks found themselves face to face at the
frontier check point “Charlie”, in Berlin.
However, the leaders of the two superpowers
refrained themselves from encouraging the
dispute to escalate. In 1961, on this background
of tension in Central Europe, the Warsaw Pact
undertook three large-scale military exercises™.

It is striking that in the case of the German
issue, the leaders of all the Warsaw Pact member
states backed the Soviet position. At the Political
Consultative Committee session of March 1961,
at the August reunion of the Ieaders of
communist and workers parties that took place in
Moscow, in the Berlin declaration of the
governments of the Warsaw Pact member states
of August, and at the Warsaw mecting of the
defense ministers of the same countries, of
September 1961, the leading thread was the
blaming of the rebuilding of the Western
Germany military potential, of initiating
negotiations regarding a peace treaty with
Germany and not in the last, of tuming the

Western Berlin into a “free and de-militarized
=2l

city

The beginning of the ‘60s also testified the
more and more obvious Sino -~ Soviet split at
various Jevels, having deep impact in the whole
communist world. Romania continued to take
advantage, in its own interest, of this state of
being. The Warsaw Pact cohesion tended to
become just a political “label” within the
framework of an escalation in the Sino — Soviet
dispute. A series of events were to seriously
shake the seeming collaboration between the
Soviet Union and some of the satellite states,
reason why, the Kremlin used the alliance as a
tool of preventing possible defections within the
Pact and as an invasion force against these states
potential trials to detach themselves from the
Pact.

Relevant for tllustrating this fact was the case
of Albania that, in accordance with its Maoist
orientation, stopped to participate in the activities
of the Warsaw Pact beginning with March 1961,
and in September 1968 Albania withdrew from
this political and military organization. It was to
have a series of implications by depriving the
Soviet Union of an important military basis of
Vlora, fact that reduced significantly the naval
facilities at the disposal of the Soviet fleet in the
Mediterranean Sea, although the Soviet Maritime
Military Fleet recorded at that moment, under the
command of Admiral Gorshkov, an impetuous
development that made of the Soviet Union also
a naval superpower’’.

The issues of Albania’s stopping to

participate in the activity of the Warsaw Pact
needs to be approached in a more differentiate
way; given that it was the only founding member
state that left the political and military alliance,
which it belonged to. On the 5" of April 1961,
the Albanese government addressed a letter to the
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governments of the Warsaw Pact members states,
regarding the Moscow session of the Political
Consultative Committee of the 28"-29" of March
1961, where it was decided the withdrawal of the
Soviet naval forces from the gulf of Vlora,
following Albania’s position towards “the
imperialist Greek — Yugoslavian — American
plot” 2. The expulsion of the Albanese military
attaché of Moscow, on the 22" of May 1961,
accused of making anti-Soviet propaganda
among the Albanese students and officers
stedying in the Soviet Union, fit into the same
line of action. During the same month, the
Albanese government recalled all the officers
studying in the Soviet Union and asked the
Soviet military attaché to leave Albania. As a
retaliation measure, the Soviet government
decided to withdraw all its officers that activated
in the Albanese navy, but the Albanese
government refused to let them go before the
return of its officers to Albania from the Soviet
territory. Also as retaliation, the Albanese
government did not appointed any longer another
military attaché in Moscow, but only sent a
representative to the Unified Commandment of
the Warsaw Pact Unified Armed Forces.

At the reunion of the first secretaries of the
communist and workers parties, from the Warsaw
Pact member states, that took place in Moscow,
between the 3™ and the 5% of August 1961,
Albania sent a delegation with a lower level of
representation (its chief being Ramiz Alia) than
the other participants, fact that was used by the
Soviets "as a pretext for not receiving the
Albanese delegation to that session*. In response
to this situation, on the 25™ of January 1962, the
Albanese authorities declared the Soviet military
staff of Albania, persona non grata®. Albania
pursued its actions with a series of protest letters
addressed to all the Pact member states against
the fact of not having been any longer invited to
the proceedings of the Warsaw Pact™

Aiming to deny China’s access, as an
observer, to the proceedings of the Pact, the
Soviet government addressed a letter to the
leaders of China, the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea, Vietnam, and Mongolia, on
the 31% of October 1961, in which they were
informed that their observers could no longer
take part to the proceedings of the organization,
because their level of representation did not
correspond to the demands.

Regarding all these issues, Romania adopted
in the following years a singular position,
radically different from the other Pact member
states. Romania requested the readmission of
Albania to the proceedings of the alliance, so that
to fix the August 1961 error, highlighting that the
position adopted by the Pact towards Albania
was creating a dangerous precedent. At the same
time, Romania considered abnormal the attitude
adopted towards China, concerning the problem
of its observer’s participation at the Political
Consultative  Committee”’.  Moreover,  the
Bucharest regime proposed that the documents
adopted at the reumons of the Political
Consultative Commitiee should be signed by the
States representatives and not by other persons,
because the Warsaw Pact has been designed to
function as an international  interstate
organization®.

According to several historical assessments,
the dispatching of Soviet missiles in Cuba, in
1962, generated the acutest crisis in the Soviet —
US relations during the Cold War. Even if the
two political and military blocs, NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, were not involved in these events,
the United States and Soviet Union found
themselves to the brink of an open armed
confrontation, fact that could have inevitably led
to the beginning of hostilities between the two
opposing military alliances, with catastrophic
consequences for the entire planet.

At the beginning of October 1962, the
Soviets sent to Cuba a division of SSM,
consisting of five regiments endowed with a total
of 38 missiles R-12, having an action range of
2,500 kilometers and 24 missifes R-14 with an
action range of 4,500 kilometers. All these forces
have been supported by 40 planes MIG-21, 11
submarines and a motorized brigade fuily
equipped, so that, the total of Soviet effectives
dispatched in Cuba reached around 40,000
troops, grouped in 12 bases™.

On the 14™ of October, the United States
uncovered the setting up of Soviet military bases
in Cuba. On the 22™ of October, President John
F. Kennedy addressed the American nation,
informing about the uncovering of these missile
bases and decided to keep Cuba surroundings in
quarantine,

The next day, Khrushchev warned the

leadership of the United States concerning the
possibility of breaking out a nuclear war.
Following the mediation by

the Secretary
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General of the United Nations and an intense
exchange of messages between Kremlin and the
White House, Khrushchev announced on the 28"
of October his decision of withdrawing the
Soviet missiles from Cuba, and Kennedy
consented to lift the blockade and not to invade
Cuba. Subsequently, the United States withdrew
their “Jupiter” missiles dispatched in Turkey.
Finally, on the 7" of January 1963, the Soviet
Union and the United States informed the
Secretary General of the United Nations, U
Thant, on the ending of the crisis, and during the
same year, they proceeded to installing a direct
phone line between Kremlin and the White
House, in order to avoid that a similar crisis
situation happened again™.

A peculiar fact drew the attention, right after
the Cuban missile crisis, related to the mentioned
events, and produced in the context of the
obvious and gradual detachment from the Soviet
Union of Romanian foreign policy coordinates.
According to the assertion of the US diplomat,
Raymond L. Garthoff, during a private meeting
that took place on the 4" of October 1963, at
New York, the Romanian minister of foreign
affairs, Corneliu Minescu, might have declared
the State Secretary of the United States, Dean
Rusk, that Romania would declare its neutrality
in the event of a conflict provoked by the Soviet
Union, without previously consulting Romania,
and in discordance with Romanian national
interests. He also informed the US counterpart
that, there were no nuclear missiles on the
Romanian territory. According to the same
source, the Romanian official’s endeavor
constituted a certain fact in the international
relations practice; since the American official did
not make 1t known to the US allies either, for fear
of possible leaks of information to the Soviets®'.
Without having the uncontestable proof of the
“neutrality” assumed by Romania in October
1963, that has not been confirmed up to the
moment by Romanian archive sources or by the
direct participants at the discussions, the fact
itself is relevant given that the information
provided by the Romanian official represented
something wunconceivable inside the military
alliance of the communist states, so that

Romania’s action might marked the first fissure
within the Warsaw Pact™.

The assertion of the US diplomat, Raymond
L. Garthoff, according to which the above
mentioned aspect represents the fundamental

reason why Romania gradually altered its
position within the Warsaw Pact, could have a
real ground, hut, in our opinion, there were also
other factors, without minimizing the economic
one’s importance, that contributed to this
evolution. Between 1961 and 1964, Romania
rejected the integrationist efforts of COMECON,
based on the principle of labor division and,
consequently, of stopping the country’s
industrialization process, returned to the certain
national traditions and symbols, canceled the
compulsory study of Russian language into the
schools, begun to release the political prisoners,
and so on. “The new trend” adopted by Romania
in its relations with the Soviet Union did not
escape the perception of the United States and
others main Western countries. During a
discussion at the beginning of August 1963,
between Mircea Malita, Romanian deputy
minister of foreign affairs, and William
Crawford, diplomatic representative of the
United States in Bucharest, the US diplomat
underlined that “the legation communicated that
the assessment of the latest events of Romania
led to the conclusion that, it, undoubtedly,
conducts itself by its own had, and the position of
pursuing 1its own interests is firm and not a
conjectural one”. During the same discussion,
the Romanian leader, Gheorghe Gheorghiu Dej,
mentioned that “our position” imposed the
perception that in Bucharest rule “people that
oppose” to the Soviet Union. “And objectively,
things are just like this. And we should not be
ashamed to say that there are divergences”*'.

The US diplomat thesis puts this state of
things on an equal position with Romania’s
open contestation of the Warsaw Pact. However,
these kinds of indirect proofs, although relevant
for the Romanian opposition to the Soviet
domination and its will of acquiring increased
freedom of action in the international arena,
cannot lead to the conclusion that, in October
1963, Corneliu Mianescu proposed to the United
States the neutrality status of Romania. The
former munister of foreign affairs of the
communist Romania, questioned after 1990 in
this respect, stated that he had in view to make
“Dean Rusk understand that Romania was not a
country of war, Romania is not an enthusiastic
partner of the Warsaw Pact, we do not support
the war between the two opposing military
pacts, that we can only adopt a reasonable
position no matter what the problem is” **.
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The US professor Robin Alison Remington
thoroughly remarked that the issue of Romania’s
relations with the Warsaw Pact at the beginning
of the “60s cannot be dissociated, in order to have

a comprehensive understanding of  the
phenomenon, from the economic one®.
Gheorghiu  Dej’s regime rejected all  the

initiatives launched within COMECON by the
Soviets and obedient regimes of the satellite
states, concerning the integration and labor
division in the communist system, and promoted
a sustained program of national
industrialization”. It is of high interest in this
respect, that Romania categorically rejected the
so called “Valev Plan”**.

It has come up to the attention the fact that,
in 1963, Romania adopted a singular position at
the United Nations in relation with the Soviet
bloc and voted for the first time differently from
this one on the establishment of a nuclear free
zone in South America®™.

At the session of the Political Consultative
Committee of the Warsaw Pact member states,
that took place in Moscow, on the 26™ of July
1963, there was approached a wide range of
issues,  subject to  disputes  between
representatives of Romania and the other Pact
member states, especially the Soviet ones. The
Soviets presented a communication in which they
informed on the process of negotiations and the
conclusion of the agreement settled between the
Soviet Union, United States and United Kingdom
regarding the ban of nuclear tests in the
atmosphere, the outer space and the submarine
one™. The Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was
signed by the three state representatives in
Moscow, on the 5" of August and came into
force on the 10" of October 1963. The Romanian
representative, Corneliu Manescu signed this
treaty on the 8" of August 1963*",

It is important to analyze the dispute between
the Romanian and Soviet representatives
regarding the admission of the People’s Republic
of Mongolia into the Warsaw Pact. A few days
before the reunion, the Soviet leadership sent to
the participants a fetter in which it was proposed
the admission of Mongolia into the alliance.
Romanian vehemently opposed this initiative and
in the end it has been gainful. The arguments of
the Romanian side proved with unshakeable logic
that by admitting Mongolia into the Pact, the
European regional nature of the alliance
(according to article 4) would be altered, fact that
would implicitly led to the general revision of the

Treaty and a change of substance of the
international law aspects referring to the Warsaw
Treaty. With the same determination, Romania
proved that in case of an aggression directed
against an FEuropean member state, the
Mongolian contribution to the mutual defense
would have been insignificant, while in a
situation of aggression in Asia, against Mongolia,
the support of the European communist states
would have been considerable, which was in
contradiction with Romania’s national interests.

At the same time, the Romanian side
demonstrated that Mongolia’s likely Pact joining,
would immediately activate all the political and
military Asian US-led alliances, which would
implicitly  trigger  increased  tension  in
international relations. Not in the last, Romania
was fully motivated to consider that Mongolia
joining would impose to the Warsaw Pact an
anti-Chinese purpose in Asia, fact that our
country, given the good relations established with
China, could not agree to. Based on the
Romanian side arguments, the Soviet proposal
was no longer discussed®.

The letter of the 14" of February 1964
addressed by Dej to Khrushchev fits into the
same context of the Romanian “dissidence”
within the Warsaw Pact, in which, among other
things, Romania re-affirmed its support for the
“wise” position adopted by the Soviets at the end
of the Cuban crisis, but it could not “understand”
how it was possible to take measures like these in
Cuba without previously discussing them with
the organization member states, according to
article 3 of the Warsaw Treaty”. There were
criticized the methods used by Moscow in its
relations with the other Warsaw Pact member
states, directly referring to the placement of
Soviet nuclear missiles in Cuba.

Moreover, the Bucharest regime leader
expressed his opposition to the initiative of
founding the Foreign Policy Commission of the
Warsaw Pact that had been launched in a letter
addressed to his partners by the Central
Committee of the CPSU on the 2™ of January
1964". Dej considered that founding of a
permanent commission like the proposed one
would be equal to “giving up on the national
sovereignty in the field of foreign policy” **. The
Romanian position remained unchanged in this
respect, the Committee of foreign ministers being
founded later, at the session of the Political
Consultative Committee, which took place in
Bucharest, on the 25"-26" of November 1976.
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3. The political and military relations within the Warsaw Pact until 1968.
The particularization of the Romanian attitude

A month after an official delegation
undertook a visit to China and North Korea, on
which occasion Mao Zedong became directly
acquainted with Romania’s position in the Sino-
Soviet conflict, as well as, with the Romanian
side’s efforts to make the public polemic between
the Soviets and the Chinese come to an end%, on
the 26" of April 1964, the Romanian Workers
Party issued a declaration that actually
represented Romantia’s clear detachment from the
Soviet Union in the field of domestic and foreign
policy, though without leaving the communist
bloc and the Warsaw Pact®’.

“The Declaration of April 1964”, as it has
remained known, (the official title was “The
Declaration on the position of the Romanian
Workers Party regarding the problems of the
international communist and workers movement
adopted at the enlarged Plenum of the Central
Committee of the Romanian Workers Party of
April 1964”) represented a turning point. It also
marked the initiation of the public process of
Bucharest’s detachment from Moscow, the
assuming of autonomy in the international arena
(notably in the ensemble of the international
communist movement), the inauguration of a
political trend in external relations that would
bring to Romania the perception of “mutinous
ally” within the Warsaw Pact.

It would be difficult to underestimate the
importance of the April 1964 declaration for
Romania’s attitude within the communist
military alliance. It boosted the process of
outlining an attitude claiming the equality in
rights of the Warsaw Pact members, which
practically meant the very same thing with not
recognizing the Soviet hegemony. At the same
time, beginning with 1964, Romania’s
detachment in the field of military practice within
the Warsaw Pact took a decisive course. Besides,
“the Declaration on the position of the Romanian
Workers Party regarding the problems of the
international communist and workers movement”
was delivered at the moment when Romania had
already started the process of detachment from
the Warsaw Pact™.

The Romanian historiography considered the
April 1964 declaration as the most important

public act of national provenience that
fundamentally  defined  Romania’s  anti-
hegemonic orientation during the following
period. It is implied that the initiative of
launching this document belonged to the
Romanian side, so that subsequent discussions
within the structures of the communist party,
pointed out the anti-Soviet orientation, it actually
advanced. This way of understanding the
document origin is substantially enhanced by the
fact that it was elaborated and made public in the
context of several actions of the same nature
undertook by the Bucharest communist regime,
being in fact their accomplishment and
practically theorizing the position publicly
expressed. We refer, as a case in point, both to
the Romanian communists’ position during the
Sino - Soviet ideological conflict, as well as, to
certain acts of Bucharest “disobedience” to
Moscow, particularly in the economic field®.
Similarly, it refers to measures of limiting the
Soviet Union visibility at the level of the
Romanian public opinion (the closing of the book
shop “Cartea Rusi”, of the Romanian — Russian
Museum, of the Russian language Institute
“Maxim Gorki”, of the Romanian - Soviet
Institute, of  the review “Timpuri Noi”, the
change of the Soviet names of streets, [ocalities
and institutions, less classes of Russian language
in the school program etc) . '

“The April 1964 Declaration” is the stepping
stone of a genuine turning point in Romania’s
external orientation. Its relations with the West
were to be developed from the perspective of
balancing the Soviet hegemony, and the domestic
political evolution would tend to escape the
rough Stalinism that characterized the previous
period, yet without generating an authentic
[iberalization. The fact of contesting the Soviet
hegemony became manifest not only in the field
of foreign policy, (the international perspective
inter-blocs), but also within the bloc policy.
Regarding the latter case, the guidelines had
already been settled: the opposition to the
economic integration plans within COMECON
and to the asymmetric alliance of the Warsaw
Pact. In the last case the direction had also been
engaged, both during the Cuban missiles crisis,
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as well as, by the negative answer to the Soviet
request of the alliance enlargement towards Asia,
in 1963. Referring to the first mentioned event,
for instance, Ion Gheorghe Maurer said, during
the debates occasioned by the 1964 declaration,
that things were not too clear within the Warsaw
Pact: “There were sent missiles to Cuba. We
were not aware of this matter. For the time being
we do not make of this any incrimination and do
not raise any problem to anybody. The existence
of these missiles in Cuba caused some
international tension (...). Within the framework
of this tenston, after a time, one can foresee a
certain policy. The supreme or single commander
of the military forces of the Warsaw Treaty
launched an order to all the participant armies in
this group of military forces that alarmed all of
them. In the Warsaw Pact, there is an article 3,
which binds the signatory states to mutual
consultation in International political matters of
most importance. I am asking: all these matters
would not have justified a consultation like this?
Or, at least, the order of alarming the participant
state armies would not have to be issued
following consultations like these? These are
problems! (...) These orders are issued, these
actions are implemented, and nobody is asked
about. At least, we have not been asked”>!.

The analyzed period opened the way to
economic  cooperation with the Western
countries, Bucharest having a series of contacts
highly fruitful with the United States, France,
West Germany, Italy, United Kingdom, Austria
ctc. After legations have been turmed into
embassies and the appointment of the first United
States ambassador in  Bucharest, William
Crawford, Romanian — US economic relations
acquired new dimensions, unprecedented and
simultaneously without correspondent in the
communist bloc. Welcoming the United States
President, Lyndon B. Johnson’s policy of
“building bridges™ towards the communist world,
the Bucharest regime proceeded to enhancing the
bilateral relations, aspect that had serious
implications for the endeavors of national
economic development™. In the period 18" of
May-the 1% of June 1964, Gheorghe Gaston
Marin, vice president of the Romanian
government made an official visit to the United
States. The outcome of this visit was excellent,
On this occasion it has been signed an important
bilateral economic agreement™.

At the same time, it has been re-established
the thread of the traditional friendship between
Romama and France, which was to bring about
concrete results at several levels. During the visit
to France, in July 1964, the president of the
Council of Ministers, lon Gheorghe Maurer
approached together with the French officials
aspects related to the cultural, consular and
economic bilateral relations™. One can notice the
fact that during Maurer’s meeting with General
Charles de Gaulle in Paris, the latter promised
economic help for Romania in case it would be
isolated by the Warsaw Pact communist member
states, as a consequence of the policy promoted
by Bucharest decision-makers™,

In October 1964, Leonid 1. Brezhnev has
replaced Nikita S. Khrushchev as the leader of
the Party and Soviet State. The new Kremlhin’s
leader was the promoter of the “limited
sovercignty” doctrine referring to the Warsaw
Pact member states, an adept of the primacy of
proletarian internationalism and of the socialist
system interests, on the national specific ones of
each “allied” state. The implementation of this
doctrine was to have fatal consequences for
Czechoslovakia during the summer of 1968.

The session of the Political Consultative
Committee of the Warsaw Pact participant states,
that took place on the 19"-20™ of January 1965,
in Warsaw, stands out through the fopics
approached and needs to be detailed. This session
was the last one in which Gheorghe Gheorghiu
Dej (he died on the 19™ of March 1965, from a
rapidly evolving cancer) participated and the first
one attended by the new Soviet leader Leonid
[lyich Brezhnev. Moreover, the reunion was the
first one to take place after the April 1964
Declaration of the Romanian Workers Party.

During the discussions, the representatives of
the Warsaw Pact member states assessed the
situation caused by the initiative of creating
NATO Multilateral Nuclear Forces (FNM), the
consequences and menaces to European peace
and security and expressed their concern
regarding this endeavor of the North Atlantic
Alliance™. The German Democratic Republic
delegation submitted two projects to be analyzed
and adopted. The first one referred to the project
of a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons. The second one proposed that the
foreign affair ministers reunion or of their
deputies be turned into a permanent organism
having its own law status.
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Regarding the first project, Romania did not
raise any objection to the idea of a treaty like this,
but to the fact that the issue of this treaty
necessitated a lot of time to be implemented,
dedication and responsibility and underlined that
the parts should have been asked in appropriate
time in order to elaborate such a project. The
Soviets rejected the Romanian point of view and
demanded that the project to be examined.

Concerning the second project, the Romanian
representatives argued that the transformation of
a consultative reunion into a permanent organism
broke the provisions of article 3, al.l, of the
Treaty. They stressed that the important decisions
that affected the member states common interests
are the exclusive responsibility of the party and
state leadership in each and every country and
not of the ministers of foreign affairs’’. The
objections raised by the Romanian delegation
decidedly influenced the decision of rejecting the
two East German proposals. At the same time,
the Romanian delegation pronounced in favor of
dismantling the two political and military biocs,
but the delegations of the Soviet Union and
Warsaw Pact other member states opposed that
this idea to be included in the session final
communiqué™.

During the same conference, Dej qualified
the exclusion of Albania from the Warsaw Pact
proceedings, at Moscow initiative, as an illegal
decision that had to be cancelled. He motivated
that “if we do not do the right things, any of the
socialist countries can find itself in the situation
of being excluded from the proceedings of the
Political Consultative Committee, as it happened
with Albania””. To sum up the Romanian
position on the nuclear non-proliferation, it
comes to the attention the fact that the Romanian
leader radically rejected the issue of condemning
the creation by NATQO of the Multinational
Nuclear Forces, which actually constituted the
purpose of the reunion, to be linked to the
Warsaw Pact proposal of concluding a treaty of
nuclear non-proliferation. Even if the reasons of
the Romanian position, very radical in this
matter, except for the rejection of the Soviet
monopoly, including in the nuciear domain, have
not been sufficiently clarified, it has been
common knowledge that Romania perceived the
nuclear non-proliferation as being part of a
process of general nuclear disarmament, in fact
of an effort to avoid the constitution of a nuclear
monopoly®. It is quite possible that the Bucharest

regime, by the radical adopted attitude, indirectly
intended to provide explicit support to China,
which had become since October 1964 a nuclear
power.

The position adopted by Romania at the
Warsaw reunion had a favorable echo in West.
As a case in point, the Danish mass-media, that
paid close attention to this session, made faithful
presentations of Romania’s position toward the
Warsaw Pact, as well as, of the Romanian state
political openness in its relations with the West®'.

As a matter of fact, after 1964, Bucharest
acted on a large front in order to acquire its
freedom of action at international level and to
limit the interference of the alliance hepemonic
power. Therefore, there were undertaken actions
directed towards defying the CPSU monopoly on
the issues concerning the  international
communist and workers movement™, as well as,
avoiding the economic integration, as a means to
consolidate  the  national  autonomy  at
international level.

After Nicolae Ceaugescu took over the power
in March 19635, he continued the policy of
detachment from Moscow and displayed an even
more daring attifude than his predecessor,
Referring to Romania’s particular position within
the communist states military alliance, General
Anatolt I, Gribkov, former chief of the General
Staff of the Unified Armed Forces between the
years 1976 — 1989, remarked that “until 1968,
namely before the allied troops entered
Czechoslovakia, the relations with the Romanian
leadership, both at political and military levels,
were relatively normal. Once Nicolae Ceaugescu
came to power in 1965, Romantia’s foreign policy
begun to change substantially”®”. The same
Soviet dignitary considered that “during Joseph
V. Stlin’s life, the Romanian leadership
accepted its situation of subordination to the
Soviet Union, also, by copying the functions of
Soviet power institutions. In the after-war first
years, it did not follow critic reactions towards
the Soviet system, the force of inertia was quite
strong, as long as there were dispatched Soviet
troops in Romania. Their withdrawal from
Romania, in 1958, represented a new stage in the
country development process, marked by a
political doctrine of the Romanian Communist
Party towards national self-development,
independence, and equality in rights of the
Warsaw Pact member states. The Romanian

leadership tended to national independence on its
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own forces. During that period, the economic
contacts with the Occident have been widened”®.
The same personality remarked that particularly
after the April 1964 Declaration, Romania was
referred to in West as “a dissident” within the
Warsaw Pact”®,

The new Bucharest leader’s first visit to
Moscow, on the 9"-11"™ September, actually
turned into the first confrontation between
Brezhnev and Ceausescu. On his return to the
country, Ceaugescu presented, at the informative
session of the Executive Committee of the
Central Commiitee of the Romanian Communist
Party, all those issues taken into discussion at
Moscow. The Bucharest leader made a genuine
indictment to the hegemonic power, and attacked
a variety of extremely sensitive problems
concerning the bilateral relations, from the
unsolved problem of the Romanian treasure to
aspects related to certain activities within the
Warsaw Pact®.

The middle of the ‘60s has been marked by a
strong action of integrating the armies of the
Warsaw Pact member states, directed, organized
and firmly led by Moscow. The Soviet Union
succeeded to integrate the member states armies
to the prejudice of collaboration within the
Warsaw Pact, by doctrine, the modalities of
representation in the Pact ruling bodies, methods
of training, endowment system, the way of
exercising the command within the alliance
structures. Since Moscow had launched this
process within the Warsaw Pact, Bucharest had
nothing else to do than to set up within this
organization, its own foreign policy directions,
publicly expressed in 1964-1965. The occasion
was to come shortly, at the reunion of the chiefs
of General Staffs that took place in Moscow, on
February 1966. It was precisely with the purpose
of promoting the principle of collaboration within
the organization (it had been often faced with the
lack of consensus) that Romania asked in
February 1966, at this reunion, and at the May
1966 meeting of the defense ministers, the
democratization of the Pact ruling structures and
the development of military relations based on
real cooperation within the alliance and not on
integration® .

At the reunion of the chiels of General Staffs,
that took place in Moscow, on February 1966, the
Romanian delegation presented its own point of
view on the activity improvement of the Warsaw
Pact military structures. According to this point

of view, the Romanian delegation pointed out the
necessity to improve the Rules of procedure of
the Unified Armed Forces Commandment, in
order to correspond with the Treaty’s provisions
and initial purpose. Thereby, the attributions
established in the Rules of procedure placed the
Supreme Commander beyond the national
governments and defense ministers and the
General Staff of the Unified Armed Forces
became a high rank echelon of the national
General Staffs. In order to support its point of
view, the Romanian side gave the examples of
the circumstances of the 1961 Berlin crisis, as
well as, of the events of Cuba.

The  attributions of  the  Unified
Commandment have been established in the
Rules of procedure adopted in January 1956, that
proved to be inoperative, given the fact that its
provisions did not correspond any longer to the
factual reality of the member states. In order to
avoid the transformation of the Pact military
ruling structures in supranational organisms
initiating interferences that defied the member
states sovereignty and independence, and more
precisely ignored to “consult” these ones’
political leaderships, the Romanian side made
several proposals conceming: the rules of
procedure, as well as, the other documents
regulating the activity of this commandment
should be based on the idea that each country’s
party and government held the exciusive
responsibility for the Truling, organizing,
endowment and training of all its armed forces,
both in war and in peace time; the founding of
the Military Council of the Commandment, as
deliberative structure responsible with adopting
decisions unanimously. The Military Council
examined the problems that are the
Commandment responsibility. It was composed
of the Supreme Commander that was the
president, its deputies and the chiefs of General
Staff, as members. The proposals and
recommendations made by the Military Council
were submitted to the approval of the Warsaw
Pact member states governments. The Military
Council developed its activity on the basis of
rules of procedure approved by the Warsaw Pact
member  states  governments; each  state

contributed with troops that had the capacity to
act jointly. They could be engaged in war only on
of a national
belonged to

decision and their
the  national

the basis
coordination
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commandments. It would have been reasonable
that the procedures regulating the use of these
troops take into account the idea that during the
wartime they would act in accordance with the
operational plans agreed by the participants
concerned; the commandment should have a
supreme commander, deputies of the supreme
commander, one for each of the Pact member
state, and a chief of General Staff, that put
together to constitute the Military Council.

It was underlined that none of these ones
should have other functions in the armed forces
they were part of. It was suggested that both the
Supreme Commander and the chief of General
Staff should be appointed with the agreement of
all the governments of the Pact member states,
selected of each country’s Marshals or Generals,
for a period of 4-5 years. It was desirable that

during the same mandate the Supreme
Commander and the chief of General Staff come
from different countries. The  Supreme

Commander Deputies were to be appointed by
the government of the country they were
representing, and their attributions made needless
keep in function the representatives of the
Commandment by the member states armed
forces. The Unified General Staff was to include
officers from all Warsaw Pact participant states
armed forces.

At the Soviets proposal, during the two
already mentioned reunions, there begun the
discussions, in order to modify the rules of
procedure of the Unified Commandment. The
Romanian military delegation agreed initially
with the draft of this document, but there have
been made a series of objections, which were
inserted, as an annex, to the Protocol of the
defense ministers’ reunion that had taken place in
Moscow, in May. 1966®. The Romanian
objections referred to the role and functions of
the Political Consultative Committee, the
attributions of the Unified Commandment and of
the Supreme Commander, the setting up of
several structures of the Unified Commandment
and their attributions. They also referred to the
existence of the Unified Armed Forces Supreme
Commander’s military representatives within the
armed forces of the Warsaw Pact member
states®.

The Romanian side stressed that accepting to
create the Military Council as settled in the draft,
and the approval of its decisions by the Political

Consultative Committee, would have actually
signified that the leading of the national armed
forces be no longer the responsibility of each and
every state’s constitutional bodies, fact that
would bring about deeply prejudices the national
sovereignty of the Pact’s member states,

At the same time, the Romanian delegation
stated that the very existence of the institution of
the Unified Commandment representatives run
counter the principle of member states’ equality
in rights, stipulated in the Warsaw Treaty.
Moreover, the Romanian part expressed its
opinion in favor of canceling this institution and
the rufes of procedure that regulated the activity
of this one, arguing that it was not necessary’’.
The Romanian position gained initially an
unexpected victory. Most of the Romanian
proposals have been accepted, in the issued
protocol of the reunion being mentioned the
contradictory points of view’'. The Romanian
proposals included in the new rules of procedure
draft referred to the following: the role of
coordination (and not of command) of the
Unified Armed Forces Commandment; the
subordination of the aimed troops to be used by
the Unified Armed Forces, to the respective
national commandments; the officers™
proportional representation in the composition of
the General Staff of the Unified Armed Forces;
the nuclear strategic forces would not belong to
the Unified Armed Forces; the founding of the
Military Consultative Council subordinated by
the Political Consultative Committee’.

At the session of the Political Consultative
Committee that took place in Bucharest, in July
1966, the Romanian side passed to the Warsaw
Pact’s member states defense ministries, the rules
of procedure draft of the Unified Armed Forces
Commandment that nevertheless was not
discussed. One can suppose that the Romanian
position, as expressed in this draft, run counter
Moscow’s Intentions. Moscow’s reaction was
quick. First of all, the Soviets adopted the tactic
of backwardness. The Romanian requests to
include their demands in the discussed

documents have been approved and then, in a
tacit way rejected. Thereby, at the defense
ministers’ reunton that took place in Moscow, on
the 27%-28" of May 1966, in the rules of
procedure draft “there were included most of the
principle matters that our delegation elaborated”
and, at the same time, “there were excluded
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certain provisions that did not correspond to our
point of view, such as: the Supreme Commander
right to control the Unified Armed Forces troops
and the right to have his own representatives
within the armed forces of the Pact’s participant
states; the Soviet Union strategic nuclear forces
do not belong to the Unified Armed Forces; the
creation of the Military Consultative Council
subordinated by the Political Consultative
Committee, that was to include the defense
ministers””. It is worth to notice the fact that in
the protocol of the reunion of the defense
ministers of the Warsaw Pact member states, that
took place in Moscow, in May 1966, it was
settled, at the point 5, to keep the percentage of
each army participation at the Unified Armed
Forces common budget, as it follows: Albania -
3%; Bulgaria — 7%; Hungary and the German
Democratic Republic ~ each contributing with
6%; Romania — 10%; Czechoslovakia — 13%;
Poland — 13.5% and the Soviet Union —41.5%.
It was some time until the meeting of the
defense ministers’ deputies that took place in
Prague, on the 29™ of February-thelst of March
1968. This break was used with success by the
Soviet side in order to surpass the Romanian
opposition, by avoiding that the rules of
procedure be elaborated and by succeeding in
materializing their own intentions through
punctual actions, supported by the other minor
allies within the Pact. Therefore, in Prague, the
Soviet side openly opposed the Romanian
delegation’s proposal to bring into discussions
the rules of procedure draft, advanced in July
1966. “At this proposal — as it was registered in
the report made by the chief the Romanian
General Staff and handed to Nicolae Ceausescu —
all the other chiefs of delegations and notably,
General Sokolov and Marshal Iakubovski, stated
that they were not mandated, they were not ready
and there were not the appropriate circumstances
in order to reply to the issues raised by the
Romanian side””. Actually, on that occasion, the
Soviet side imposed the debate on the issues of
creating the Military Council and rules of
procedure of the Unified Commandment General
Staff. The above mentioned report testified that
“taking into account the way that the reunion
proceedings evolved, as well as, the delivered
discussions, one can come to the conclusion that
the representatives of the other armies of the
Warsaw Pact member states wished to solve, by

sharing, the issues related to the Unified
Commandment, respectively the issues of the
Military Council, General Staff, Technical
Committee and affirmed that all of them agreed
to these issues. One can deduce that, for the first
time, there were made efforts to solve officially
the issue of creating the different bodies of the
Unified Commandment, without approaching the
essential topic, namely the elaboration of the new
rules of procedure of the  Unified
Commandment™®.

That tactics of backwardness, used by the
Soviet side, reached the climax in 1968 when, on
the 24" of May, Marsha! Iakubovski delivered
the rules of procedure drafts of the Unified
Armed Forces, Military Council, and the joint
anti-aircraft defense system to the Romanian
Ministry of Armed Forces. It is necessary to
underline that between 1955 and1968, there took
place only nine sessions of the Political
Consultative Committee which proves that the
Soviet Union was not really pushed by the wish
to consult periodically, according to the statuary
provisions, its “allies” within the Warsaw Pact.
Sticking to the same trend of “dissidence” within
the Soviet bloc, initially at the beginning of the
‘60s, in the context of dissensions within the
Warsaw Pact and COMECON, Romania
promoted a policy of openness towards the
Western countries, incomparably in a much more
visible manner than the other satellite states of
the Soviet Union, aspect which was well
perceived by the Western democracies. The
Romanian demarches in the field of foreign
policy, successful at the beginning of 1967, have
been finalized with the establishment of
diplomatic relations with the Federal Republic of
Germany, Romania being the only FEastern
country, besides the Soviet Union, that succeeded
in this approach, fact which provoked the serious
angry of the Eastern Germany government. A
natural follow-up of the evolutions in bilateral
refations was the visit to Bucharest of the West
German foreign affairs minister, . the future
federal chancellor, Willy Brandt’’.

Nicolae Ceaugescu was to make another
defiant gesture during the extraordinary session
of the Political Consultative Committee that took
place in Moscow, on the 9™ of June 1967, when it
was assessed the Arab — Israeli conflict, also
known as the “six day war”. The Romanian
delegation, led by Ceausescu adopted a different
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position from the other representatives, including
Tito, defended the Israeli cause and opposed to
the slogan preferred by the communist state
delegations, and particularly by the Soviet one, to
destroy Israel, considered the only responsible
with the breaking out of this conflict and
denounced as an “aggressor”. At the end of the
reunion, the Romanian delegation was the only
one to refuse signing the Moscow Declaration;
the adopted declaration condemned the Israeli
action and also promised to intensify the
political, economic and military support to the
Arab countries. Ceaugescu opposed the Soviets,
considering that “if we adopt the declaration you
proposed, the socialist countries will be isolated
from the progressive movement of the West,
including from the Western communist parties””®.
The request to condemn Israel for being an
aggressor, as long as, the Arab states waged war
with the purpose of annihilating the Israeli state,
run counter the Bucharest regime position of
recognizing each and every state right to a free
existence”.

The position adopted towards Israel and
continuing to have diplomatic relations with this
state after the “six day war” provided Romania
with an extremely positive profile in the Western
perception. Regarding the military hostilities that
had been ceased, the Romanian point of view was
presented in the government’s declaration
concerning the situation on the Middle East,
publicly issued on the 11™ of June 1967, which
stressed that “the events proved that the use of
force cannot constitute a solution to disputes
between states...”*

Following this situation, on the occasion of
the Romanian delegation’s participation to the
proceedings of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, that took place in New York, in
July 1967, during the meetings with the
American State Secretary, Dean Rusk, and the
US Vice President, Lyndon B. Johnson,
concerning issues such as the Romanian support
to opening an unofficial channel of negotiations
between the US and North Vietnamese
representatives, it was insured that the United
States and implicitly the Western states would
not oppose and even would support the
Romanian minister of foreign- affairs candidacy
for the presidency of the General Assembly of
the United Nations®™. In September 1967,
Corneliu Minescu  was  elected  with

overwhelming majority president of the 22%
session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations, being the first dignitary from a
communist country and the only Romanian one,
to have exercised this high rank function®.

During May 1968, the French president,
Charles de Gaulle arrived at Bucharest, while in
Paris there were delivering large student and
workers social movements, fact that increased the
international visibility of the Bucharest regime,
and also strengthened the Romanian “dissident”
position within the Warsaw Pact.

It is significant for the study of this period
that in the framework of the Soviet — Chinese
split, strong trends of polycentrism, defined as
the plurality of decision-making centers within
the Soviet bloc, became more and more visible.
Implicitly, the polycentrism contested the
monolithic unity of the world communist system.
As a process, the polycentrism depended on the
affirmation of certain independent national
communist  parties  without  very close
connections with Moscow. In Western Europe,
the polycentrism was perceived as a synonymous
of the independent position adopted towards the
Soviet Union®. Although it had neither the
potential nor China or Yugoslavia positions
within the communist bloc, or France within the
Western side, one can advance the idea that under
certain configurations and circumstances, or after
a series of enterprises in the foreign policy, .
military and economic fields, Romania acquired,
during the assessed period and within the logics
of the bipolar balance of power specific to the
Cold War, certain valences that could be
perceived as characteristics of the bi-
polycentrisim,

The historical perspective highlights the fact
that, at the beginning of 1968, the counting
review of the Bucharest regime foreign policy
actions was a substantial one, The economic
relations with the West were in full development,
the Soviet projects within COMECON were not
affecting Romania, the friendship relations with
the People’s Republic of China knew an
increased acknowledgment, and the critical
modalities of approaching the Soviet Union’s
policy were put forward gradually, in parallel
with Romania’s decreasing participation at the
political and military activities within the
Warsaw Pact.



26 _ Euro-Atlantic Studies

NOTES:

' Arhiva Ministerului Afacerilor Externe (AMAE), Ministry of Foreign Affairs Archive, fund 9 Varsovia 3, file
23/1965, p. 19

? André Fontaine, Istoria Rizboiului Rece, vol.3, Ed. Militara, Bucuresti, 1992, pp. 176-183

* Constantin Hlihor, Istorie i geopoliticd in Europa secolulul XX Considerapii teoretice §i metodologice, Ed.
Academiei de Tnalte Studii Militare, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 73

* Corneliu Mihai Lungu, Mihai Retegan, 7956. Explozia, Ed. Univers Enciclopedic, Bucuresti, 1996, p. 18

* AMAE, fund 9 Varsovia 3, file 23/1965, Dir. 1 Relations, pp. 4-6

S Comeliu Mihai Lungu, Mihai Retegan, op.cit. p.20

? Martin McCauley, Rusia, America yi Rdzboiul Rece 1949-1991, Ed. Polirom, Iasi, 1999, p.61-62

# Jean-Francois Soulet, Istoria comparatd a statelor comuniste, Ed. Polirom, Iasi, 1998, pp. 115-120

? Constantin Hlihor, op.cit. p. 180

'Y Documents Diplomatiques Francais (DDF), 1957, tome 11, Paris, Imprimerie Nationale, 1991, pp. 462-463

" Toan Scurtu {coord.), Romdnia. Retragerea trupelor sovietice 1958, Ed. Didacticd si Pedagogicd, R.A.,
Bucuresti, 1996, pp. 246-253

* Petre Otu, Gheorghe Vartic, Mihai Macuc (coord.), On both Sides of the Iron Curtain, Military Publishing
House, Bucharest, 2001, p. 84

" Tratatul de la Varsovia 1955-1980. Culegere de documente, Ed. Politica, Bucuresti, 1981, pp. 154-155

" Joan Scurtu (coord.), op.cit., pp. 276-280

1 Gheorghe Vattic, Reiragerea trupelor sovietice din Romdnia, o victorie a Bucurestilor sau o decizie a
Moscovei?, in Revista de Istorie Militard (Review of Military History), nr. 3/2003, p. 5

** Joan Scurtu (coord.), op.cit., pp. 355-361

'" Anna Locher, Shaping the Policies of the Alliance — The Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the
Warsaw Pact, 1976-1980, www.isn.cthz.ch/php/documents/collection

** Petre Otu, Gheorghe Vartic, Mihai Macuc {coord.), op.cit,, p. 34

" Henry Kissinger, Diplomayia, Ed.-All, Bucuresti, 1998, pp. 514-537

** Mihai Retegan, /968. Din primdvard pdnd in toamnd, Ed. RAO, Bucuresti, 1998, p. 18

2! Tratatul de la Varsovia 1955-1980. Culegere de documente, pp. 195-203

*2 Constantin Hlihor, op. cit., p. 74

2 AMAE, fund 9 Varsovia 3, file 23/1965, vol. 1, Dir. | Relations, p. 3

* Ibidem, p. 4

B Ibidem, p. 5

% Ibidem, p. 6

%7 Ibidem, file 23/1965, Dir. 1 Relations, p. 12

* Ibidem, p. 16

* Oleg Sarin, Lev Dvoretsky, Razboi contra speciei umane. Agresiunile Uniunii Sovietice impaotriva lumii, 1919-
1989, Ed. Antet, Bucuresti, 1997, pp. 188-191

% Henry Kissinger, op.cit., p. 535 ,

*! Raymond L. Garthoff, When and Why Romania Distanced Itself from the Warsaw Pact,
http://iwww2_gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/ CWIHP/BULLETINS/b5a12 . htm

** Mircea Suciu, Corneliu Méanescu. Romdnia nu a fost un partener entuziast al Pactului de la Varsovia, in
Dosarele istoriei (History Files), nr. 1{6)/1997, pp. 25-31

¥ Petre Ow, Bucuresti — Washington 1963 — Sfdrsitul tatondrilor, in Document. Buletinul Arhivelor Militare
Romane (Document. Romanian Military Archives Bulletin), nr. 2(16)/2002, p. 20

* Ibidem, p. 24

** Mircea Suciu, Criza rachetelor din Cuba si apropierea romdno-americand, in Dosarele istoriei, nr. 6/1997, p.
30

36 Robin Alison Remington, The Warsaw Pact. Case Studies in Communist Conflict Resolution, The MIT Press,
Cambridge, Massachusetts and London, England, 1973, pp. 56-57; 65-73

7 Mihai Retegan, Alesandru Dutu, Razboi politic in blocul comunist. Relatii romédno ~ sovietice in anii saizeci.
Documente, Ed. RAO, Bucuresti, 2002, passim

% Alexandru Osca, Vasile Popa, Romdnia, o fereastrd in Cortina de Fier, Ed. Vrantop, Focsani, 1997, p. 104

% Lavinia Betea, Convorbiri neterminate. Corneliu Manescu in dialog cu Lavinia Betea, Ed. Polirom, lasi, 2001,
p. 129

 AMAE, fund 9 Vargovia 3, file 23/1965, Dir. 1 Relations, pp. 4-6




B . e

Romanian “Dissidence” Within the Warsaw Pact 1955-1968 27

** thidem, file 23/1964, Dir. 1 Relations, p. 164
*2 bidem, file 23/1965, Dir. 1 Relations, p. 13
* Ibidem, file 23/1964, Dir. 1 Relations, pp. 10-13
* Petre Otu, Dispute referitoare la crearea Comisiei de Politici Externd a Tratatului de la Varsovia, in Revista
de Istorie Militard, nr. 5-6/2002, pp. 43-47 '
* Paul Niculescu-Mizil, @ istorie trditd, vol. 1, editia a Il-a, Ed. Enciclopedici, Bucuresti, 2002, p. 18
“ Alexandru Ogea, Vasile Popa, op.cit., pp. 136-178
7 Ibidem, pp. 279-308 -
“ Dennis Deletant, Mihail E. lonescu, Romania and the Warsaw Pact 1955-1989. Selected documents, Politeia —
SNSPA, Bucuresti, 2004, pp. 64-63
* Lavinia Betea, op.cit., pp. 82-96
* Vlad Georgescu, Istoria romanilor. De la origini pdnd in zilele noastre, Ed. Humanitas, Bucuresti, 1992, p.
270
>' Apud Alexandru Ogca, Vasile Popa, op.cit., pp. 167-168
*2 Joseph F. Harrington, Bruce J. Courtney, Relafii romdno-americane 1940-1990, Institutul European, 2002, p.
260
BF oreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), 1964 — 1968, Volume XVII. Eastern Europe, US Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1996, pp. 387-395
* DDF, 1964, tome 11, Bruxeiles, PIE-Peter Lang, 2002, pp. 108-111
>> Mihai Retegan, op.cit,, pp. 54-55
¢ AMAE, fund 9 Varsovia 3, file 23/1964, Dir. 1 Relations, pp. 28-46
*" Ibidem, file 23/1965, Dir. 1 Relations, pp. 4-6
8 Ibidem, p. 15
* Arhivele Nationale Istorice Centrale (ANIC), National Historical Central Archives, fund CC of RCP — Section
Foreign Relations, file 15/1965, p. 97
% Ibidem, pp. 121-122
' AMAE, fund 9 Varsovia 3, file 23/1965, Dir. Press, pp. 1-3
®2 Paul Niculescu-Mizil, O istorie trditd, vol. I, Ed. Enciclopedici, Bucuresti, 1999, p. 63
% Anatoli 1. Gribkov, Sudba Varsavskogo Dogovor. Vospominania, dokumenti, fakti, Russkaia Kniga, Moskva,
1998, pp. 74-75
 Ibidem, p. 78
 Ibidem, p. 79
% ANIC, fund CC of RCP — Chancellery, file 129/1965, pp. 2-15
7 petre Otu, Gheorghe Vartic, Mihai Macuc (coord.), op.cit., pp. 33-34
% Teofil Oroian, Romdnia — un aliat incomoed in Document. Buletinul Arhivelor Militare Romdne, nr.
2(10)/2000, p. 53
 Ibidem, p. 54
™ Ibidem, p. 55
! Arhivele Militare Romane (AMR), Romanian Military Archives, fund V2, vol. 3, file no. 9/62, p. 4
™ Dennis Deletant, Mihail E. Ionescu, op.cit., pp. 72-73
™ Ibidem
™ Teofil Oroian, op.cit., p. 56
 AMR, fund V2, vol. 3, file no. 14/3, pp. 76-79
7 Ibzdem

’ Alexandru Popescu, Romama si cele trei razboaie mondiale in arhive diplomatice germarne §i austriece,
Institurul European, Iasi, 2002, pp. 233-239
™ Petre Otu, Razboiul de sase zile, o noud problemd pentru Tratatul de la Varsovia, in Revista de Istorie
Mifitard, nr. 3/2002, pp. 3-7
™ Mihail E. lonescu, “Réizboiul de sase zile
Mzhtara nr. 1-2/2003, p. 17

Y Sednteia, 11 tunie 1967
8 FRUS, 1964 — 1968, Volume XVII. Eastern Europe, US Government Printing Office, Washmgton 1996, pp.
426-435
5 Lavinia Betea, op.cit, pp. 172-187
8 Graham Evans, Jeffrey Newnham, Dictionar de relatii internagionale, Ed. Universal Dalsi, Bucuresti, 2001,
pp. 455-456

I

§i relagiile dintre Moscova §i Bucuresti, in Revista de Istorie



