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ABSTRACT

DRAWBRIDGE DIPLOMACY:
ROMANIAN-AMERICAN RELATIONS, 1963-1968

Brett A. Jerasa
Old Dominion University, 2008
Director: Dr. Lorraine M. Lees

Entering the White House in 1963, Lyndon B. Johnson pursued a policy of

"bridge building" to Eastern Europe, finding agreement on small issues of economics and

foreign relations in order to decrease tension between East and West. Johnson targeted

Romania as the show case for bridge building because of its growing autonomy from the

Soviet Union. Romania's policies of rapid industrialization and foreign policy

independence offered potent possibilities. However, Johnson's bridge building faced

many difficulties. His administration pursued a dual Cold War policy: he fought

communist belligerency in Vietnam while affirming the positive behavior of Eastern

European satellites. Despite the support of the State Department, Johnson could not fully

exploit the Romanian possibilities. An uncooperative Congress and anti-communist

special interest groups prevented liberalizing trade with Eastern Europe. The continual

denial of Most Favored Nation status, along with other export restrictions and strategic

boycotts of goods to Eastern Europe, limited the expansion of trade with Romania.

Internal dissent in the Johnson cabinet also limited trade, as did Romanian criticism of

America's involvement in and escalation of the Vietnam War. Though trade and cultural

exchange did increase during the Johnson administration, he did not achieve the success

he envisioned.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

During the 1960s, Romania,'ired of the Soviet Union's mandated economic

policy and domestic interference, questioned the authority and leadership of the USSR.

In the polarizing international struggle of the Cold War, the United States was the main

alternative, possessing the vast economic and technological resources Romania needed

for its own continuing economic development. From the Romanian viewpoint, the

United States and the Soviet Union had the same goal of world domination, but since the

United States did not have the same capacity to affect Romanian domestic policy,

Romania made the conscious choice to pursue a better diplomatic and economic

relationship with the United States. Quoting a Romanian proverb, a Romanian diplomat

summed up the situation, stating "better a small loss with a clever man than a profit with

a stupid one — and the longer the Russians go on, the more stupid they get." At least in

this diplomat's eyes, Romania's long term prosperity required having alternatives to the

"stupid" Soviet Union.

The United States similarly desired improved relations with Eastern Europe.

Hoping to find a peaceful resolution to the Cold War, President Lyndon B. Johnson

instructed his administration to "build bridges" between the United States and Eastern

This paper follows the format requirements ofA Manualfor Writers of Term Papers, Theses, ond
Dissertarions 6 edition by Kate L. Turabian.

'This paper uses the modem spelling of Romania, which the State Department changed from
Rumania in 1966. When quoting documents, this paper will use the author's spelling of the country'
name.

Central Intelligence Agency, "Rumanian Diplomats'omments on Relations with the United
States and the Communist World," 11 July 1967, http://www.foia.cia.gov (accessed 16 March 2007).



Europe to improve economic and cultural relations. Because of its motivation and

enthusiasm, Romania appeared to be a very receptive host for American bridge building.

Ultimately, however, the United States did not fully exploit the Romanian opportunity.

The Johnson administration's initiative failed because of limitations of Congressional

support, the effects of the Vietnam War, and overall distrust of communist nations. The

Cold War status quo weighed too heavily on policy for any real progress to occur.

Lyndon B. Johnson became president of the United States of America when the

35th president, John F. Kennedy, was assassinated. Born in 1908, Johnson served the

10th disnict of Texas from 1937 to 1949 in the United States House of Representatives.

Texas then elected him to the US Senate and Johnson served there until he was elected

vice president in 1960. In 1953, Johnson became Minority Leader. The next year, with a

Democratic victory, he became Majority Leader, a position he excelled in and which he

used to help pass the 1957 Civil Rights Act. He was a very effective, personable, and

hardworking senator, tools which would aid his work in the Wlute House. His Secretary

of State Dean Rusk described Johnson as a "severe task-master...in the first instance for

himself.'ohnson put in many long hours that he felt necessary to become (in his mind,

but not of his critics) a great president.

With the death of a popular president, Johnson understood the necessity to

continue Kennedy's work in the name of his legacy and to translate Kennedy's "ideas and

National Security Action Memorandum No. 304, 3 June 1964, U.S. Department of State, Foreign
Relations of the United States Diplomatic Papers, 1964-1968 (Washington D.Cx U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1996), 17:4 (hereatter cited as FRUS with year, volume, and document number).

Dean Rusk, "Dean Rusk Oral History Interview I," 2S July 1969, interview by Paige E.
Mugtollan, Lyndon Bahtes Johnson Library (LBJL), http;//www.lbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/archives.horn/
biopage.asp (accessed 31 May 2008), 1.



ideals which he so nobly represented...into effective action." Domestically, this entailed

expanding civil rights legislation, passing new tax bills, and increasing social programs.

The new president's main focus was his domestic agenda of regenerating America and

creating a Great Society. He felt comfortable fighting and bargaining with the Congress

to create new social programs, and to promote civil rights and educational opportunity.

Johnson, though experienced, was not nearly as comfortable in foreign affairs.

After witnessing the horrors of a world war and fascism, he shaped his own foreign

policy goals to protect &eedom and ensure American security. He viewed communism as

"fascism with a red face'* and knew only the strength of the free world could prevent

another world war. As a high ranking member of Congress, he received regular foreign

affairs briefings from Presidents Truman and Eisenhower. As vice president, he6

attended Kennedy's National Security Council meetings and Cabinet meetings. He also

traveled a great deal internationally and attended many goodwill functions. Johnson had

a Foreign Service officer assigned to his personal staff who informed the Vice President

of the daily workings of the State Department. He may not have been in Kennedy*s inner

foreign policy circle, but he, as Dean Rusk noted, "had as Vice President a pretty good

indoctrination into foreign policy and knew what President Kennedy was trying to

accomplish in foreign policy."II7

At their first meeting after Kennedy's assassination, Johnson asked Rusk to

remain as secretary of state, even though Johnson could have chosen his own man.

Lyndon Johnson, "Address before a Joint Session of the Congress" 27 November 1963, Public
Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: Lyndon Johnson, /963-/968,
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws (accessed 31 October 2007).

H.W. Brands, The )Pages ofGlobalism: Lyndon Johnson and the Limits ofrimeri can Power (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 6.

'Dean Rusk, "Dean Rusk Oral History interview I,*'.



Johnson wanted a strong secretary, and knew Rusk was the person to guide American

foreign policy during a difflcult period of international tension. Rusk and the president

had similar backgrounds in individual achievement, and for better or worse busted each

other. Together with Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, they forged ahead in an

uncertain, tense international situation. Johnson held enormous respect for both of the

two secretaries, Rusk for his experience and foreign policy guidance and McNamara for

his organizational skills.

These three would mostly be remembered for their role in the escalation of the

Vietnam conflict. Much as World War II defined the international situation of the 1940s,

the Vietnam War was central to the 1960s and indirectly influenced most aspects of

Johnson's policy around the world. As historian H.W. Brands noted, ""it is impossible to

consider American foreign policy dming the presidency of Lyndon Johnson without

thinking immediately of the Vietnam War...but Vietnam was not as important as Johnson

made it out to be...and as the Vietnam War recedes into the past, the opportunity arises to

examine and evaluate Johnson and his foreign policy in wider terms.'* Though the

Vietnam War influenced Johnson's foreign relations, it was not the sole arbiter of the

decision making process. Many other factors weighed on Johnson's world view, and

improving relations with the Communist bloc was one of his goals. It would be foolish to

ignore Vietnam in a study of Johnson's foreign relations, especially between the United

States and a communist nation, but this analysis hopes to move beyond a simple

explanation of blaming diplomatic shortcomings on that divisive war. Although Vietnam

influenced Johnson's overall foreign policy and complicated matters, especially when

Brands, The IVages ofGlobalism, 6-7, 13.

'Ibid., v-viii.



pursuing better relations with communist nations, it did not totally sabotage his European

policy, as incremental progress was made.'is foreign policy outside of Vietnam

deserves to be judged impartially and autonomously. Recent studies are a tremendous

start in understanding the stresses, failures and successes of Lyndon Johnson's foreign

policy, evaluated by their own situations and standards. Also, the declassification of

Executive Branch and Central Intelligence Agency documents offer immense resources

to examine the planning and implementation of foreign policy. Johnson may always11

receive a negative evaluation overall, but the newly available sources allow historians to

write a much more complex and complete evaluation of Johnson's foreign policy.

A year after Johnson's succession and thousands of miles away, behind the Iron

Curtain, Romania also transitioned from one leader to another. Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej

died in 1965 and left his country's communist future to his disciple Nicolae Ceausescu.

Gheorghiu-Dej was driven by an "irrepressible complex of inferiority" to older party

members and intellectuals that both motivated and inhibited his leadership of the

Romanian Communist party. He patterned his leadership after Soviet leader Josef Stalin:

he met any threat to his authority with repression, imprisonment, exclusion, and

concentration camps. He relied on the secret police (Securitate) later in his career to

exercise complete control. Like many communist leaders, he was both police and thief

with no qualms about enforcing and yet breaking the law to ensure his power.'hen

Khrushchev's de-Stalinization shattered communist international unity, Gheorghiu-Dej

"Thomas A. Schwartz, "Alliance Politics, Political Economy, and 'Growing out of the Cold
War'" in The Foreign Policies ofLyndon Johnson: Beyond Vietnam, ed. H.W. Brands (College Station:
Texas A&M University Press, 1999l, 38.

uSee FRUS and http://www.foie.cia.gov for these recently declassified documents.

'ladimir Tismaneanu, Stalinismfor all Seasons: a Political History ofRomani an Communism
(Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2003), 260-261.



faced a choice between the USSR and Stalin and chose Stalinist principles and leadership

style. His successor Nicolae Ceau8escu would do the same.'y the early 1960s, the

Romanian Communist Party had declared its limited independence from the Soviet Union

and moved away lrom the dictated policies of the Kremlin. Communism, however,

provided the vehicle for personal political power, and Stalin remained the model for

Gheorghiu-Dej's rule.

After Gheorghiu-Dej's death, Ceau8escu continued a Stalinist style of rule to

achieve Romanian interests. He fostered "national communism" and continued rejecting

complete Soviet authority. A former Communist Youth Union militant and army and

agriculture leader, Ceau8escu fanatically believed in the revolution of the proletariat. He

won the power struggle to succeed his former communist ideological master and

represented a new generation ofparty leadership. After liberalizing domestic policies for

the first few years of his regime, he re-Stalinized Romania and established his own

personal dictatorship before his execution in 1989 at the hands of internaldissidents.'ut,

during the 1960s, he worked to improve relations with the West, to become more

independent from Moscow while still a member of the Warsaw Pact, and to gain favor

with America.

President Kennedy responded to Romania's overtures and the Johnson

administration continued to build new relations with Romania, and even forged a trade

agreement in 1964, but dissent within the United States, mostly focused on the

ramifications to the Vietnam War, stymied substantial economic results. The fierce

opposition by conservative organizations over a proposed deal with Firestone Rubber

"Ibid., 187.

'"Ibid., 258.



Company underscored the difficulties the Johnson administration faced when building

bridges in Eastern Europe. Johnson's opponents could not see past the Cold War status

quo and accept the benefits of East-West trade. The story of American-Romanian

relations during the 1960s is one of failed promises and missed opportunities.

At first glance, relations between the United States of America and Romania may

seem inconsequential. What benefit could America, the world's preeminent superpower,

derive &om Romania, a communist bloc nation mostly concerned with agriculture and

oil? As this study will show, American-Romanian relations highlight numerous pressing

topics of the 1960s: the role of economics in Cold War relations; internal American

debate about the Cold War; the difficulties inherent in crafting a new relationship after

two decades of hostility; and the impact of the Vietnam War.

This thesis is divided into three sections. The first section explores the world

President Johnson inherited and the limits on the United States ability to influence events

in Eastern Europe. The second section examines Romania's continued push for

independence and "national communism," as well as the increasing ties between East and

West. The third section describes American-Romanian relations, Johnson's bridge

building policy, and the successes and failures of the two countries'oreign relations with

each other. Few historians have fully researched American-Romanian relations, but by

examining the case-study of Romania a historian can better understand American foreign

policy as the Cold War progressed and the difficulty of building bridges to communist

states.



CHAPTER II

"THE VERY BEST WEAPON"

Because of the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons, most Cold War

confrontafions occurred by proxy. A clash between the United States and the Soviet

Union would amount to indescribable destruction; thus, the competition between the two

superpowers stayed a cold war and never became a hot one. The stakes were simply too

explosive to risk direct confrontation. Also, on a more ideological level, the Cold War

can be viewed as a competition ofvarying systems ofmodernity or ways of life, either

the liberal capitalism of the West or the socialism of the Soviet Union and its allies. As

each power spread its ideology throughout the rest of the world and competed for spheres

of influence, tension was inevitable. American presidents and their administrations

struggled with the proper balance of the "carrot" versus the "stick," whether to take hard

line stances against the communist world or entice them with economic and cultural

benefits. The United States, unable to assert its hard military power, utilized its sofl

power to appeal to communist nations to join the Western international community.

A general consensus emerged after 1945 on how to deal with Eastern Europe.

The rhetorical goal of each administration was liberation, but not at the risk of general

war with the Soviet Union. While leery of Eastern Europe's economic and military

potential and the benefits the Soviets could derive from it, American presidents decided

the best way to inliuence the political liberation of the satellite regimes was through

economics. Accepting that the area remained a Soviet sphere of influence, the United

States attempted to find areas of agreement with Eastern Europe while pursuing



opportunities to increase its ties with the capitalist West. American administrations

reasoned that if the satellite counties realized the resources and benefits available to them

from western economics and technology, they would adapt western political and

economic behaviors and decrease East-West tension. While publicly calling for

liberation in speeches and propaganda, the United States attempted to reach out to

Eastern Europe on small points of agreement. American administrations realized that the

Soviet Union would react to quick change and tensions would actually increase, but if

Eastern Europe gradually established ties with the west, their systems would moderate

and slowly liberalize. Lyndon Johnson's bridge building policies in the 1960s reflected

twenty years of incremental increases in trade and cultural exchanges with the Soviets

Eastern Bloc.

Even though the United States realized the political potential of trade with the

satellites, its own security demanded export restrictions on strategic items. Though never

requiring a full embargo or inciting serious economic warfare, trade restrictions aimed to

retard Soviet and satellite military development and potential, as well as slowing

economic development that had military potential. After raising export controls in the

early 1950s, subsequent presidents found it difficult to decrease controls in the next

decade. Congress rarely saw the benefit of trade with Eastern Europe and usually fought

against liberalizing relations. The Truman, Eisenhower, and Kennedy administrations,

therefore, witnessed the development of the factors that would help and hinder Johnson's

policies.
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After World War II, the United States viewed the Soviet Union as the biggest

threat to American national security and to world peace. The Marshall Plan and Truman

Doctrine aimed to increase support to Western capitalist countries in their recovery

efforts and to prevent a communist takeover ofvital areas in Europe. American policy

makers in the postwar years defined national security as necessitating a strategic sphere

of influence in the western hemisphere, control of the major oceans, an international base

system, and nuclear domination. Faced with an anxious, prideful, and belligerent Soviet

Union, the United States viewed its own postwar expansion in influence as a stark

necessity to maintain international order and security. 1

Afler defeating the Nazi and Japanese threat to peace, the United States wanted to

prevent another powerful, hegemonic enemy. By contrast, the Soviet Union, afler

sacrificing millions of its citizens in World War II, desired the victor's spoils, including

increasing its own sphere of influence. The State Department based early American Cold

War policy on George F. Kennan's "Long Telegram," sent on February 22, 1946.

Kennan argued that even though the Soviet party line maintained that there could be "no

permanent peaceful coexistence" between the capitalist and socialist camps, "experience

has shown that peaceful and mutually profitable coexistence of capitalist and socialist

states is entirely possible." The World War II alliance demonstrated the profound

cooperation available to rational politicians. However, the Soviet Union based its

postwar foreign policy on the assumption of territorial, ideological, and military

insecurity. Because of this, the Soviets were aggressive and belligerent in securing their

'Melvyn P. Leffler, "National Security and US Foreign Policy" in Origins ofthe Cold 8'art an
international History 2nd edition, eds. Melvyn P. Leftler and David Painter (New York: Routledge, 2005),
15-41.



land and commanding prestige in the international community, but were essentially weak,

with their power based on terror. In order to combat the challenges of the Soviet Union

in a rational manner, Kennan asserted that the United States government should

objectively study the Soviets; educate the American public; solve internal social

problems and increase the "health and vigor of our own society;" provide guidance to the

rest of the world; and have the "courage and self-confidence to cling to our own methods

and conceptions ofhuman society." How to carry out these goals became the defining

question of the Cold War.

Though policy makers consider the "Long Telegram" to be the declaration of

containment in the face of an unreasonable enemy, Kennan argued for much more than

constricting the growth of communism. He built his argument on contrasts: Soviet3

leadership was "neurotic," insecure, devoted to a "patient but deadly struggle for total

destruction of rival power;" but American leadership could neutralize the Soviet threat

through its existing social and political traditions and systems. The United States,

according to Kennan, was uniquely capable of winning the competition with the Soviets

because of its "methods and conceptions ofhuman society." For this reason, Kennan

believed Soviet-American relations would be contentious but not fatal. The international

winner (if one can win a Cold War) would be the one power with the most appealing

cultural, economic, and political systems. Very quickly after World War II, the

superpowers defined the European spheres of influence and developed competing ideals

George F. Kennan, "The Kennan 'Long Telegram," Moscow, February 22, 1946," in Origins of
the Cold IParr the JVovikov, german, ond Roberts 'Long Telegrams 'f1946, revised edition, ed. Kenneth
M. Jensen (Washington D.C.: United States Institute of Peace Press, 1993), 17-32.

John Lewis Gaddis, IPe lvotv Know: Rethinking Cold 8'ar History (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1997), 193.

Kennan, "The Kennan 'Long Telegram."'
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ofmodernity. The United States invited other'ations to join its international capitalist

system and United Nations world community. The Soviet Union, by contrast, coerced

neighboring countries to accept the communist system of government and to bend to

Moscow's will and self-interest.

In a later paper for the National Security Council Policy Planning Staff, Kennan

recognized the importance of the satellite countries for the Soviet Union. The United

States effectively prevented the spread of communism to Western Europe, but this

"forced Moscow to consolidate its hold on Eastern Europe." Both the United States and

the Soviet Union attempted to keep a balance ofpower in Europe: if Western Europe

(especially Italy and West Germany) remained a part of the Free World, Eastern Europe

must be under the domination of socialism. Kennan believed the Soviets could dominate

Eastern Europe through police methods, but doubted the long term success of those

methods since Eastern European countries had a high cultural level and a long history of

resisting foreign rule. Yet Kennan feared the find collapse of Soviet authority in Eastern

Europe, since it may force the Soviet Union to "feel itself seriously threatened internally

and may resort to desperate measures." He did not see that occurring in the immediate

future, since Soviet control through its army was absolute in that region, but Eastern

European nationalism presented a long term threat to Soviet rule.

American policy targeted the Soviet Empire in Eastern Europe, but often reality

conflicted with rhetoric. Truman recognized America's limited influence in Eastern

Europe, especially when compared to the immediate persuasion of the Red Army. As

opposed to other areas of the world where the United States desired to expand its

influence, policy planners acknowledged that Eastern Europe was inaccessible after

PPS 13, "Resume of World Situation," 6 November 1947, FRVS, 1947, R770-777.
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World War II. Though publicly continuing Roosevelt's self-determination rhetoric of the

Atlantic Charter, Truman in practice accepted the status quo of Soviet domination in their

occupied areas. Eastern Europe's democratic freedom was not worth war; though

Truman called for liberation, American armed forces would not press the matter.

Because America placed a higher priority on Western Europe and Soviet relations, self-

determination in Eastern Europe "became the casualty of this asymmehy between

idealism and harsh reality.*'he

United States viewed those Eastern European nations under Soviet rule as

"captive nations," which implied the illegitimacy of their governments. In many

countries, such as Romania, the Soviet Union installed communist governments in the

wake of World War II, and reneged on armistice agreements and the promise of free

elections. The domestic communist parties intimidated and persecuted opponents, rival

political parties, and other class enemies. Soon, the "people's democracies" followed one

party and served the Soviet Union. The actions of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe

blatantly violated the Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe, which pledged the Soviet

Union and United States to the principles of the Atlantic Charter and self-determination.

In Romania, the State Department pressed the Soviet foreign ministers and Romanian

leaders to hold quick, free elections in 1946; however, these efforts failed as the

'Robert Garson, "American Foreign Policy and the Limits of Power: Eastern Europe 1946-50,"
Journal ofContemporary History 21, no. 3 (1986): 347-348.

Bennett Kovrig, Of Walls and Bridges: the United States and Eastern Europe (New York: New
York University Press, 1991), 19.

John Campbell, American Policy toward Communist Eastern Europe: The Choices Ahead
(Minneapolis: the University of Minnesota Press, 1965), 8-9.

"Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe" 11 February 1945, in Campbell, American Policy
toward Communist Eastern Europe, 111-112.



14

Romanian Communist Party quickly seized control with the backing of theKremlin.'he

State Department could not prevent the spread of Soviet influence into Eastern

Europe. As the American Representative in Romania Burton Berry noted already in

1947, Romania, "like each of the other states in that area, has been dominated militarily,

economically and politically by the Soviet Union.""

Even after the Romanian government signed a Treaty of Peace with the Allied

and Associated Powers in February, 1947, the Communist Party continued to violate

human and political rights. The United States accused the Romanian Communist Party of

excluding non-socialist parties &om the government, denying freedom of speech, and

further violating civil and political liberties. The State Department argued that the

Romanian Government, "through its police authorities, intensified its systematic and

brutal campaign to eliminate all political opposition." Even in the very earliest years of

the Cold War, the United States condemned the Soviet-dominated governments because

"there have not existed, and do not now exist in Rumania those human rights and

fundamental freedoms which the Rumanian Government is obligated by the Treaty of

Peace to secure to all persons under its jurisdiction."~it2

Frustrated with the Romanian and other Eastern European governments, the

Truman adminishation also struggled with the role that trade should play in East-West

relations. The United States embraced a liberal international financial order, free of

restrictions and control. The recovery of Western Europe depended on increased

'elegram from the Secretary of State Byrnes to the Acting Secretary of State, 15 January 1946,
FR US, 1946; 6:569-573.

"Telegram from the Representative in Rumania Burton Berry to the Secretary of State, 5 February
1947, FRUS, 1947, 4:473-476.

'epartment ofState Bulletin, 15 February 1948, 18:216-218 (hereafter DSB, with date and
volume number).
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production, and Truman built a policy of "trade, not aid." The president designed his

foreign policy to construct an open, self-sustaining international economy, famously

enacted in the Marshall Plan.'owever, anti-communism took priority over liberal

ideology. Truman utilized export control to secure primacy in the United States-Soviet

rivalry and as "a means to ensure the maintenance of its strategic, technological, and

military superiority and domestic stability."~~14

In 1947, the Policy Planning Staff of the National Security Council (NSC), under

the direction of George Kennan, recommended that America restrict the shipment of

military equipment or goods in short supply to Eastern Europe. The Policy Planning

Staff directly connected trade to security; trading strategic goods to communist nations

threatened American security. The Soviet Union and its satellites developed into an

economic unit after World War II, and the Soviet Union used the satellites to help

increase its military potential. At that time, the United States did not adequately control

exports to the communist world. East-West trade did not affect the United States because

of the minimal volume of economic activity, but Western Europe relied on the East for

resources. Kennan's Policy Planning Staff wanted export controls in connection with the

Marshall Plan, even though restrictions hampered the trade ability of Western Europe,

because the potential threat of the Soviet and satellite military was great enough to justify

restrictions. Though careful to avoid recommending economic warfare, the Policy

Planning Staff considered the Soviet Union and satellite countries a threat to the Marshall

Plan, economic recovery, and the national security of Western Europe and the United

'ltred E. Eckes, Jr., Opening America 's Markets U.S. Foreign Trade Policy Since i 77G (Chapel
Hill: the University ofNorth Carolina Press, 1995), 157-158.

'illiam J. Long, US. Export Control Policy: Executive Autonomy vs. Congressional Reform
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1989), 13-15.
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States.'he National Security Council decided on December 17, 1947, to control all

exports to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. The NSC designed the restrictions to

aid recovery, to increase US security, and to protect worldpeace.'he

need to aid Western recovery conflicted with national security. Since

Western Europe needed resources from Eastern Europe to maximize their recovery effort,

the United States, while still attempting to "prevent or delay further increase in the war

potential ofEastern European economies," sought to import essential resources from

Eastern Europe to Western Europe. The United States also needed important metals and

minerals from the communist bloc. The Departments of State and Commerce agreed to

classify commodities based on strategic value and restrict exports of importance while

encouraging trade of non-essential items, but the two agencies were not in complete

accord. The Department of Commerce wanted all East-West trade on a quidpro quo

basis to ensure the maximum benefit to the United States and Western Europe.'owever,

the Department of State disagreed because of the low quality and lack of

diversity of Eastern European goods and the undue influence Soviet economic leaders

might develop over American firms. 18

As the United States developed its export control policy, Yugoslavia broke from

the Soviet Bloc, initially without US assistance. Instead of rank submission to Stalinist

'PS 17, "United States Exports to the U.S.S.R. and the Satellite States," 26 November 1947,
FR US, 1948, 4:489-507.

National Security Council, "Control of Exports to the USSR and Eastern Europe," 17 December
1947, FRUS, 7948, 4:511-512.

'"'Report by the Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Advisory Committee of the Secretary of
Commerce," 4 May 1948, FR US, l948, 4:536-542.

'"Secretary of State Marshall to Secretary of Commerce Sawyer, 9 July 1948, FRVS, 1948, 4;550-
551.
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communism, Yugoslav leader Josip Tito promoted national communism. Tito's regime,

unique in the region, governed independently without the support of the Soviet Union.

Tito had seized control of Yugoslavia through civil war and without the aid of the Red

Army. His country served the interests ofhis authority and Yugoslav communism, not

Stalin and the Soviet Union. Though Stalin soon purged the Soviet Bloc of any potential

"Titos," many secretly strove for independence from Soviet influence in East Germany,

Hungary, and

Czechoslovakia.'ito

kept Yugoslavia non-aligned in the Cold War. This first schism in the

communist world offered an intriguing opportunity to the United States. If the situation

could be exploited, the Soviet Union could be weakened and the Western world could be

more secure. The United States adopted a wedge strategy: whenever a fracture appeared

in the Iron Curtain, the United States fostered that split and indirectly weakened the

Soviet Union. Tito's break from Moscow represented such an opportunity and the State

Department decided to "keep Tito afloat" by providing economic and military aid. Such

help prevented the further spread of communism into Greece and Western Europe.

Though Yugoslavia was decidedly communist, its opposition to Soviet imperialism took

precedence over ideology. A crack in the Soviet bloc, and the maintenance of

independent nations were more important than ideology to the Truman administration.

The United States reaction to the Tito opportunity set, as George Kennan stated,

"an important precedent" and could have had "an important influence on whether the rift

between Tito and Moscow spreads to Russia's relations with other members of the

'addis, 8'e Now Know, 49.

Lorraine M. Lees, Keeping Tito Afloat: the United Stares, Yugoslavia, and the Cold 8'ar
(University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997k 76-78, 96.
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satellite are or serves to weld those other members still more tightly to the Kremlin."

Tito proved that a small communist country could challenge and defy the Soviet Union,

and Kennan realized the importance of this event. Tito's actions broke "the aura of

mysncal omnipotence and infallibility which has surrounded the Kremlin power" and

after that "the possibility of defection I'rom Moscow...will from now on be present." As

long as Yugoslavia kept a "loyal and cooperative attitude" towards the west, the United

States did not require substantial concessions from Tito and provided aid.'ito'sbreak with the Soviet Union strengthened Stalin's determination to prevent

another defection. Communist parties in satellite countries hunted and neunulized

dissidents and opposition leaders, with some imprisoned and others executed after show

dials. Soviet leaders imposed the Stalinist system of rule onto their satellite nations.

Further collectivization swept the countryside and eliminated the middle class.

Industrialization continued to ruthlessly exploit the working class. Stalin justified his

further assumption of control as necessary to prevent another more challenges to his

rule. The Soviet Union met any future wedge strategies with harsh resistance after the

purge of Titoist elements. But, Tito showed the possibility of independence, with the

economic help of the West. Kennan and other wedge strategists hoped other countries in

Eastern Europe would follow Tito's lead.

How the United States could encourage this remained at issue. On February 26,

1949, Congress passed the Export Control Act, which gave the chief executive strategic

economic powers usually reserved for wartime. Export control became a part of

"PPS 35, "The Attitude of tlds Government toward Events in Yugoslavia," 30 June 1948, FRUS,
7948, 4: 1079-1081.

Campbell, American Policy towards Communist Eastern Europe, 13.
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American foreign policy towards the Soviet Union and satellites, even during peacetime.

The president could restrict exports to communist countries, as well as exports to any

location where capitalist countries could, in turn, deal goods to communist states.

National security trumped the ideal of &ee trade and open markets. The stated purposes

of the Export Control Act were "to protect the domestic economy..., to further the

foreign policy of the United States and fulfill its international responsibilities, and to

exercise the necessary vigilance over exports &om the standpoint of their significance to

the national security." Acting Assistant Secretary of Commerce Thomas C. Blaisdell

emphasized the serious threat to American security that Eastern Europe posed, and

argued that "in the light of the growing concern of democratic nations over the policies of

the eastern European nations, it is quite clear that our national security requires the

exercise of such controls to complement export controls over arms, ammunition, and

implements of war." With the State, Commerce, and Defense Departments all in favor of

restricting exports to communist states, officials constructed export control lists. Private

firms needed licenses from the federal government before exporting items on the list.

Congress supported economic control against communist nations and provided the tools

for the president to restrict trade and prevent strategic goods &om reaching the

communist world.24

The administration supported the Congressional action because the Export

Control Act kept the final decision on export controls in the hands of the president.

Secretary of Commerce Charles Sawyer argued that export controls served American

Long, US. Export Control Policy, 15-16.

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Banking and Currency, Export Control
hct of1949, 81u Cong., 1'" sess., 31 January, and 1-2 February 1949, 1-8.
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foreign policy goals and aided the domestic economy by securing scarce resources. The

United States could control the flow of resources to Western Europe and keep them away

from communist countries.25

By 1949, the United States judged the Marshall Plan a success: it had accelerated

the recovery of Western Europe, and protected the vital region from communism.

Eastern Europe, however, remained under Soviet domination. Now, Kennan's Policy

Planning Staff decided, was the time to pursue the "elimination of Soviet control from

those countries and the reduction of Soviet influence to something like normal

dimension[s]" while avoiding war. In order to achieve this goal, the Policy Planning

Staff recommended that the United States should seek to remove Soviet troops &om

Eastern Europe, isolate and attack Stalinist dogma, promote nationalism, and utilize

economic force on the satellite nations. The U.S. Chiefs of Mission to the satellite

states, during a conference in London from October 24-26, 1949, applauded the policies

on trade already in force, stating export control had reduced industrial output in the

communist bloc and strained Soviet-satellite relations with increased demands on Soviet

resources.

Even if the United States restricted exports to Eastern Europe, communist nations

could still import strategic items &om other sources. To prevent the further re-

exportation of essential goods, the United States and Western Europe developed parallel

'U.S. Congress, United States Senate, Subcommittee on Small Business of the Committee on
Banking and Currency, Extension ofExport Controls, 81" Cong., 1" sess., 28 January, and 1-3 February
1949, 3-7.
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""Conclusions and Recommendations of the London Conference of October 24-26 of United
States Chiefs of Mission to the Satellite States," FRVS, 1949, 5:28-35.
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control over Eastern European exports. Though less stringent than American controls,

the multilateral Coordinating Committee (CoCom), established in November, 1949,

restricted goods of strategic and military significance. CoCom was not associated with

NATO or any other international organization, but acted independently to control trade

with communist countries. Western allies conducted more trade than the United States

did with Eastern Europe, and were thus hesitant of sweeping embargos. Since America'

European allies were worried about domestic reception to export controls, CoCom was

non-binding, mostly informal and secret, so as to avoid domestic debate and pressure.

Because of the emphasis on export control against communist nations, Truman

encountered many problems domestically with Congress while trying to secure aid to

Yugoslavia. The Tito regime's suppression of religious freedom, its adherence to

national communism, its restrictive business practices, and its dictatorial government

concerned conservative members of Congress. Defenders of the wedge strategy argued

that humanitarian and national security concerns overpowered ideological objections, and

persuaded Congress to pass $38 million in aid in the Yugoslav Emergency ReliefAct of

1950. In addition, supporters of aid argued that recent food and raw material shortages

threatened Yugoslav security and presented an opportunity for Soviet interference. This

humanitarian need coupled with Tito's mild liberalization of travel restrictions, greater

1952.

Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic OAices, 26 April 1950, FRUS, 1950, 4:87-93.

29CoCom's existence remained mostly secret until newspaper reports revealed its existence in
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religious tolerance, and decelerated collectivization (the "loyal and cooperative attitude"

described by Kennan), encouraged Congress to support Yugoslav aid."

By 1950, however, the State Department realized American trade restrictions had

no "fundamental effect upon Soviet ability to make war at some time in the future."

Since trade was more important to Eastern Europe, strategic item embargoes did affect

the communist satellites, but not substantially. Unless the United States developed a

strict international system of embargo, the effect of export restrictions remained minimal.

America's professed ideals of free trade impeded the creation of true economic warfare

against the communist world. Even worse, if the United States restricted trade and its

allies did not, the real harm would fall on American business which would operate at a

severe international disadvantage. The State Department still restricted the trade of

strategic items, but doubted the effectiveness of general economic warfare. In addition,

it recognized that Western Europe might in fact be harmed more by trade resuictions than

Eastern Europe, as the West still needed Eastern raw material for reconstruction. The

State Department, therefore, recommended that the United States cease adding items to

the embargo list.'t

the same time, the communist victory in China and Soviet acquisition of the

nuclear bomb brought a sense of crisis and urgency to American policy, and resulted in a

reversal to a stricter control policy. NSC-68 developed this theme, stating "it is clear that

a substantial and rapid building up of strength in the free world is necessary to support a

114.
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firm policy intended to check and to roll back the Kremlin's drive for world domination."

The document, however, did not specify how to drive out the communists. The Korean34

War strengthened this resolve. President Truman requested an adjustment in

international economic policy to "prevent the flow to countries supporting Communist

imperialist aggression of those materials, goods, funds and services which would serve

materially to aid their ability to carry on such aggression." In response, the State

Department recommended that the United States "step up our efforts to impair the

strength of the Soviet world through the intensification or extension of connols over its

trade and financial relationships with outside areas." Though rejecting a complete

embargo, the State Department required licenses for all items exported to Eastern Europe,

with a complete ban on strategic items directly contributing to Soviet war potential.

Also, the United States worked to decrease reliance on trade with the Soviet bloc and

import essential material from other countries.

As the war in Korea continued, Congress added more restrictions to East-West

trade in 1951. The Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act of 1951, popularly known as

the Battle Act, prevented the sale of strategic goods to communist nations. By

controlling exports to countries that threatened U.S. security, the Battle Act aimed to

weaken Soviet military and industrial strength. The Act also prevented aid to any other

nation that provided strategic goods to communist countries. Embargoed items included

arms, ammunition, atomic energy material, petroleum, and any other material that could

be used to manufacture materials that "threatened the security of the United States." The

'"NSC 68, "United States Objectives and Programs for National Security," 14 April 1950, FRUS,
1950, 1:234-292.

"'Report to the President on United States Policies and Programs in the Economic Field which
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Battle Act linked the economy and East-West trade to national security and the rollback

of communism and, combined with previous strategic embargoes against the Soviet

Union and satellite nations, attempted to weaken the economic potential of an empire still

recovering &om World War II. Eastern Europe itself did not pose an economic and trade

threat to the newly rejuvenated American economy, but could theoretically threaten

American and European security if its resources were at the disposal of the Soviet

Union. The president had discretionary power when enforcing the embargo, and

exercised this power liberally. The Battle Act required the president to restrict aid to any

counny dealing embargoed goods unless unusual circumstances prevailed. Usually, the

president issued a blanket exemption to all NATO countries and Japan, pending a case by

case review.

Nonetheless, Representative Laurie C. Battle, an Alabama Democrat for whom

the Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act was named, criticized the implementation of

the Act. He was dissatisfied with the work of Director of Mutual Security W. Averell

Harriman, the administrator of the Battle Act, and the export controls of CoCom. Battle

wanted more trade restrictions and more items declared strategic. In a letter to Harriman,

Battle accused the Truman administration of giving "a lower priority to the control of

exports to the Iron Curtain area as a device for gaining an advantage over the Russians in

the present world conflict than I think is desirable." Congress, Battle assured, would

press the issue.38
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CoCom allies also began criticizing American export controls, but for different

reasons. Whereas the United States wanted tighter controls on exports to communist

states, the other members of CoCom "repeatedly asserted that while they concur in

embargoing certain selected items to the Soviet bloc, items for general industrial uses,

even though of strategic importance, should be permitted to be exported to the bloc in

limited amounts." Those countries also wanted increases in quota amounts, due to

increases in production. Western Europe wanted an expansive increase in East-West

trade, running counter to the wishes of the Truman administration that wanted to restrict

and decrease reliance on trade with Eastern Europe.

Though Western allies continually violated the strategic embargo, the United

States never punished any violations nor restricted any aid to the violating nations. Even

in the first year of the Battle Act's existence, Denmark specifically violated the law by

shipping an oil tanker to the Soviet Union. Great Britain, France and Italy shipped

strategic goods committed prior to the Battle Act's effective date. All were granted

exemptions because the termination of aid would have "very serious effects" on "NATO

and the Northern European Defense Program." Truman and his successors attempted to

balance the maintenance of the NATO alliance and the need to weaken the Soviets while

trying to influence developments in Eastern Europe. As a result, Western Europe

remained economically linked to its communist neighbors while Congress continually

argued for more restrictive trade with Eastern Europe throughout the Cold War, and

"Memorandum by Harriman to Lay, "Sixth Progress Report on NSC 104/2 'United States Policies
and Programs in the Economic Field which may affect the War Potential of the Soviet Bloc,'" 19 January
1953, FRIJS, 1952-1954, 1:913-932.
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usually remained more conservative on the issue than the sitting president. This pattern

continued, and solidified the constraints that hampered Johnson's bridge building policy.

Dwight D. Eisenhower ran as the Republic presidential nominee in 1952 on a

plank platform calling for the liberation of Eastern Europe. Eisenhower and his future

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles pledged to boldly "roll back" communism from the

captive nations and provide "genuine independence of those captive people." 'peaking

on August 24, 1952, at an American Legion convention in New York, the candidate

promised to help the satellite nations "throw off the yoke of Russian tyranny" and

pledged to "never" recognize the permanent Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern

Europe. Abandoning Eastern European people was immoral to Eisenhower, but he

stressed the need to use "all peaceful means" when discussing the American role in that

region's future with Dulles, who often used more belligerent tones when discussing

liberation. From the very beginning, Eisenhower's Eastern European policy used

aggressive words but set pragmatic goals. Rhetoric set the public tone, but Eisenhower,

like Truman, would not risk war to free the captive nations of Eastern Europe.

After Eisenhower entered the White House, he and Dulles established a "New

Look" in American national security policy. Eisenhower wanted to reduce the size of the

military, increase American nuclear armaments, and deter aggression. Since there could

be no winner in an atomic war, deterrence became central to his "New Look" strategy.43

"'"The 1952 Republican Party Platform," in Kirk Porter and Donald Bruce Johnson, eds., JVarional
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Hesitant to send troops worldwide, even in a limited capacity, Eisenhower instead relied

on more covert means to sabotage the growth of communism in the third world.

The fate of Eastern Europe also heavily influenced Eisenhower's Soviet policy.

The main goal of Eisenhower's foreign policy was to "develop throughout the world

positive appeals superior to those of Communism" and to "reduce Soviet power and

influence so that they can no longer threaten the peaceful co-existence of all nations." To

do so, the National Security Council aimed, "without overestimating the effect or taking

undue risks, to weaken Soviet control over the Satellites and the military potential of the

Soviet system."

Eisenhower continued the essential parts of Truman's East-West trade policy by

controlling the export of strategic items, administering the Battle Act, and encouraging

non-strategic trade. However, a shift in tone emerged: the United States now encouraged

the expansion ofpeaceful East-West trade to satisfy American allies, obtain needed

materials from the Soviet bloc, and avoid the communist propaganda charge that the

United States was "against the peaceful development of the world economy and in favor

of economic warfare."as

At a NSC meeting on March 18, 1953, President Eisenhower dismissed the

necessity of export controls on East-West tmde. Restrictions wasted American talent and

resources through the administration of the controls, harmed American allies by lowering

their standard of living which was "too damned low" from his own observation, and did

""Memorandum to the NSC by Lay, "Review of Basic National Security Policies," 6 February
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not benefit American security. Eisenhower stated "that in his view the very best weapon

in the hands of a modern diplomat was trade" and any inhibitor that harmed American

allies must be relaxed. In the president's view, "it would be impossible to win any war

with such severe restrictions placed on our allies, and especially a cold war." To

Eisenhower, the only reason to continue export control of non-strategic items at the

current 1953 level was the Battle Act.

NSC 152, issued on May 25, 1953, reviewed United State economic defense

policy. In line with the president's thinking, the NSC recognized that trade restrictions

harmed America's western allies more than any other region and had very limited long

term effect on the Soviet bloc. The NSC recommended a new economic defense policy,

that of limiting the definition of "strategic goods;" easing restrictions on trade with

Eastern Europe; decreasing the number of embargoed items on the strategic control list;

and adopting a more flexible attitude on American and international trade controls. This

could be done without revising the Battle Act or requesting additional legislation. The

National Security Council approved a new relaxed trade policy a few days later.

This new policy of the United States, developed after months of review, centered

on encouraging trade for the benefit of American national security. Trade continued to

be part of the wedge strategy, to loosen the control of the Soviet Union over Eastern

Europe, but instead of restricting trade on non-strategic good to retard the economic and

military potential of the satellites, Eisenhower wanted to use trade in order to influence

Memorandum of Discussion at the 137 Meeting of the National Security Council„18 March
1953, FRUS, 1952-1954, 1:939-942.
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these regimes. President Eisenhower summarized this new policy by stating "we are

trying to induce the satellites to come over to our side by judicious use of trade" and "the

purpose of our trade should be to split the Soviet world." Given Truman's experience,

the administration had cause to anticipate harsh Congressional opposition, since

encouraging East-West trade violated the spirit of the Battle Act.

As the US defined its policy, it also had to be mindful of the needs of its allies.

Fortunately, there was a wide area of agreement. In 1954, British Prime Minister

Winston Churchill personally wrote to Eisenhower asking for decreased export controls

so Western Europe could engage in the "friendly infiltration" of the Soviet Union and

Eastern European satellites, "which would be to our advantage from every point of view,

including the military." In March, the Eisenhower administration accepted the

relaxation of controls on less strategic items and reviewed the international and American

export control lists. Since Eisenhower wanted American trade policy to "be pretty

generous," he loosened restrictions even more. The National Security Council as well

decided to explore removing restrictions for American businesses. More in step with its

allies, the Eisenhower administration continued to move further and further away from

Congressional opinion on East-West trade.si

Yugoslavia constituted part of that growing divide. Tito's nation remained an

outstanding propaganda symbol to exploit, even if the United States viewed no other

nation as able to develop "Titoism," or independence from Moscow. The nation's
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independence constituted "a standing insult to Soviet prestige and a challenge to Soviet

infallibility." Even though the other captive nations were too close geographically to the

Soviet Union to declare independence, the promotion of anti-communism, nationalism,

and Titoism could provide long-term benefits to the Eastern European people and

American security.33

From May 27 to June 2, 1955, Soviet Premier Khrushchev visited Yugoslavia to

reestablish party relations with Tito. The Belgrade Declaration signed on that trip

between Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union stated communist nations could find their own

road to socialism and conduct a foreign policy independent of the Soviet Union.

However, Tito emerged from the visit suspicious of and disillusioned with true Soviet

intentions, and the actual practicality of different roads to socialism remained vague.53

The Eisenhower administration continued to supply aid to Tito and Yugoslavia, because,

as Dulles stressed, it was "the best leverage we had for getting an increased independence

of the satellites...and we should not risk any action that would tend to drive the Yugoslavs

back to their Russian connections." The administration acknowledged that Tito "will

continue to regard his interests to be best served from a flexible position in which

Yugoslavia can achieve benefits from both power blocs with a minimum of commitments

to either," but the United States maintained its policy of aid to reward independence.'NSC
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Congress doubted the general wisdom of such policies. In February and March,

1956, the Senate Subcommittee on Investigations held hearings on East-West trade to

investigate, as Chairman John L. McClellan, an Arkansas Democrat, stated, the

"disturbing" relaxation of export control of strategic goods that occurred in 1954. The

subcommittee deemed certain items CoCom removed from embargo lists, such as

machine tools, boring machines and advanced industrial technology, as still strategic.

The subcommittee heard the testimony of technical advisors to CoCom and private

busmessmen who dealt with communist countries, most of whom opposed relaxing trade

restrictions. Republican Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, a member of the subcommittee,

opposed relaxation because "if war comes...a sizable number of Americans may die

because of this decontrol." Because of the reduction of controlled items on the CoCom

list, many American allies such as Great Britain and Italy could after 1954 export

previously classified strategic goods to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. This

caused consternation in the subcommittee, as many senators viewed that as aiding Soviet

military potential.

A major disagreement between the subcommittee and the Eisenhower

administration centered on the definition of strategic goods. For instance, during the

1956 East-West Trade hearings, the senators disputed the non-strategic nature of metals

such as copper and aluminum. Metals with potent war making potential should be

embargoed, the subcommittee argued, even if they had peacetime uses. The basic

"U.S. Congress, United States Senate, Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on
Government Operations, East-West Trade, 84 Cong., 2" sess., 15 January 1956, 1.
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opinion of the Senate subcommittee was that any metal or good that could possibly have

military potential should be controlled (rom export to the Soviet Union and Eastern

Europe.

Eisenhower defended his administration's relaxation of controls against

Congressional attacks at a press conference on March 7, 1956. He argued that export

controls harmed American allies in Europe who needed resources from the east. The

president also stated that control lists, both American and international, were reviewed

constantly in order to "see that we are not just getting rigidly fixed behind any one

position with respect to any one item." In a subsequent NSC meeting, Eisenhower

dismissed the congressional concerns on East-West trade as "moved by political

considerations."»60

Eisenhower continued to stand by his East-West trade policy, but soon

congressional opposition became too much to handle. Senator McClellan released the

committee's East-West trade report in July, and accused the administration of violating

"the spirit if not the letter" of the Battle Act and called for the termination of aid to

countries that shipped any goods to communist countries. The administration backed off

its relaxation of trade restrictions, and the Commerce Department decided not to remove

a long list of goods from the control list. Even though Eisenhower dismissed Congress's

role in East-West trade, the pressure was too great to continue liberalizing trade. 'Dwight

D. Eisenhower, "President's News Conference,*' March 1956, Public Papers ofthe
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The Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956 caused the United States to reevaluate its

Eastern European policy. Instead of a policy of rollback and liberation, the Operations

Coordinating Board of the NSC recognized its failures and pushed for the development of

"national communism" and gradual evolution away &om Soviet domination through

East-West exchanges, such as economic aid, mcreased trade, and higher diplomatic

mission presence. The United States should not act alone: Western Europe and NATO

could have a greater impact on Eastern Europe, if policy were coordinated

multilaterally.

Trade remained as the major source of East-West contact. It encouraged peaceful

communication with the west and, as with Yugoslavia, encouraged independent action

that would be rewarded. In 1958, Secretary Dulles began fighting for fewer controls on

trade, much to Eisenhower's appreciation, and brought up again the effect restrictions had

on Western Europe. Acting Secretary of Commerce Walter Williams disagreed, and

argued that liberal trade policies strengthened the Soviet Union and increased its capacity

"for economic penetration of the Free World."

Disagreements persisted. The Policy Planning Board argued for the gradual goal

of independence through non-violent means, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) argued

for liberation through resistance and violent uprisings, rioting, and guerrilla operations, as

long as the United States was willing "to cope with the Russian reaction." Should any

nation achieve independence, America should "make unmistakably clear to the Soviets

that [the United States would] not tolerate any efforts toward reprisal or resubjugation."

'Progress Report on Soviet Satellites in Eastern Europe," 20 November 1957, FRUS, 1955-1957,
25:276, 690-698.

"Memorandum of Discussion at the 356 Meeting of the National Security Council, 27 February
19511, FRUS, 1958-1960, 4:327, 703-710.
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Even after observing the violent Soviet breaking of the Hungarian revolution, the JCS

still argued for rollback, despite the risk. In response, Dulles argued for a subtle policy of

applying pressure to the Soviet Union and encouraging the "evolution" of Eastern

European countries away from Moscow.64

By 1959, American trade policy increasingly became a concern of the Eisenhower

administration. Congressionally-mandated import constraints and increased market

competition adversely affected the American trade balance. Iligher interest rates shifted

American short-term capital overseas, and confidence in the dollar decreased. The

balance ofpayments worsened and would present problems to the succeeding

administrations.

At the end of the Eisenhower administration, Eastern Europe still remained firmly

entrenched in the Soviet sphere of influence under the dictatorial rule of communist

governments, but the State Department, realizing the problems and limitations of

liberation rhetoric, settled for simply trying to improve trade and cultural relations. This

strategy continued into the next decade, even though it came at the expense of

acknowledging Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe.

John Fitzgerald Kennedy entered the Oval Office in 1961. He had run as an

aggressive cold warrior to counter the perception that Democrats were weak on

communism. He built on the work of Presidents Truman and Eisenhower, but this did

not consuain Kennedy's ability to remake American foreign policy. He wanted to move

fmm the "Old Frontier" to a "New Frontier" in international relations, and reorganized

S. Everett Gleason, "Memorandum of Discussion at the 366 Meeting of the National Security
Council,*'2 May 1958, FRUS, 7958-7960, 10 Part 1:5, 12-18.

Eckes, Opening rfmerica's Market, 176-177,
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the State Department and Foreign Services to reflect this shift in policy. Like

Eisenhower before him, Kennedy committed his administration to deter and avoid war,

but moved away from massive retaliation and more towards conventional ground forces.

As historian John Lewis Gaddis observed, Kennedy tried to "rely less than Eisenhower

had on nuclear weapons, while making his willingness to use them seem even more real

than that of his predecessor. It was, itself, a theatrical performance...a tough act."

Kennedy placed special emphasis on economic relations in the international

arena. Western allies and domestic industry desired new economic opportunity, and

Kennedy responded. The president made his Secretary of State Dean Rusk responsible

for foreign economic policy. He instructed the Deparbnents of State and Commerce to

work together to promote trade, travel, and investment and increase foreign commerce.69

By increasing trade, Kennedy could stifle the balance ofpayments problem. Rusk as well

recognized the "transformed world trading situation" and wanted to be in a legislative

position to "go out and bargain and negotiate and trade with other governments in order

to protect our vital trading interests and at the same time that we do so on a

nondiscriminatory basis." In order to solve the trade balance problem, Kennedy

proposed to increase exports and find new markets. 'ncreased East-West trade

"Memorandum from the President's Special Assistant Arthur Schlesinger to the President's
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, 11 August 1961, FRUS, 1961-1963, 15:
37, 72-75.

Gaddis, 8'e Now Know, 258.

'ditorial Note, FRUS, 1961-1963„15:36, 72.

'Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of State and the Department of
Commerce on International Commercial Activities„" 15 November 1961, FRUS, 1961-1963, 15:46, 90-91.

DSB, 4 December 1961, 45:924.

"DSB, 25 December 1961, 45:1039-1052.
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presented a new opportunity to expand economic relations and influence the Soviet and

bloc populations.

Because "we must never forget our hopes for the ultimate freedom and welfare of

the Eastern European people," President Kennedy asked Congress in his first State of the

Union address to amend the Battle Act and give him the economic tools "to help

reestablish historic ties of friendship" with Eastern Europe. He proposed that economic

and financial assistance should be granted to any nation, except the Soviet Union and

China, where the president sees it will enhance American security. This amendment

would have removed Eastern Europe from the Battle Act's embargo of aid to communist

countries. Kennedy attempted to work through Congress to achieve his bold foreign

policy objectives on East-West trade, a step the Eisenhower administration avoided. The

Senate amended and approved the bill on May 11, but the I louse of Representatives

failed to act.

In the absence of congressional action, Kennedy, through Executive Order 10945,

created the Export Control Review Board on May 24, 1961, in order to administer export

control licenses and review policy. The Board was composed of the Secretaries of

Commerce, State, and Defense and was designed to give high-level consideration to trade

control policies and forge agreement among the three major departments associated with

East-West trade.

'John Kennedy, "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union" 30 January 1961,
Public Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: John Kennedy, 1961-1963,
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws (accessed 3 May 2008).
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In a memorandum to fellow Export Control Review Board members on

September 18, 1961, Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges expressed concern about

growing Congressional opposition to trade with the Soviet bloc. Tensions between the

United States and the Soviet Union increased in 1961 because of the Berlin crisis.

Hodges recommended not approving any licenses for exports to Eastern Europe "for the

time being" because of the current international tension. Hodges also recommended

restricting trade in order to influence NATO allies to take stricter positions. The

Department of Defense agreed with Hodges'uggestions, but Secretary of State Dean

Rusk rejected increased controls because of the effect on allies.

Cabinet disagreement on East-West trade continued into 1962, with Hodges

wanting a tighter control policy and State disagreeing. President Kennedy expressed a

desire to ease export controls, but the Commerce Department would not approve any

license requests it deemed inappropriate, despite Kennedy's directions. American

businessmen expressed frustration about the delay in license approval because it slowed

what little business existed with Eastern Europe. The State Department even viewed

Hodges'ctions as promoting economic warfare against the Soviet bloc and undermining

the gains made in East-West relations.78

In a memorandum to the National Security Council, Rusk acknowledged the

growing disagreements between the State and Commerce Departments over export

licenses. Through trade, Rusk hoped to establish "sober communications" with Eastern

Memorandum from Hodges to Rusk and McNamara, 18 September 1961, FR US, 1961-1963,
9:302, 658-661.

Letter 1'rom Hodges to Rusk, 20 October 1961, FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:303, 661-663.

"Memorandum trom the Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Aifairs Trezise to
Rusk, 20 April 1962, FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:308, 675-677.
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Europe and influence the communist states toward becoming "a more responsible and

peaceful member of the international community." Trade could be used to encourage

disunity in the Soviet bloc and to help promote national interests and self-

determination.79

By contrast, Congress, still following the path it had under Truman, continued to

argue for increased multilateral controls on exports to communist nations to establish

unity in the Free World against the Soviet bloc. As the Kennedy administration moved

away from export controls, Congress required more. Even though trade with the Soviet

Bloc was very small, Congress remained particularly interested in the subject. A sharp

ideological disagreement existed between the two branches of the federal government:

the executive moved towards liberal trade restrictions and increased contact with the

communist world, whereas the legislature viewed relaxing restrictions with the bloc as

counter to the goals of the Cold War and saw no benefit in such action. Congress strove

to increase export controls to prevent Soviet military and industrial expansion using the

resources of the United States.

Rusk continued to argue that though the Sino-Soviet bloc threatened the security

of the United States and the Free World, economic policy could be used to influence the

bloc as long as economic defense measures reduced war-making potential and unity

within the bloc. Trade relations increased communications between the two superpowers

and influenced the Soviet bloc "over the long run to become more responsible and

peaceful members of the community of nations." Economic policy could reduce tensions

Memorandum trom Rusk to NSC, 10 July 1962, FRUS, 7961-7963, 9:309, 678-684.

"Memorandum from Secretary of Commerce Hodges to the NSC, 16 JuIy 1962, FRUS, 1961-
7963, 9:312, 689-695.
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and help find common purpose even in tense and dangerous times. Trade as well could

undermine bloc unity by encouraging Eastern European countries to pursue their own

national interests and self-determination. By selectively working unilaterally

(specifically with one Eastern European country) and multilaterally (with the Soviet

Uiuon and Warsaw Pact) the United States hoped to increase contacts and trade

opportunities, as well as fragmenting unity within the bloc.si

Following the strategy developed during the Eisenhower presidency, Kennedy

supported the long term goal of self-determination for satellite nations„but recognized the

pragmatic short term difficulties of this goal and oriented his foreign policy "toward

achieving a stable modus vivendi with the Soviet Union, and to this question of liberation

was necessarily subordinated." Implicitly accepting Soviet hegemony in Eastern

Europe, Kennedy attempted to ease tensions through economic and cultural contact,

which he hoped would expose those socialist states to the benefits of the liberal West,

continuing Eisenhower's policy of a soft wedge chipping away at the Soviet monolith.

However, Congress challenged Kennedy's Eastern European policy, just as it had

Eisenhower's. Noting communist pressures in Cuba, South Vietnam, and Laos, in 1962

Congress briefly revoked Most Favored Nation (MFN) status from Yugoslavia and

Poland and limited trade with Eastern Europe. In a House hearing on captive European

"Memorandum from Rusk to NSC, 10 July 1962, FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:309, 678-684.

Bennett Kovrig, The Myth ofLi beratiant East-Central Europe in US. Diplomacy and Politics
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nations, Congressman Donald C. Bruce, a conservative Republican from Indiana, argued

that the "object of Communist aggression is to destroy civilization as we know it and to

replace it with a planned existence from which will emerge the new Soviet man

completely responsive to the masters of the universal superstate.» The House

Subcommittee on Europe saw the Soviet Union as bent on world conquest and warned it

should not be underestimated. Representative Bruce also asserted that the United States

failed the captive nation people by not working towards liberation, and should not

tolerate the continued expansion of communism world-wide. Congress recommended a85

harder line against international communism and ignored the work being done through

trade and cultural contacts.

Despite Congressional disapproval, the Kennedy administration continued to

expand trade with Eastern Europe. The Policy Planning Council recommended that the

United States should use trade to influence events in Eastern Europe, "recognizing that

such trade can symbolize for a Satellite country another avenue for achieving greater

national identity and independence." President Kennedy, in a letter written to the»86

Export Control Review Board a few months before his death, expressed his concern to

press forward "more energetically...in our trade with the Soviet and Eastern bloc." The

'.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Europe of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, Captive European Nations: Hearings before the Subcommittee on Europe ofthe
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 87 Cong., 2m sess., 1962, 161-164.

Policy Planning Council, "U.S. Policy on Trade with the European Soviet Bloc," 26 July 1963,
FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:324, 718-725.

"Memorandum 1'rom President Kennedy to the Export Control Review Board, 19 September
1963, FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:329, 740.
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State Department explored ways to increase trade of non-strategic goods with Eastern

Europe "to take advantage of current trends."

During President Kennedy's brief time in office, his East-West trade policy

struggled through disagreements within his cabinet between the Departments of State and

Commerce, as well as a hostile Congress. He pursued trade and eased export restrictions,

similar to Eisenhower's continual push for liberal control. Convinced that the United

States could offer an alternative source of technology and industry to Eastern Europe,

Kennedy, like his predecessors, sought to build stronger relations in Europe as a whole.

After Kennedy's assassination in 1963, Johnson built on these fifteen years of success

and failure. East-West trade remained a potent foreign policy tool in the Cold War, but

many potential inhibitors remained that the president could not control.

Editorial Note, FRUS, 1961-1963, 9:330, 741.
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CHAPTER III

"WHEN THERE IS POLITICAL HARMONY, TRADE INCREASES"

As the United States expanded its sphere of influence around the world, Romania

entered under the authority of the Soviet Union. World War II reshaped international,

and especially European, foreign relations. The Nazi Empire crumbled in the wake of

absolute military defeat and the Soviet Union quickly established its dominance over

Central and Eastern Europe. By 1946, the Red Army occupied 260,763 square miles in

Europe and Asia. Soviet conceptions of security centered on creating buffer zones to
i

protect itself from hostile elements in Western Europe. By establishing a "geoideological

as well as a geopolitical space of Soviet security in Eastern Europe," Stalin protected

Soviet interests against future aggression from Germany or any other threat to the Soviet

Union.

The domination of Romania offered many benefits to the Soviet Union. Romania

possessed abundant natural resources, such as oil, and wide agricultural potential.

Geographically, control of Romania provided land routes to Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and

Central Europe. Controlling Romania also meant domination of the Danube River and

the Black Sea and secured the Soviet Army's goal of "natural defensible zones" that

provided "a comfortable shield of genuinely, or at least effectively, friendly states." Also

important were lines of communication and control over supply lines in further countries,

'Sergiu Verona, Military Occupation and Diplomacy: Soviet Troops in Romania, 1944-1958
(Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 1992), 7.

Geoftrey Roberts, "Stalin nnd Soviet Foreign Policy" in Origins ofthe Cold iFar, 50-51.
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such as Austria. Romania, in short, served both an economic and military role in the

new Soviet empire.

Romania spent the first decade after war under the thumb of Moscow, but in the

late 1950s began asserting its autonomy in economic and foreign policy. Though mostly

loyal to the Warsaw Pact, Romanian leadership defined its self-interest outside of Soviet-

dictated policies. Romania shifted &om loyalty to the Kremlin to promoting its own

agenda within two decades. Because of Romania's unique ability to separate itself &om

absolute Soviet control, the communist nation provided a good opportunity for the United

States to improve relations with a socialist state. Both nations realized the benefit for

their own policy goals, but the Cold War status quo often overpowered rational

opportunities in trade and contact.

In 1940, Romania descended into violence after King Carol fled the country, his

reputation destroyed because he had joined the Axis Powers. Hitler carved up Romania,

giving land to Bulgaria, northern Transylvania to Hungary, and Bessarabia to the Soviet

Union, a future point of contention. Marshal Ion Antonescu led the new pro-Nazi

government with violence and terror. The government crushed dissent and persecuted4

the opposition. Communist Party leader Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, an ethnic Romanian

&om working-class roots, spent most of World War II in a prison camp within the

country at Tirgu Jiu. He held a unique position in the Communist Party leadership

predominately composed of Soviet operatives and non-ethnic Romanians. Other party

Verona, Military Occupation and Oiplomacy, 30.

Martyn Rady, Romania in Turmoil: a Contemporary History (New York: IB Tauris & Co Ltd,
1992), 26-27.
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leaders fled to the Soviet Union or hid internally and operated the Communist Party

underground.

Romania's oil reserves were very valuable to the Axis war effort, but on April 5,

1944, Britain and America began bombing the country's oilfields and refineries. A

month later, massive bombing efforts cut oil production by half. Gheorgehiu-Dej

escaped from prison and joined the new "Patriotic Front" against Germany. Two weeks

later, King Michael disposed of Antonescu with the help of the Patriotic Front. King

Michael ceased all hostilities on August 23, and Soviet tanks rolled into Bucharest on

August 31, 1944. The Soviet Union took the lead in negotiating Romania's surrender.

Later Soviet war history ignored the King's actions, instead giving credit for ending the

war to Gheorghiu-Dej and the communists.

King Michael formed a coalition government composed of members from the

Patriotic Front with Communists holding only a few small positions. However, pressure

from Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Andrei Vyshinsky forced King Michael to establish

a new government, led by the Communist Party who seized key positions in the

ministries of defense, justice, interior, and the economy. Soon, the Communist Party6

disposed of the remaining democratic leaders, and Michael abdicated his throne and fled

the country in 1947. The United States protested the repression of political dissidents,

but was unwilling to get involved in internal Romanian affairs, especially with the Red

Ghita lonescn, Communism in Rumania: 1944-7962 (New York; Oxford University Press, 1964),
77-78, 84-85.

Dennis Deletant, Romania under Communist Rule (Oxford: the Center for Romanian Studies,
1999), 17, 42.

"Communist Prime Minister Petto Groza threatened the Queen Mother with a pistol and forced
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Army occupying the country. The local American legation protested Romanian and

Soviet moves against the opposition, but the complaints were not acknowledged.

After 1945, Romania found itself in the middle of post-war disputes between the

Soviet Union and United States. Each World War II victor claimed ownership of

Romano-Americana, an oil company and subsidiary of Standard Oil. The United States

claimed two million dollars worth of oil equipment, and provided ownership

documentation. However, the Soviet Union classified the equipment as German

property, since Romania fought on the side of the Axis, and, therefore, Soviet war spoils.

The negotiations, which showed the level of distrust prevalent in Cold War East-West

interaction, soon failed.9

Another example of Romanian-American conflict concerned commercial aviation

paths. Pan American World Airways Company requested airspace over Romania for its

flights to Asia. In return, the United States offered similar airspace in Western Europe,

but the Soviet Union, which by 1947 controlled the Romanian air industry, denied the

bilateral agreement. The Soviets assumed any air travel would involve military action,

and remained suspicious of even commercial activity. Romanian aviation authorities

declined even quidpro quo arrangements, following the Soviet lead. The United States

and its allies restricted the sale of aviation equipment to the Soviet Union and its

satellites, but did allow bilateral agreements concerning commercial traffic in Eastern

Joseph F. Hsrrhtgton and Bruce J. Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians: Fifty Years of
American-Rumanian Relations, 1940-1990 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1991), 60-61.

Ibid., 28-30, 59-60.



46

Europe as long as it provided a "balance of advantage" to the West. However, Romania

remained an unwilling aviation partner in the late 1940s. 10

In 1948, the First Congress of the Romanian Workers'arty elected Gheorghiu-

Dej Secretary General." Gheorghiu-Dej and those loyal to him established a one party

communist dictatorship under his authority with the approval of the Soviet Union. As the

only legal party in the People*s Republic of Romania, the Workers'arty instituted a

totalitarian style of rule and based their new constitution on the 1936 Soviet model.

Romania's constitution declared "the whole power of the state is derived from the people

and belongs to the people," and granted power to the Party and police "for the sharpening

of the class struggle" and removing all traces of capitalism and imperialism.'he Party

nationalized industry in 1948 and private property the following year. The state

controlled agriculture either directly or indirectly through collectives. The government

ministries possessed total authority over the economy and political society in Romania. 13

With the continued presence of the Red Army, Romania remained oAicially and

persuasively linked to the Soviet Union. The two countries signed a Treaty of

Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance on February 4, 1948. Romania and the

Soviet Union pledged "to take all joint action in their power to obviate any threat of

renewed aggression by Germany or any other Power which might be associated with

'bid., 75-78.
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Germany either directly or in any other way."'y focusing on future threats from the

Western Powers linked to Germany, the Treaty legitimated the continued presence of

Soviet troops for security and protection.'omania's early goals focused on developing

a socialist state and pleasing the Soviet Union.

In response to Soviet pressure, continued American human rights protests, and

increased tension with the West, Romania harassed and arrested American diplomatic

mission staff. Romania particularly objected to American trade policy with Eastern

Europe and the restriction on industrial exports. In 1948, authorities arrested four

members of the American legation and held them for sixteen hours on charges of

espionage and later charged others with conspiracy. The Romanians also requested that

America decrease its Legation staff to 53 in 1949, and then to only 10 in 1950.

Independent members of the press, including the Romanian correspondents for the New

York Times, Associated Press and United Press, were imprisoned and charged with

espionage, removing valuable information sources for the American and British missions.

The Romanian media portrayed American military personnel assigned to the mission in

Bucharest as terrorists. In response to all these restrictions and questionable harassment

and arrests, the American State Department requested a parallel decrease in the

Romanian mission staff in Washington, D.C. and imposed havel restrictions on those

remaining. American influence through its mission to the Romanian government reached

'Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Romania: Treaty of Friendship, Co-operation and
Mutual Assistance," 4 February 1948, Treaties and international Agreements Registered or Filed or
Reporied with the Secretariat ofthe United Jvatians, no. 745 (1950): 196-200.
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its nadir when Romanian officials barely acknowledged the Legation and did not visit it

between 1948 and 1951.

As American-Romanian relations remained hostile, new Soviet leader Nikita

Khrushchev attempted to strengthen the Soviet and satellite economies. The Council for

Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA or Comecon), founded by Stalin in response to the

Marshall Plan, coordinated bloc economies. The organization set up a series ofbilateral

trade agreements with the Soviet Union at the center. Under Khushchev, who used the

CMEA more than Stalin, the Soviet Union increased its assistance to the satellites and

attempted to make CMEA more effective. Khrushchev viewed the Soviet bloc

holistically, stating in 1953 that "it is impossible to develop everything everywhere

simultaneously...the sooner and the better we develop the division of labor between our

countries, the stronger our economies will be."'hrushchev believed the CMEA

operated on a basis of equality and aided development on the "principles of independence

and respect for sovereignty." After years ofperceived exploitation, the satellite nations

would not agree with their supranational

leader.'omanian-American

relations improved during the course of the Eisenhower

administration. As the United States softened its economic policy and pursued more

expansive trade relations, Romania also softened its stance. Though publicly Romania

continued to insult and slander the United States as an imperialist and an enemy of

'arrington and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 113-117.

'uoted in Michael Kaser, COMECON: Integration Problems ofthe Planned Economies
(London: Oxford University Press, 1967), 64-65 and Barbara Jelavich, Hfstory ofthe Baikans, Twenti eth
Century voL 2 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 360.

Nikita Khrushchev, Memoirs ofNikita Khrushchev: Volume 3 Statesman, I953-I964, edited by
Sergei Khrushchev (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2007), 389.



49

socialism and peace, it sought greater economic contact and moved to solve outstanding

issues, such as war reparations and visa issues.

The first break in American-Romanian relations occurred in 1954. Valeriu

Constantin Georgescu, a Romanian employee of Standard Oil, visited the United States in

1947 on a business trip with his wife. While away from Romania, communist officials

nationalized the oil industry and revoked his citizenship. Georgescu's children remained

in Romania, and he sought their release to America. In 1953, the first Secretary of the

Romanian Legation in Washington, D.C. Christache Zambeti offered Georgescu a deal: if

he would spy for the government, Romania would release his children. Georgescu

refused and notified the State Department, which in turn expelled Zambeti. On February

25, 1954, President Eisenhower personally wrote to Gheorghiu-Dej asking him to

investigate the Georgescu matter and to "expedite a satisfactory solution." The pressni9

and Voice of America radio broadcasts popularized Georgescu's story and condemned

Romanian actions. Finally, after a year of negotiations, Romania freed the boys and the

two sons reunited with their parents on April 13, 1954. The Georgescu family personally

thanked President Eisenhower at the White House on May l. A public relations boost

for Romania, the Georgescu affair represented a small improvement in Romanian-

American relations. The Romanian government could have held the two sons and

refused their release, but instead accepted negotiations and demonstrated that issues could

be resolved under adverse propaganda conditions.

'wight D. Eisenhower to Valeriu C. Georgescu, 23 July 1953, The Papers ofDwight David
Eisenhower, www.eisenhowermemorial.org/presidentialpapers (accessed 2 May 2008).

Harrington and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 167.



50

In general, however, Romania continued to threaten the United States rhetorically,

in accord with Soviet attacks on American policy. Though the Kremlin promoted active

coexistence with the West, the Soviet Union and satellites also attacked the United States

and NATO as a threat to European security at the Moscow Conference in 1954. A few

months later, on February 22, 1955, Gheorghiu-Dej delivered a speech on Romanian

foreign policy to the 5 session of the Grand National Assembly, echoing Soviet

propaganda. This speech summarized the basic foundations ofRomanian international

relations and foreshadowed the formation of the Warsaw Pact, which occurred a few

months later. Gheorghiu-Dej argued that the Soviet Union and Romania remained

committed to world peace and the easing of international tensions, but the imperialist

United States stood in the way. Romania devoted itself to the principle of "peaceful

coexistence ofcapitalism and socialism on the international arena." However, the United

States threatened the peace because of its international base system, multilateral military

organizations like NATO, its militarism, and its other "position of strength" policies. By

asserting its dominance over the world, the United States threatened the survival of

democracy and socialism. To thwart such belligerence, Gheorghiu-Dej advocated joining

with the Soviet Union and other bloc states to take "all the measures... for strengthening

security and safeguarding peace in Europe." Gheorghiu-Dej argued, that by forming a

single military command, "a military gamble directed against the peace-loving European

states will end for the aggressive imperialist circles not only in mere military defeat but

also in the downfall of the capitalist system."

'Gheorghe
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The Warsaw Pact, formed on May 14, 1955, joined Romania, the Soviet Union,

Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia in common

defense against Western aggression and accomplished the objective Gheorghiu-Dej had

requested. The Eastern European nations formed the Warsaw Pact "in the interests of the

further strengthening and development of friendship, co-operation and mutual assistance"

and to maintain peace and security in Europe. The Warsaw Pact treaty also encouraged

its members to promote economic and cultural ties within the region. The Warsaw Pact

hoped to curb the growing American influence in Europe. It was not a direct response to

NATO, which formed six years prior; rather, the Warsaw Pact responded to the larger

increase in Ututed States power. When West Germany joined NATO, the Soviet Union

threatened to form an Eastern European military alliance, and had to honor its word. The

Pact's charter echoed Soviet foreign policy propaganda points, which Gheorghiu-Dej had

asserted as well: peace and friendship, reduction of armaments, and a ban on weapons of

mass destruction.23

Romania seemed to have a privileged status within the bloc. The Soviet Union

presented Romania, in the words ofAmerican Assistant Attache in Bucharest Charles A.

Lester in 1956, as a "show-case of communism, in an attempt to show the people of the

West that communism can work, and in this way further the ultimate goal of international

communism. In order to make this convincing to Western people, attempts are

"Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, German Democratic Republic, Poland, Romania, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and Czechoslovakia: Treaty of Friendship, Co-opetation and Mutual Assistance," 14
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continually made to establish firmly the myth of Romanian independence." To foster

this myth of independence, Lester predicted the Soviet Union would remove its troops

from Romania, but he also noted the limited impact this would have on American

interests. Khrushchev no doubt had plans for Romania, and realized Romanian potential

as a source of material and a rapidly growing socialist state. Khrushchev especially

recognized the benefits of Romania and its communist leadership. In his memoirs,

Khrushchev acknowledged that Romania "occupies a splendid territory in geographical

respects, and its land is fertile," and also possessed abundant natural resources. The

Soviet leader encouraged Romania's economic and political development, and valued the

Romanian Communist Party. Khrushchev noted that "good relations developed between

us and the Romanian leadership."

A year after joining the Pact, Romania fully supported Soviet actions in crushing

the Hungarian revolution. The Hungary revolution threatened Warsaw Pact unity, and

ran counter to Romanian loyalty. Gheorghiu-Dej offered to send extra troops, but

Khrushchev declined and kept the invasion force strictly Soviet, but he did accept offers

for travel of the troops through Romania to Hungary. Romanian leaders worried that the

revolution could spread into their counhy and quickly suppressed any "counter-

revolution." Soviet special forces captured Imre Nagy and the other Hungarian

revolution leaders in December 1956 and imprisoned them in Snagov, Romania. The

failed revolutionaries remained there until 1958 when they were returned to Hungary,

AmLegation, Bucharest, to the Department of State, no. 233, 14 February 1956, RG 59, Decimal
File 766.00/2-1456, National Archives, College Park, Maryland, (hereafter cited as NA ff), quoted in
Verona, Military and Diplomacy, 149.

Khrushchev, Memoirs, vol. 3, 704.
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tried, and executed. The Soviet invasion had prevented Hungary and Nagy from leaving

the Warsaw Pact and Romania vocally and materially supported Soviet actions.

Khrushchev's policy of de-Stalinization had opened Eastern Europe to change,

but reform was to spread from the directives of the Party. If reforms went too far,

Khrushchev would not hesitate to intervene and crush the "counter-revolution." The

Gomulka regime in Poland understood these limitations and Khrushchev granted it a

measure of reform, but the Hungarians committed the capital crime of challenging the

rule of one party. A wedge into communist control threatened the entire socialist state

and would not be tolerated. For this reason, all of the satellite nations approved of Soviet

actions to reassert the domination of the Communist Party. Communist authority might

have rested "on nothing more than the barrel of a tank," but that insured its

continuation.27

Having shown the limits of Soviet tolerance in Hungary, Khrushchev felt able to

allow some change in Eastern Europe. Gone was the strict centralization of Stalinist rule

over the satellites as Khrushchev relaxed control over day-to-day planning in the bloc.

However, the parameters were clear, as the new agreement on relations reached by the

Soviets and Romanians in 1957 showed. A joint communique declared the continued

presence of Soviet troops in Romania "appropriate" and strongly endorsed Soviet actions

in Hungary. Romania also received new economic concessions, including decreased

interest on SOVROMs (joint Soviet-Romanian companies), increased prices for uranium

exports to the Soviet Union, and a four-year suspension on repayment of credits. The

"Deletant and lonescu, "Romania and the Warsaw Pact," 60-61 and Mastny and Byrne, A
Cardboard Castle?, 8.

318-321.
Tony Judt, Postwar: A History ofEurope Since 1945 (New York: The Penguin Press, 2005),
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status of force agreement between the Soviets and Romanians continued to grant wide

latitude to the Red Army. The Army could move freely without Romanian approval in

the counny and was exempt from Romanian jurisdiction. The Gheorghiu-Dej regime

approved of these terms because of loyalty to the Soviet Union, lack of faith in the

Romanian army to resolve any uprisings, and the economic concessions. The new

Romanian agreements coincided with new agreements throughout Eastern Europe in

response to the Hungarian revolution and Polish uprising. The new agreements asserted28

the Soviet right to occupy and influence its satellites, but Khrushchev did grant a small

degree of policy flexibility to encourage economic development.

As Romania continued to develop its economy and industry, it looked to the west

for knowledge, technology, and legitimacy. In 1957, the United States granted visas to

Romanian agricultural experts to do business and study American farming practices, as

part of Eisenhower's and Dulles'ush for lower trade restrictions and increased

economic contact between east and west. Uisas were also granted to Romanian chemists

and trade officials. This was not a quidpro quo arrangement, as the American mission in

Bucharest was afforded only the most basic of comforts and travel visas. The Romanian

government even denied the publication of a magazine about America and the

establishment of a reading room, both designed to increase knowledge about and interest

in the United States. Even with these restrictions, the Romanians at this time attempted

to move away from direct Moscow interference in their foreign and domestic policies,

and desired a formal agreement with the United States to express the country*s prestige

Verona, Military Occupation and Diplomacy, 108-1 15.
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and independence. Even though publicly Romania had to tow the Moscow line of

peaceful coexistence and the threat of American imperialism, Romanian officials

attempted to improve relations with the West behind the scenes. The officials realized

the benefits and resources the United States offered„ including technology and culture.

Also, with increasing latitude from Moscow, Romanian officials could form new contacts

with the West and find new opportunities. Romania depended on the Soviet Union

economically and militarily, and by at least exploring opportunities with the West

attempted to find a new source for developing and industrializing the domestic

30economy.

However, according to Khrushchev's memoirs, Romanian Minster of Defense

Emil Bodnaras unexpectedly raised the issue of the withdrawal of Soviet troops during a

visit by Khrushchev to Bucharest. The Soviet leader had never previously considered it,

fearing a NATO attack and lowered Soviet defensive capabilities. The Romanians

broached the subject because they believed communist control over the country rested on

the appeal of the Romanian Communist Party, not the force of the Red Army.'n
April 17, 1958, Khrushchev acquiesced and withdrew Soviet troops from

Romania, announcing the act as "proof of the peace-laving policy of the Soviet Union, of

the Romanian People's Republic and of the socialist camp as a whole." Romania had

been a loyal supporter of the Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956, and also simply offered

"Dispatch tiom the Legation in Romania to the Department of State, 9 October 1957, FRUS,
1955-I957, 25:268, 665-668.

Verona, Military Occupation and Diplomacy, 154-157,

'Khrushchev, Memoirs, vol. 3, 706-708.

"Khrushchev to Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, 17 April 1958, translated by Delis Razdolescu,
www.wilsoncenter.org (accessed 19 March 2007).
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little military strategic value because of its geographical location (Romania did not border

any non-communist countries). Soviet troops were no longer necessary to maintain

control of the Communist Party and the troop withdrawal could be used as a diplomatic

and propaganda campaign against NATO, with the Soviets calling for American troop

withdrawal from Europe in return.

However, American policymakers were not impressed and rejected linking Soviet

withdrawal from Romania with American withdrawal from strategic regions of Europe.

The number of Soviet troops stationed outside of its borders remained roughly the same,

so the balance of power had not shifted. The issue was an internal Soviet-Romanian one,

not one involving NATO-Warsaw Pact troop adjustments. Also, removing troops was

less important than allowing satellite nations to develop policy autonomy and evolve

from Soviet influence. Since Romania was not geographically or strategically important,

the removal of Soviet troops had little impact on East-West relations.

Granting Romania greater independence in foreign policy was part of

Khrushchev's experiment to grant greater autonomy to the satellites and improve

communism's international prestige. Romanian independence increased its diplomatic

legitimacy. Romania embraced the opportunity and increasingly acted independently in

foreign policy, often taking a mile when given an inch. Gheorghiu-Dej often acted for

Romanian interests and sometimes against Soviet mandates.35

Mihai Retegau, ln the Shadow ofPrague Spring: Romanian Foreign Policy and the Crisis in
Czechoslovakia, 1968 (Portland, Oregon: The Center for Romauiau Studies, 2000k 30,

Veroua, Military Occupation and Diplomacy, 144-145

Ibid., 150-153.
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Despite its boasts to Khrushchev, Romania did fear a revolution against the ruling

party, spurred on by the Hungarian revolution. The Party quickly contained any unrest

and removed any threats by tightening restrictions and strengthening internal security.

The death penalty was introduced for any person who acted "in order to cause disorder in

the State or to endanger its security." The Red Army no longer marched in Romania, but

the shadow of Stalinist control remained. The Romanian Communist Party continued to

control the population through intimidation, and there was no internal liberalization.

Nonetheless, the Eisenhower administration began viewing the bloc countries as

in a state of transition, and hoped to exploit the situation for American benefit. As the

Hungarian and Polish crises demonstrated, differences existed between the desired

policies of satellite countries and the Soviet Union. These differences could be exploited

through increased contacts, and the NSC in 1958 recognized Romania as a prime target

for this strategy.

Through financial and cultural exchanges with Romania, the State Department

officially increased contacts between the two countries, which helped develop better

relations to the benefit of each. America expanded its influence in the communist

country, and Romania now had access to some American technology. Cultural

exchanges humanized both populations and promoted American differentiation between a

socialist regime and its dominated people. Instead ofworking against and undermining

the Romanian communist government„ the United States hoped to influence Romania to

Verona, Military Occupation and Diplomacy, 146-148.

"Harrington and Couriney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 191-192.



evolve as a country away &om Soviet influence. The United States wanted to change the

Romanian government, not remove it.38

Washington policymakers grew increasingly optimistic about the prospects of

improved relations between the two countries. Romania maintained a moderate position

in foreign affairs, even with fluctuating Moscow attitudes. Because of Romanian desires

for Western trade and technology to increase domestic legitimacy, American policy

makers viewed the Romanian regime as "exceptionally receptive to increased contracts

with the West." To exploit this, the State Department in 1959 and the years that

followed presented American positions on international issues to high-level Romanian

officials whenever possible; developed contacts with artists, professionals, and

technocrats; encouraged officials to remove travel restrictions on the basis of reciprocity„

encouraged cultural, technical, and educational exchanges between the two countries;

continued propaganda efforts and cultural presentations; and increased contacts and

exchanges with private organizations and universities. Economically, the State

Department attempted to advise and assist US businessmen in trade with Romania as

long as it did not interfere with the Battle Act and other strategic embargoes, and to

facilitate commercial visits to America by Romanian officials.40

The last year of the Eisenhower administration brought modest improvement in

American-Romanian relations, as the two nations signed a financial agreement on

outstanding war debt in 1960. Romania paid a lump-sum of $24,526,370 which covered

"CIA, National Intelligence Estimate 12-58, "Outlook for Stability in the Eastern European
Satellites," 4 February 1958, http://www.foie.cia.gov (accessed 25 March 2008).
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'"'Operations Plan for the Soviet-Dominated Nations in Eastern Europe," 2 July 1959, FRUS,
1958-1960, 10 Part I:18, 79-94.
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World War II damages, nationalization of American assets in Romania, and commercial

and financial debts unresolved since the Treaty of Peace of 1947. Most of the amount

was composed of liquidated Romanian assets in the United States. By settling this

financial issue, Romania hoped to increase peaceful trade and contacts between the two

nations. 'he United States also decided unilaterally to ease travel restrictions." In

order to "obtain a better knowledge of each other," the two nations signed a two year

agreement for visits and exchanges in the fields of graduate study, science, industry,

performing arts, sports, and tourism. Additionally, the agreement called for cooperation

in motion pictures, exhibits, books and publications, radio, and television.

The two agreements officially increased the economic and cultural contact

between the two countries and afler a decade of inaction and hostility, represented a

modest thaw in their cold relations. However, even though the State Department

recommended raising the legation in Bucharest to embassy status in 1960, President

Eisenhower refused on the basis of economy (legations were cheaper to maintain) and

Romania's location behind the Iron Curtain. The State Department argued that raising

the mission level did not indicate approval of the Romanian government, but assured the

Romanian people ofAmerican interest in their welfare, and increased American influence

and ability to institute policy in Romania. Even though the United States had embassies

in the Soviet Union, Poland, and Czechoslovakia, Eisenhower did not agree with his

"DSB, 25 April 1960, 42:670-673.

'etter trom the Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs Harold Vedeler to the
Minister in Romania Clitton Wharton, 7 September 1960, FBVS, 7958-1960, 10 Part 1:31, 122-125.

"'DSB, 26 December 1960, 43:968-972.

Memorandum f'rom Secretary of State Christian Herter to President Eisenhower, 10 November
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Secretary of State Christian Herter and the Romanian mission remained merely a

legation.

For the Soviets, there were other threats with which to contend. The rise of China

as an international power in both the communist and non-communist world posed a

challenge to Soviet leadership as the Chinese openly questioned the validity of Soviet

strategies and ideologies."'n 1960, the Sino-Soviet schism erupted publically, with both

sides attacking the other in the World Federation of Trade Unions and other communist

party meetings. China rejected Soviet discipline and leadership and demanded Soviet

consultation with other communist parties before reaching international agreements, a

severe cut into Soviet authority which almost provided the CCP with veto power. The

schism between the two most powerful communist nations threatened bloc unity and

presented opportunities to western diplomacy "for maneuver and influence which could

provide important advantages in the world struggle." This split would eventually play a

role in Romanian policies.

On December 12, 1961, President Kennedy welcomed the new Romanian

Legation Minister, Petre Balaceanu. Kennedy noted his background in economics, but

then proceeded to list reasons why trade between America and Romania remained

difficult. Even though the United States was interested in trade development, Kennedy

noted that "when there is political harmony, trade increases." Kennedy frankly stated

that the political tension between East and West prevented meaningful trade, as did

export restrictions (Battle Act) and the current crisis in Berlin. Balaceanu replied that

"CIA, NIE 10-61, "Authority and Control in the Communist Movement," 8 August 1961,
http://www.foia.cia.gov (accessed March 31, 2008), 1-5.

"NIE 10-61, 7-11, 16.
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Romania desired improved trade and hoped that could contribute to better overall

relations.47

Secretary of State Rusk met with Rumanian Foreign Minister Corneliu Manescu

in Geneva a few months later in 1962. During the forty-five minute "friendly, if not

relaxed" meeting, the secretary of state expressed the hope that the United States and

Romania could overcome disagreements and reach accords on consular and trade issues.

Manescu expressed frustration with "Captive Nations Week," a Cold War creation which

focused attention on those nations dominated by communism and other non-democratic

regimes. Rusk also stated that the United States did not hold Romania responsible for

broad differences between East and West. When Manescu asked for clarification, Rusk

cited Berlin and Southeast Asia as hvo "little problems" frustrating relations. Even

though the crisis in Berlin would soon end, the role of the both the United States and

Romania in Southeast Asia would cast a continuing pall over their relationship.

These two briefmeetings between the President and the Romanian Minister and

the Secretary of State and the Foreign Minister thus previewed the difficulties prevalent

in the 1960s that would stymie American-Romanian relations. Romania pushed for

increased trade, but the Battle Act severely limited exports of the strategic goods that

Romania desired. American rhetoric for liberation in the form of "Captive Nations

Week'* irritated communist regimes. Cold War crises in Berlin and Southeast Asia raised

tension between east and west and hindered constructive growth in trade and cultural

"'Presentation of Credentials by New Rumanian Minister, 12 December 1961, FRUS, l961-1963,
16:2, 10-11.

'aptive Nations Week began in 1953, became law in 1959 (Public Law 86-90), and is still
declared every third week in July.

"Memorandum of Conversation between Rusk and Manescu, 20 March 1962, FRUS, l96l-l963,
16:10, 16-18.
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relations. Even if the United States dealt unilaterally with Romania, the two nations were

on opposite ideological sides. America was still the leader of the free world, and

Romania was still a loyal member of the Warsaw Pact. More importantly, Congress

viewed Romania as a puppet of Moscow, even if the State Department and White House

did not.

In official publications and speeches, Gheorghiu-Dej remained loyal to the Soviet

Union, but focused more on the struggles and achievements of the Romanian Communist

Party. In a speech commemorating the 40 anniversary of the founding of the Party titled

"Forty Fighting Years under the Victorious Banner ofMarxist-Leninism," he celebrated

the Party role in establishing socialism and peace in Romania. Gheor~u-Dej declared

"the Party embodies all that is best in our people; it is the people's ardent heart, its

consciousness, its collective wisdom and will." Absent, though, was the usual continuous

adulation for the Soviet Union's role in Romania's establishment of communism beyond

an expression of gratitude for the Soviet Army's role in World War II. More importantly,

Gheorghiu-Dej discussed Romania's efforts in "socialist industrialization — the priority

development of the heavy industry with its pivot the machine-building industry, capable

of supplying all branches of industry„agriculture and uansport with machines and

equipment." Since the late 1950s, Khrushchev urged greater cohesion in bloc economic

production, focusing each bloc country on material and agricultural production while

promoting Soviet industrialization and potential. By highlightmg industrialization,

Gheorgtuu-Dej rejected Soviet mandates and asserted Romanian desires for increased

economic capability outside of Khrushchev's wishes and plans. His opposition to Soviet

Gheorghe Gheor@iu-Dej, Articles and Speeches June 1960-December 196Z (Bucharest,
Meridiaue Publishing House, 1963), 159-195.
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domination fed into the greater atmosphere of challenge posed by China. Khrushchev's

control over the communist world faced many grave concerns. Effectively, three camps

evolved in the communist world: Soviet imperialism, Chinese revolutionary fervor, and

satellite pragmatism. Communist ideology may seem like a religion, but by the 1960s

there were numerous denominations in the Communist world.

Romania completed full collectivization of the peasantry in 1962, and Gheorghiu-

Dej afterwards focused on Soviet-style economic modernization. 'his involved the

development of national economic plans, rapid industrialization, and the promulgation of

national communism. The CMEA threatened Romanian industrialization, as it called for

giving the Soviet Union central control over economic production, reducing Eastern

Europe to the providers for Soviet factories. Romania would have to abandon its plans of

rapid industrialization and be reduced to a supplier of raw goods, leaving them in the

familiar position as the "gas station and breadbasket of Eastern Europe." The CMEA

directly threatened Romanian industrialization and political autonomy, but Romania

refused to be a second-class nation, appealing to nationalism and their worth in the

communist world.

The 1962 CMEA plan called for Romania to abandon its major new industrial

plans and focus on petroleum, fertilizers, and agriculture. Romania possessed large

amounts of oil reserves that the Soviet Union hoped to exploit for its benefit, not

Romania's. All other satellite nations agreed to "specialize" in a variety of products with

only Romania and Albania dissenting. For instance, the Romanian Five-Year Plan

'lelavich, History ofthe Balkans, vol. 2, 373.

"Ronald H. Linden, "Socialist Patrimonialism and the Global Economy: the Case of Romania"
International Organization 40, no. 2 (Spring l 986), 356.
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(1966-70) revolved around the construction of the Galati steel combine, which would

triple their steel production and allow for further industrialization. The Soviet Union

backed away from its promised support of the steel combine and instead requested

Romanian attention to petroleum and agriculture. Romatua resented the CMEA placing

Soviet interests in front ofnational interests. 54

Gheorghiu-Dej 's promotion ofnationalism, independence and western ties

increased the popularity of his regime. The American Legation noted in 1963 that

Romanian peasants interviewed had a strong positive opinion of the United States and

thoroughly disliked the Soviets and communist regimes because of collectivization and

poor living conditions. Peasants viewed the United States "as a model of prosperity and a

bastion of &eedom...everything that comes from the United States is better than can be

obtained elsewhere." Beyond their hatred of collectivization, the peasants increasingly

favored the Gheorghiu-Dej regime because of its independent position towards the Soviet

Union. A rumor spread in rural areas that because of Gheorghiu-Dej's efforts, Romania

would gain complete &eedom &om Soviet domination in a few years and collectivization

would be abolished. Though that obviously proved false, Romania continued to assert

its independence and increased ties with the Western world.

'Galati is an eastern Romania city on the banks of the Danube River.

"CIA, "A Crack in the CEMA Favade — Rumania," 15 May 1963, http://www.foia.cia.gov
(accessed 19 March 2007).
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The developing gulf between China and the Soviet Union created the opportunity

for the independent action Romania followed.'he Soviet Union needed a unified bloc

against the China challenge, and was willing to negotiate with Eastern Europe and allow

them limited autonomy. China created a weakness in the Soviet empire that satellite

nations could exploit. Romania, previously a subservient satellite of Moscow, claimed57

neutrality in the Sino-Soviet schism, and the Soviet Union needed to earn its loyalty in

the form of increased policy freedom and industrial support. This support ran counter to

Soviet goals of increased economic cohesion in the CMEA, but Gheorghiu-Dej increased

Romania's international prestige and viability by exploiting the Sino-Sovietsplit.'his

policy had a price. Romanian-Soviet trade suffered during the tense period

of 1958 to 1964. Imports from the Soviet Union decreased from 57.7 to 37.7 percent.

Exports to the Soviet Union decreased as well Irom 50.2 to 39.8 percent. Trade with the

West doubled as imports went from 21.5 to 39.9 percent. Romania had to look elsewhere

for economic support since the Soviet Union disagreed with Romania's role in the Soviet

bloc. Romania wanted to have an international impact and CMEA control threatened

Romanian legitimacy. Since the Soviet Union was unwilling to support massive59

Romanian industrialization, Romania looked internally and towards the West for trade,

credit, and later political support. Romania began a process of "re-Romanianization" by

"CIA, "Growth of Chinese Influence among World Communists," 17 May 1963,
http://www.foia.cia.gov (accessed 19 March 2007).
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restoring original Romanian names to streets that had been Russified and rehabilitating

historical and cultural figures previously purged. Nationalism and pride became part of

Romanian propaganda, moving away from previous accolades to Soviet

internationalism.60

In 1963, President Kennedy specifically mentioned Romania as an example of

"economic and political variation and dissent" that was appearing in the Soviet Bloc. 61

Romanian independent actions encouraged the Kennedy administration to improve

economic relations and study Romanian proposals for credit and industrial equipment.62

Romania wanted to remove travel restrictions, raise the level of the American diplomatic

mission, broaden trade improvements, and more generally continue communications

between the two governments. Romanian economic ministers also requested industrial63

equipment in the fields of chemical, rubber, power, metallurgy, electro-technology,

cellulose, and food production, as well as increased exports to the United States and

favorable credit terms to pay for the new equipment. Romania viewed American64

industrial equipment as key to their goal of economic development and independence.

Better trade relations between the two nations benefited Romanian production
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capabilities, and American foreign policy goals of influencing Eastern Europe and

decreasing tension.

Many problems existed before a meaningful level of trade could occur, but by the

early 1960s, American-Romanian relations were much improved when compared to

relations of a decade previously. The United States and Romania were entering a period

of serious discussions about improving trade agreements and diplomatic relations. Of all

the Eastern European nations, Romania presented an opportunity to the United States

similar to that provided by Yugoslavia in 1948: encouraging a Soviet satellite to pursue

autonomy. Yet other more constricting similarities, such as a war against another

communist state and an uncooperative Congress, existed as well. It would be Johnson's

task to steer his policy between these two extremes.



CHAPTER IV

"THE WINDS OF CHANGE ARE BLOWING ACROSS EASTERN EUROPE"

The Lyndon Johnson administration's push for improved relations between East

and West coincided with the rise of Romanian nationalism and independence. Just as the

United States wished to build bridges to Eastern Europe, Romania desired the resources

and economic support of the West, The United States and Romania shared a common

goal, but with divergent reasons. Johnson's bridge building policy aimed to find

common ground between East and West, lowering tension through improved trade and

cultural contacts. Romania based its foreign policy on the principle of economic

development and industrialization, which would transform Romania from an agricultural

country and enable it to "gradually reach the level of the economically advanced

countries and secure real national independence."'he United States as well as the rest

of the Western world offered Romania those desired economic resources.

Although deeply committed to fighting communism in Vietnam, Johnson wanted

to lower the general tension level of the Cold War and improve relations between the

United States and the communist world. Johnson tried to influence Eastern Europe to

embrace self-determination and polycentrism, and believed the United States could play a

positive role in these developments. He declared, "We will continue to build bridges

across the gulfwhich has divided us from Eastern Europe. They will be bridges of

iCorneliu Vasilescu, Romania in lurid Afiairs (Bucharest, Romania: Meridiane Publishing
House, 1967), 17.
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increased trade, of ideas, of visitors, and ofhumanitarian aid." Johnson's short term aim

was European stability, both militarily and diplomatically, and the slow westernization of

the bloc countries in the long run.

By promoting economic and cultural relationships, the United States hoped that

each Eastern European country could become more and more independent of Moscow.

Johnson wanted the United States to reward countries for their independence and adopted

a policy of differentiation and pluralism, which rejected a Soviet monolith and

encouraged autonomy outside of the Soviet-mandated Warsaw Pact policies. Slowly,

the United States wanted to promote self-determination„ liberalization of internal policies,

and stronger relations with the West. Bridge building was not a wedge strategy designed

to crack the Bloc, but rather an attempt to find, in the words of Dean Rusk, "points on

which agreement could be reached, whether they were small points or large points,

simply because President Johnson wanted to reduce the dangers in the world." The end

result would be the "final dismantling of the Iron Curtain and the free association ofEast

Europe and the West."

Johnson's bridge building faced many difficulties, some were similar to those

faced by his predecessors; others were unique to him. Policy conflicts between the State

and Commerce Departments complicated the development and implementation of trade

'Lyndon Johnson, "Remarks in Lexington at the Dedication of the George C. Marshall Research
Library," 23 May 1964, Public Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: Lyndon Johnson, 1963 1968,
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agreements and export controls. Congress remained committed to economic restrictions

and did not trust communist intentions. Legislation from the previous fifieen years

limited trade possibilities. Though the administration pursued an Eastern European

policy separate &om its actions in Vietnam, Congress directly connected the two. The

State Department negotiated trade agreements with Romania, but trade suffered from the

lack of Most Favored Nation status and other trade restrictions. President Johnson tried

to build a bridge between the United States and Romania, but never achieved the desired

results. The superpower and the communist state could not meaningfully connect.

Johnson's Cold War policy entailed two seemingly divergent goals: fighting and

containing communism in Vietnam while still decreasing East-West tension in Europe.

Johnson utilized both the "carrot" and the "stick" to influence communist behavior by

encouraging more cultural and economic contact with the Soviet Union and Eastern

Europe, but increasing America's military presence in south-east Asia. The balancing act

between soft and hard power complicated the effectiveness of Johnson's bridge building

policy. The president wanted to push back communism in one part of the world while

still reaching out to communists in Eastern Europe. Johnson wrote in his memoirs that it

was "two aspects of the same policy. We were fighting in Vietnam to demonstrate that

aggression should not, must not, succeed...on the other hand, we had to show that there

was an alternative to confrontation. We had to work in Europe and elsewhere, as

opportunities arose, to erase the worst features of the Cold War."»8

Lyndon B. Johnson, The Vantage Point: Perspectives ofthe Presidency, 1963-1969 (New York:
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The Johnson administration continued the talks Kennedy had initiated with the

Romanians concerning trade, consular status, and travel restrictions. The State9

Department held discussions during the early months of the new administration to

increase trade, to raise the consular status to embassy level, and to remove travel

restrictions. Romania's recent signs of independence from Moscow encouraged the State

Department to consider seriously Romanian requests. As a result, the Gheorghiu-Dej

government settled a few hundred outstanding consular cases, granting visas to

Romanians so they could join their relatives in the United States.'

review by the Export Control Review Board specifically recognized the

Romanian opportunity. The Board released a policy paper entitled "Action Program for

Romania" along with "Policy Guidelines on Trade with Eastern Europe," delivered to the

White House on December 1 g. The action program, approved by Johnson the following

February, described specific commercial proposals to negotiate. Because of its increased

push towards an independent foreign policy, Johnson decided Romania would be

America's test case for action in Eastern Europe." Secretary of State Dean Rusk echoed

the president's decision on February 25 in a speech entitled "Why We Treat Different

Communist Counties Differently," arguing that America's policy was to "encourage

evolution in the Communist world toward national independence" and that Romania had

"asserted a more independent attitude...and we are responding

accordingly."'onversation

between Rusk and Romanian Minister of Foreign Affairs Comeliu Manescu, 21
October 1963, FRUS, 1960-1963, 16:23, 49-5 L

"Telegram fiom the Legation in Romania William Crawford to the Depattment of State, 26
February 1964, FRUS, 7964-1968, 17:139, 381-385.

"Harrington and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 229230.

oDSB, 16 March 1964, 394.
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However, members of the Export Review Board continued to disagree, as they

had during the Kennedy administration, on the role of trade with Eastern Europe.

Secretary of State Rusk wanted to use trade to increase the production of commercial

goods in the Soviet bloc, but Secretary of Commerce Hodges wanted quidpro quo

concessions, such as higher prices on machinery, intellectual protection, and the

recognition of copyrights and patents. Rusk accused the Commerce Department of

desiring economic warfare with the Soviet Union and satellites. By trading agricultural

equipment, the topic of a meeting on January 20, 1964, Rusk hoped to increase Soviet

production of consumer goods, but Hodges worried about the effect of new technology

on the greater Soviet and satellite economies. 13

While the Johnson administration debated East-West trade, Soviet Premier Nikita

Khrushchev and the communist leaders of the satellite nations argued over their

appropriate relationship. The 1960s trend, which saw the communist leaders in the bloc

countries exert more independence than previously, continued into the middle of the

decade. Khrushchev observed that they acted like children too old to spank that would

soon turn on their father and "kick him in the belly.*'o varying degrees, Eastern

European nations moved towards "Tito-esque" independence, able to follow their own

road to socialism. During a conversation with Tito's associate Vladimir Velebit, the

Executive Secretary of the Economic Commission for Europe who possessed many

economic contacts in Eastern Europe, W. Averell Harriman, Under Secretary for Political

"Minutes of Meeting of the Export Control Review Board, 20 January 1964, FR US, /964-1968,
9:149, 446-448.

"Sherman Kent to Central Intelligence Agency Director McCone, "Recent Trends in Eastern
Europe," 15 January 1964, http://www.foia.cia.gov (accessed 18 March 2007k
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Affairs, asked what the United States could do to encourage independence. Velebit

replied that expanding trade and granting MFN status were key, as "improved trade

improves the political climate."0015

Economic relations came under debate within the Warsaw Pact, as well.

Khrushchev continued to push his plan of interbloc economic cooperation, but some

satellite nations resisted. Romania began working towards its own industrial goals, often

at the expense of CMEA plans. The Soviet Union wanted Romania to focus on

agriculture and the development of natural resources, which irritated the Romanian

leadership. CMEA members, such as Czechoslovakia, also criticized Romanian

industrial plans; however, Romania directed most of its anger and Irustration towards the

Soviet Union. Romanian officials were confident in the industrial potential of the

country, but had to contend with outside interference. Instead of devoting domestic

resources to maximizing industrialization, Romania, under CMEA plans, had to export

resources, mostly crude oil, to the Soviet Union, even if it did not receive full

compensation in the form of currency, machinery or equipment. Romania was

"determined to do everything possible to modernize industry within the framework of

communism." Romania wanted to become an industrialized communist country, but»16

not subservient to Moscow.

While developing domestic indusu'ialization, Romania tried to keep peace in the

international communist camp. Romania preached peace and unity in the face of growing

discord between China and the Soviet Union, who argued over border and economic

'emorandum of Conversation between W. Averell Harriman and Vladimir Velebit, 16 January
1964, FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:1, 1-2.

"Counselor of the American Embassy, Tokyo John Goodyear to Department of State, airgram A-
1097, "Japanese Report of Rumania," 18 March 1964, RG 59, Central File POL RJJM, box 2621, NA 11.
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issues. Romanian leaders called for an end to polemics and offered Sino-Romanian

bilateral meetings. Appealing to the Romanians, China declared that the Soviet Union

should not hinder economic and industrial development in socialist countries and should

reform the CMEA. The Romanian delegation arrived in Beijing in March, 1964, but

negotiations were unsuccessful. China rejected a Romanian proposal to cease attacks,

while the Soviet Union accused the Clunese of more ideological deviancy and

factionalism. After Beijing, the Romanian delegation flew to Moscow, but reached no

substantive agreements to heal the growing schism. Romania's attempt at mediation and

leadership had negligible effect on the Sino-Soviet split.'heorghiu-Dej's re~me

desired an increased and more autonomous role in the international communist scene, and

vigorously acting as a mediator, even if an unsuccessful one, raised their prestige.

While working with other communist states, Romania also desired increased

contact with Western Europe and especially the United States. By increasing contacts

with the United States, Romania exemplified, in the CIA's words, the "new and less rigid

relationship" between the Soviet Union and Eastern European satellites that allowed for

"greater consideration for individual national interests." The satellite governments

questioned each other's policies, weakening the effectiveness of the Warsaw Pact and

CMEA. The CIA predicted that Eastern European nations will "broaden their autonomy

even more in view of the unsatisfied demands of self-interest in all of them." The Soviet

bloc was clearly in flux, developing away from Soviet control and towards

independence. is

'illiam E. Griffith, Sino-Soviet Relations, 1964-1965 (Cambridge, MA: The M.l.T. Press,
1967), 22-25.

'IA, "Nationalism in Eastern Europe," 27 March 1964, FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:2, 2-8.
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Rusk voiced similar sentiments when he testified on East-West trade on March

13, 1964, in front of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. He noted all Eastern

European countries were trying to reduce their dependence on the Soviet Union and

increase trade with the United States. American policy centered on using trade to

motivate Eastern European countries toward greater mdependence, and the State

Department decreased export restrictions and made other concessions in order to enact

this policy. Trade enabled the United States to "exert some influence on the evolution of

policy and institutions in this period of accelerating change in Eastern Europe." Rusk

told the committee that the administration was exploring "realistic" trade opportunities,

and warned Congress not to get caught up in "doctrinaire extremes that seem to flourish

in this
field."'hen

Rusk noted that the regimes of Eastern Europe were moving towards

greater freedom and better relations with the West, Democratic Senator Frank J. Lausche

of Ohio disagreed and viewed the satellites in the same hostile light as the Cuban regime.

Lausche argued that since he distinguished the regimes from the captive population, the

United States should not be using trade to help the communist governments and not

"following the course of conduct which is tantamount to telling the world we have gone

to bed with the Communists." The committee disagreed with the administration's

handling of East-West trade, such as selling wheat to the Soviet Union, providing aid to

Yugoslavia, and increasing trade with Poland. In the words of Republican Senator Karl

U.S. Congress, United States Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, East-IFesr Trade, 88
Cong., 2'ess., 1964, 2-18.

'bid., 30.
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E. Mundt of South Dakota, "the attitude of Congress is certainly not one to encourage

trade with Communist countries."

'ecretaryof Commerce Hodges testified three days later and described the

impediments to East-West trade: congressional legislation, continued denial of Most

Favored Nation status, and export controls. Hodges again pressed for a quidpro quo

agreement on East-West trade, an argument he made in Export Control Review Board

meetings with little support from Rusk. If the United States exported advanced

technology or valuable resources, it should receive equal value in return. I-lodges further

described a major inhibitor to East-West trade: the denial of Most Favored Nation status.

Without MFN status, countries had to pay tariffs on their exports, which raised prices and

made those goods less competitive, so major trade could not occur as long as Congress

denied MFN to Romania. The President did not have the authority to grant MFN status

which severely hampered his ability to negotiate and enact trade agreements with

countries lacking the trade status. Lacking MFN status and with higher tariffs, Eastern

European goods could not compete in the American markets.

The Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, Senator J. William Fulbright,

a Democrat from Arkansas, argued that the current restrictive East-West trade policy hurt

American businessmen more than any other group. He pointed out the difficulty of

keeping American technology out of the hands of communists and questioned the

effectiveness of the current hade restrictions. Export controls kept the Eastern European

market open only for Western European businesses and placed a burden on America. He

"Ibid., 42.

"Ibid., 54-65.
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also specifically pointed to Romania's growing independence from Khrushchev and

desire for increased trade with the west.

Romania helped its case by publicly declaring its economic and foreign policy

independence at the Enlarged Plenum of the Central Committee of the Romanian

Workers'arty held in April, 1964; they did so after consulting with the Chinese. The

CMEA threatened Romanian sovereignty by removing control of the economy from the

state and granting it to supranational organizations. Gheorghiu-Dej stated that an

integrated world economy was the long term goal of communism, but that goal must not

violate the national economies of independent socialist nations. With the Sino-Soviet

schism causing hostility in the communist world, Romania appealed for peaceful

coexistence among all socialist states. The success of the communist world depended on

the ability of all socialist states to work without conflict. The Romanian leadership24

hoped to play the Soviets against the increasingly polemic Chinese, creating leverage for

its own interests. By declaring its autonomy, Romania asserted its legitimacy in the

communist community and demanded the respect owed to a socialist state. Such bold

displays of nationalism and pride increased the internal popularity for the Romanian

Workers'arty.

The American legation in Bucharest later learned that during the 1964 Plenum,

Gheorghiu-Dej held a special meeting with regional party secretaries to confirm their

loyalty to the party and its new policies, as well as to warn them of the dangers of the

new doctrinal keystone of Romanian foreign policy. He worried about Soviet reprisals to

"Ibid., 67, 70.

""Statement on the Stand of the Rumanian Worker's Party Concerning the Problems of the
International Communist and Working Class Movement," April, 1964, text in Griffith, Sino-Soviet
Relations, 269-296.



78

Romanian independence, no doubt with the Hungarian invasion in the back ofhis mind.

Gheorghiu-Dej also struggled with the possibility of internal "out-of-hand demonstrations

and publicity" that could encourage Soviet action.

Gheorghiu-Dej's policy centered on legitimatizing his regime*s international

credibility, securing domestic support through nationalism and patriotism, proceeding

with his nation's rapid industrialization, overcoming difficulties and poor relations in the

CMEA, and warding off a Soviet invasion. The Plenum declared that Romania would

not "fall into line with Moscow on the Sino-Soviet split" and more profoundly denied

"Moscow's traditional role as center of the communist world." The American legation in

Bucharest concluded that "it is not an overstatement to say that this pronouncement

establishes Rumania's emergence as a new and original form of national communism" by

promoting the "diversity, equal rights and independence of each communist state."

Gheorghiu-Dej and the Romanian Communist Party attacked the credibility and authority

ofMoscow, taking advantage of the polemics already stated by the CCP.

Romanian officials made "blunt and strong criticism of the USSR" on three issues

impeding Romanian industrialization: the Soviet economic exploitation ofRomania, the

CMEA, and Khrushchev himself. Because the Soviet Union ordered Romania to focus

on oil and agricultural products as a member of the CMEA, Romanian officials believed

this prevented their advancement and ability to focus on industrialization. The Soviets

and Romanians disagreed on the allocation of resources, as well as control over

'mLegation, Bucharest, Minister William Crawford to Department of State, airgram A-118,
"Gheorghiu-Dej Reportedly Told Regional Party Heads of Risks in New Course," 7 October 1964, RG 59,
Central File POL 11 RUM, box 2622, NA II.

Crawford to Department of State, airgram A-267, "Joint Weeks No. 9," 8 May 1964, RG 59,
Central File POL 2-1 RUM, box 2621, NA 11.
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production. Romania charged that Khrushchev designed the CMEA to control satellite

production for the maximum benefit of the Soviet Union through specialization, and this

inhibited domestic development. Khrushchev bore the brunt of personal criticism; some

Romanian officials speaking at party meetings described Khrushchev as "that pig and

corn expert" and as a "thief."

Because of "political circumstances" (an oblique reference to the April Plenum),

Acting Secretary of State George Ball recommended extending guarantees on sales of

non-agricultural products to Romania and Poland on May 13, 1964. By opening talks on

trade, finances, and politics, the United States hoped to determine the financial capacity

of each country to repay the guaranteed credits. Five days later, in Washington, D.C.,

Harriman, along with American Minister to Romania William Crawford, held private

talks with Romanian Deputy Prime Minister Gheorghe Gaston-Marin in an effort to begin

negotiations. At the meeting, the Romanians reaffirmed their policy of national

independence and peaceful coexistence. In order to proceed with rapid industrialization

and a rise in the standard of living, Gaston-Marin said Romania pursued diverse

economic relations with the western world, and especially the United States. The most

important thing, to the Romanian Minister, was the development of economic affairs.

While recognizing the handicap of Romania lacking MFN status, Harriman stated the

'haw to Department of State, airgram A-280, "Joint Weeka No. 10," 22 May 1964, RG 59,
Central File POL 2-1 RUM, box 2621, NA Il.

'emorandum trom Ball to Johnson, "Export-Import Bank Guarantee on Non-Ay icultural
Products for Rumania and Poland," 13 May 1964, FRUS, 7964-1968, 9:157, 461-462.

"William Avery Crawford, a career Foreign Service Officer, became Minister to the Legation in
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Analysis for the Sino-Soviet Bloc Irom 1959 to 1961. In 1965, he left Romania to work in international
affairs for NATO. Eric Pace, "William Crawford, 86, Envoy from U.S. to Romania in 60's," NYT26
December 2001.
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United States was ready to "create the climate and environment in which trade is

possible."

Shortly after these talks took place, President Johnson laid out American motives

for "bridge building" m a speech on May 23, 1964. By building "bridges across the gulf

which has divided us &om Eastern Europe," Johnson hoped to continue the process of

encouraging evolution away f'rom Moscow begun in the late 1950s by the Eisenhower

Administration. Appropriately, President Eisenhower was in attendance at the speech.

Now that the political climate had changed and allowed satellite nations to challenge

Soviet rule, a real shift in the Eastern European power structure was possible. America

hoped "to open new relationships to countries seeking increased independence yet unable

to risk isolation; second, to open the minds of a new generation to the values and visions

of the Western civilization from which they come and to which they belong; third to give

freer play to the powerful forces of national pride; fourth, to demonstrate that identity of

interest and the prospects ofprogress for Eastern Europe lie in a wider relationship with

the West."

'n

June 1, 1964, the United States and Romania signed a major trade agreement

after two weeks of high level negotiations between Harriman and Gaston-Marin. The

deal expanded trade and authorized Romania to buy eleven major industrial installations

with the assurance that U.S. equipment would not be re-exported and technical data

would not be transmitted without explicit approval; the agreement also called for

increased cultural and diplomatic relations. Both nations opened trade offices in New

"Memorandum of Conversation, "Private Meeting with Rumanians," 18 May 1964, FRUS, 7964-
7968, 17:142, 389-394.

'ohnson, "Remarks in Lexington," 23 May 1964.
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York and Bucharest and agreed to raise their respective diplomatic missions from

legations to embassies. Most importantly, Harriman used the trade agreement to

underscore the State Department's desire to see continued evidence of Romanian

independence in international affairs and greater freedom for the Romanian people.

The United States also hoped the agreement would encourage other communist nations;

more independence from Moscow and liberal internal policies would encourage more

trade with the United States. Using trade, the United States hoped to improve

diplomatic relations and promote independent action by Soviet Bloc nations, and increase

respect for human rights in Eastern Europe.

Two weeks later, the Department of Commerce published a special general

licensing procedure which allowed most commodities to be exported to Romania under

general licenses without the need for individual ones, as previously required. The trade

agreement, in the eyes of the Romanians, was a great step towards improved relations and

they appreciated the steps taken to liberalize trade controls. Secretary Rusk, however,

tempered Romanian enthusiasm by reminding a Romanian delegation that MFN status

was not going to be granted immediately, and that American firms might choose not to

sell to Romania, even though the Commerce Department approved export licenses.

By declaring an independent course to development and a pursuit of its national

interests, Romania had put itself on the path ofnon-alignment with the Soviet Union.

Romania held high-level discussions with leading western powers about joining the

"Memorandum from President's Special Assistant for National Security McGeorge Bandy to
President Johnson, 29 May 1964. FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:143, 394-395.

"Tad Saute, "U.S. Acts to Spur Rumanian Trade," New York Times, 2 June 1964.

'emorandum of Conversation, "Actions to Carry Forward Agreements Reached During Recent
US-Rumanian Talks," 16 July 1964, FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:144, 395-397.
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International Monetary Fund (IMF), International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development (IBRD), and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). As

Crawford described, "these developments are further evidence that Rumania's drive for

greater independence is not merely a reaction to restrictive Soviet economic policies but

is aimed at carving out an independent role in its full sense on the world scene.*'ndependence

also resonated well with the Romanian people who embraced national

traditions and a shared history.

Now with American approval, the Romanian trade delegation began searching for

a company to sell them a synthetic rubber plant, vital to their industrial plans. The

Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company first entered negotiations with Romania in the

summer of 1964 and applied for and received an export license from the Import-Export

Bank to sell the synthetic rubber plant. However, Romanian officials rebuffed

Goodyear's overtures because their process lacked efficiency, pulled out of negotiations,

and began searching for other companies with the necessary technology and skill. By the

fall of 1964, the Firestone Rubber and Tire Company entered negotiations to sell two

plants to Romania, an estimated deal worth up to forty million dollars. Goodyear,

realizing the huge market Firestone could gain in Eastern Europe, protested the

negotiations on patriotic grounds and claimed the Romanians would export the

technology to the Soviet Union. The Associated Press and United Press International ran

stories praising Goodyear's refusal to do business with communists. On October I, the

president of Goodyear wrote a letter to the State Department arguing against the

Firestone negotiations and also went public against trading with the communist

"Crawford to Department of State, airgram A-127, "Rumania's Emerging Independence in East-
West Political Affairs," 16 October 1964, RG 59, Central File POL I RUM, box 2621, NA II.
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Romanians. Despite the bad publicity„Firestone and Romania reached an unofficial

agreement on the sale of two synthetic rubber plants in early January.

Romania did little to discourage its poor reputation in the United States. The

communist cotmtry, along with most of the rest of the communist world, aided North

Vietnam and the Viet Cong forces in the South. Most support was material, but protests

against American involvement grew more vocal as Johnson escalated the conflict.

Though never promising direct involvement, the communist bloc nations offered support

to deter American involvement. The Soviet Union and China provided large sums of

economic and military aid to North Vietnam. Though substantially less, satellite aid to

Vietnam consisted of small arms, ammunition, medicine, and other supplies. Romania

provided trucks, other vehicles, oil and refined petroleum to Vietnam, aiding its fight

against the United States. Romania's aid to the war in Vietnam threatened its trade

viability with America as members of Johnson's cabinet and Congress questioned

whether the United States should trade with countries that aided North Vietnam's war

effort.

In his State of the Union address in January, 1965, Johnson noted that "in Eastern

Europe, restless nations are slowly beginning to assert their identity. Your government,

assisted by the leaders in American labor and business, is now exploring ways to increase

"Ryan Floyd, "For Want of Rubber: Romania's Affair with Firestone in 1965 Part I" East
European (Juarterly 38 (Winter 2004): 499-503.

"Tad Szulc, "2 U.S. Companies Will Aid Rumania," New York Times, 5 January 1965.

"CIA, "Recent Indications of Communist Intentions in South Vietnam," 9 April 1965,
http://www. foie.cia.gov (accessed 2 June 2008).

"CIA, "The Effects of Soviet and Chinese Involvement in the War on the Vietnamese
Communists," I April 1965, http://www. foia.cia.gov (accessed 2 June 2008).
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peaceful trade with these countries and with the Soviet Union." He wanted to take the

initiative and expand contacts with Eastern Europe, but lacked the authority to further

implement his policy. Legislation limited the extent to which Johnson could increase

trade with the satellites."'n February, in order to explore opportunities and review

American East-West trade policy, Johnson asked J. Irwin Miller, Chairman of the Board

of the Cummins Engine Company, to form a committee and produce recommendations

on trade with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. The committee was free to

"explore all aspects of ihe question of expanding peaceful trade in support of the

President's policy of widening our relations with these countries." Johnson wanted aF43

fresh view on East-West trade, and chose "the best informed and most able businessmen

in our country as well as representatives of the academic world and labor."

Johnson recognized the challenges involved with expanding East-West trade. He

anticipated criticism and resistance from Congress for a number of reasons. Many

congressmen, "as well as others outside government, flatly opposed anything that looked

like a 'deal'ith a Communist nation." Others opposed any trade that could benefit the

Soviet economy, and wanted trade on a quidpro quo basis: if the United States made

economic concessions, the communists must offer political concessions. The main

opposition, Johnson recognized, came from those opposing the "relaxation of trade

"Lyndon Johnson, "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union" 4 January 1965,
Public Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: Lyndon Johnson, 1963-1968,
http;//www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws (accessed 26 March 2008).
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barriers with any country giving assistance to North Vietnam." Realizing all of these

impediments, Johnson hoped Miller and his group would provide a clear picture of the

benefits, costs, advantages, and disadvantages to Johnson*s policy. The president "saw

increased trade as a way to begin easing some of the worst tensions and suspicions of the

Cold War," but lacked the ability to overcome existing barriers and the challenges of the

Vietnam War.

The president needed the support he thought Miller would provide. The

Firestone-Romania deal received criticism from newspaper editorials and the

conservative magazine Human Events. The media praised Goodyear for not taking part

in the deal and attacked Firestone's participation. The publicity brought the issue to the

attention of the Young Americans for Freedom (YAF), a conservative group that opposed

communism and denounced peaceful coexistence. The YAF protested in March, 1965,

outside of Firestone retailers in Philadelphia, holding signs reading "FIRESTONE

SELLS THE USA DOWN TI-IE RED RIVER" and handing out flyers attacking the

company. The protests received much local news coverage. Firestone began questioning

its deal, and expressed these concerns to the State Department. The Johnson

adminisnation replied that the sale was in compliance with the 1964 trade agreement, and

that companies aiding the bridge building policy were patriotic, but did not offer public

support to the company.46

On March 19, 1965, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej died of cancer. He left a legacy of

growing autonomy Irom the Soviet Union, but deep domestic repression of political and

human rights. Nicolae Ceauyescu quickly consolidated his power and became general

" Johnson, The Vantage Point, 472.

Floyd, For Want afRubber, 506-507.
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secretary of the Romaman Communist Party and president of Romania. To ensure his

domestic legitimacy, Ceausescu continued Gheorghiu-Dej's foreign policy and fostered

Romanian national communism, based in tradition and history. The new leader sold

socialism as historically Romanian, with the Party as the protectors of the nation's

tradition.

While protests against Romania appeared in the United States, Romania

continued to liberalize and allow greater cultural influence from the West. American

books by authors such as John Steinbeck, Ernest Hemingway and William Faulkner

appeared in Romanian book stores. Louis Armstrong and his Five All-stars gave a48

series of four sold out jazz concerts on March 27 and 28, 1965, in Bucharest's Palace

Hall despite expensive ticket prices. The concerts coincided with a rise in jazz interest,

including the formation of the popular "Students'riends of Jazz" club and weekly

concerts at the University of Bucharest." American music and entertainers had a rapt

audience in Romania, once the regime relaxed cultural restrictions.

Ambassador Crawford also worked on the Firestone deal diligently behind the

scenes, believing it played a material role in East-West relations. The Firestone deal

transcended mere commerce, as it represented American interest in Eastern Europe and

support for Romanian independence. The United States had an opportunity not just to

increase economic relations with Romania, but prove its devotion to bridge building.

Should the negotiations collapse, Crawford recommended that the State Department

"Tismaneanu, Stalinismfor al! Seasons, 193-195.

"'Harrington and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 249-250.
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should lobby, "unofficially and discreetly," a key official of Firestone, preferably a

Firestone family member, and save the deal. He argued, "I believe Firestone, as a major

representative of U.S. business community, bears an important responsibility to maintain

U.S. reputation for fair dealing. If circumstances warrant, I would hope the company can

be made aware of this obligation and persuaded to consider U.S. national interest in this

case equally with its own."

While the Firestone agreement came under fire, Romania also pursued a deal with

Universal Oil Products Company for petroleum exploration and refining equipment.

Romania requested advanced catalyst material, advanced catalyst technology, advanced

petroleum exploration equipment, and anti-knock compounds. The Export Control

Review Board considered the case on April I, 1965. The new Secretary of Commerce

John T. Connor 'oted that the Departments of the Interior and Commerce disapproved

of supplying the requests, but State recommended approval. Rusk argued that none of the

items requested were among CoCom embargoed items and Romania continued to follow

the policy of independence from Moscow developed by Gheorghiu-Dej. Even though

there was little hope of Romania receiving MFN status (since Congress continued to

oppose giving it to any communist countries), granting these export licenses could keep

"the doors open" for normal relations between the United States and Romania. Rusk

argued that limited economic growth was better than none. However, Connor and

Secretary of the Interior Stuart Udall worried about exporting advanced drilling

'elegraph &om Crawford to Department of State, 31 March 1965, RG 59, Central File POL
RUM-US, box 2623, NA II.
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technology to a communist country, particularly one that supplied petroleum, jet fuel, and

drilling equipment to North Vietnam, China, and Cuba. Though Romania promised not

to copy or re-export American equipment, Secretaries Connor and Udall argued Romania

would sell advanced designs and equipment to other Communist nations or be forced to

provide it to the Soviet Union. Despite these concerns, the Export Control Review Board

agreed to sell the requested petroleum equipment, but Secretary Connor attempted to

delay approval of the anti-knock compounds by the President because of Romanian

exports to North Vietnam. Despite Connor's disapproval, Universal Oil decided to

design and construct a $22 million petroleum processing plant.

The petroleum debate showed again the divide within even the Johnson

administration concerning "bridge building." Rusk heeded Johnson's call and pushed for

an increase in trade. American technology provided improved Romanian production and

efficiency, which resulted in Romania being freer &om the Soviet economy, and thus

able to act more independently. However, Connor still saw Romania as a member of the

Communist conspiracy that aided American enemies. He ignored Romania's recent

actions because his Cold War suspicions overshadowed all other concerns. Connor and

the Under Secretary for Economic Affairs Thomas Mann did not distinguish Romania

&om the larger communist world. They operated outside "what has generally been

understood to be this government's policy." Their opposition to liberal trade with

"Minutes of Meeting of the Export Control Review Board, 1 April 1965, FRUS, 7964-7968,
17:150, 405-413.
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Romania challenged the State Department's ability to encourage positive relations

between East and West.

The Vietnam War continued to escalate during Johnson's presidency, and the

conflict influenced East-West trade. Connor resisted aiding counnies that supported

North Vietnam's actions against American soldiers, and argued against Rusk and

Johnson's Eastern Europe policies. Whereas the Korean War caused Truman to increase

export controls against the communist world, Johnson did not want a war in Asia to limit

his bridge building polities. Others, including Connor and the Congress, were unwilling

to separate the two policies, and limited Johnson's success in East-West trade.

The YAF continued its protests against the Firestone-Romania deal, and

organized a protest at the Indianapolis 500 auto race, a major showcase for Firestone

products. On April 16, 1965, the president of Firestone met with State Department

officials to discuss the ongoing protests. Having received thousands of letters and

increased protests at the retail shops„ the company decided to end the deal with Romania.

The State Department mildly encouraged the company to pursue the deal, but made no

public announcement in support of it. Firestone publicly withdrew from the deal four

days later, succumbing to adverse publicity and lack of administrationsupport.'ith

the dissolution of the Firestone deal, Johnson's East-West trade policy

experienced a major disappointment. The administration needed new ideas, and with

perfect timing the Miller Committee submitted its findings to the President on April 29,

Memorandum fiom David Klein of the National Security Council Staff to the President's Special
Assistant for National Security Affairs Bundy, "'Rumania, Firestone, etc.," 20 April 1965, FRUS, 1964-
1965, 17:151, 413-414.

'yan Floyd, "For Want of Rubber: Romania's Affair with Firestone in 1965 Part ll," East
European Quarterly 39 (Spring 2005): 63-64.
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1965. Miller and the other members interviewed the major administration officials

involved in East-West trade and quickly realized the lack of consensus in the Johnson

Cabinet, which hampered decision making and policy implementation. Secretaries Rusk

and McNamara both favored trade expansion without any quidpro tJuo, while the

Secretaries of Agriculture and Commerce believed trade should be limited to "anything

they can eat, drink or smoke." The Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon remained

neutral on the issue. The administration's often confused actions in regard to Eastern

Europe reflected the internal discord over East-West trade. 'orkingfrom "the proposition that we can use trade to influence the internal

evolution and external behavior of Communist countries," the Committee recommended

that political considerations steer economic concerns. The main goal of American56

trade, as the committee reasoned, was to encourage independence in Eastern Europe and

to bring those communist nation's trade practices "into line" with international norms.

While still embargoing strategic items, the United States should actively pursue trade

negotiations and relax export controls in response to better relations and concessions.

The Committee also determined that the biggest barrier to improved trade relations was

denying those counnies Most Favored Nation status, which in turn prevented the full

exploitation of trade in Eastern Europe. Granting the president MFN power would be a

vital tool in expanding trade to communist countries. The Miller Committee concluded

that "trade is one of the few channels available to us for constructive contacts with

nations with whom we find frequent hostility. In the long run, selected trade,

intelligently negotiated and wisely administered, may turn out to have been one of our

Harrington aod Coorloey, Tweaking the Nose afthe Russians, 251-252.

Korvig, Of lttalls and Bridges, 248-249.
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most powerful tools ofnational policy." In a letter to the President, Miller anticipated a

backlash against increasing trade with communist nations, and argued that the report was

"anything but soft'* as it recommended Johnson "use trade to drive hard, realistic political

bargains...which would clearly be in the United Statesinterest.*'he

adverse effects of denying trade were also clear. Romanian advocates of

improved relations with the United States received strong criticism over the failed

Firestone negotiations. Critics used the opportunity to attack cultural and other contacts

between the two countries. Romanian leaders still desired improved relations, but

bitterness and frustration over the difficulties of bridge building grew. An informant for

the embassy in Bucharest declared that Romanians in favor of increased ties with the

United States "must get support now." The Firestone deal soured Romanian-American

relations, and hurt bridge building efforts. Some Romanian officials blamed the

collapsed Firestone deal on inexperience and unfamiliarity with American trade practices,

as well as fierce competition and criticism from Goodyear. Romania, as a socialist

nation, had little experience with the internal pressures of an anti-communist society and

capitalist economic system.60

On July 15, 1965, Senator Fulbright gave a lengthy speech accusing Firestone of

withdrawing from the deal because of "unusual competitive pressure and a nuisance

boycott by an extremist political organization," referring to the YAF. He criticized the

"DSB, 30 May 1966, 54:845-855.

"Letter trom Miller to Johnson, 3 May 1965, FR US, 1964-7968, 9:172, 496-497.

'elegram 1'rom American Embassy, Bucharest, to Department of State, 6 May 1965, RG 59,
Central File POL RUM-US, box 2623, NA 11.

Memorandum of Conversation between Foreign Service Officer Owen B. Lee and First
Secretary of Romanian Embassy Laurentiu Micsunescu, "Conversation with Rumanian Diplomat," 3 June
1965, RG 59, Central File POL RUM-US, box 2623, NA II.
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Johnson administration for not withstanding the strong pressure against the deal. The

senator also accused Goodyear salesmen of distributing right-wing pamphlets bitterly

attacking Firestone, though Goodyear did not officially acknowledge any involvement.

Challenging Romanian-American relations even further was Romania' continued

support for North Vietnam in its war with the United States. During the Ninth Congress

of the Romanian Communist Party on July 19-24, 1965, the Party passed a "Motion of

Solidarity with the Struggle of the Vietnamese People" that stated Romania's demands

and condemnations. The Motion declared, "The right of the Vietnamese people to decide

their destiny by themselves, without any interference from outside, in accordance with

their own will, must be observed!" Besides the standard revolutionary and anti-

imperialistic language, the core of Romanian support for the Vietnamese people centered

on independence and self-determinism, which echoed Romanian assertions against the

Soviet Union. Romanian leaders based foreign policy and larger national identity on "the

principles of national independence and sovereignty, equal rights and non-interference in

internal affairs," and thus demanded the same for other nations. In regard to Vietnam,

Romanian officials directly criticized American actions and indirectly criticized Soviet

actions, accusing both of interfering in domestic conflicts that should be decided by

internal leaders. "

'William Smith, "U.S. Concern Sets Rumania Project" New York Times, 27 July 1965.

""Undermining Foreign Policy," NYT, 27 July 1965.
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Johnson's escalation of the Vietnam War also complicated his relationship with

Congress. The further he pushed American intervention in Vietnam, the more Congress

began to push back. Senator Fulbright went public with his criticism ofJohnson's

handling of the Vietnam War in September, 1965. Fulbright believed his dissent would

help the American public answer complex foreign policy questions, but Johnson believed

it hindered the war effort. The president from then on shunned his former ally. 'n
February, 1966, Fulbright held hearings on the Vietnam War, receiving the testimony of

numerous academic, milimry, and diplomatic experts who told him that US action in

Vietnam harmed relations with European allies. Congress began to assert its authority

and power against the wishes of the Johnson administration, complicating its ability to

create and implement policy in genera.66

American involvement in Vietnam also drew the criticism of Eastern European

regimes. Romanian policy, like that of Lyndon Johnson, pursued two contradictory

courses: in this case, criticizing American involvement in Vietnam while still trying to

improve relations between the two in order to secure valuable technology and resources.

Romanian officials tried to separate political opposition and economic opportunism.

Though the Johnson State Department overlooked Romania's role in aiding Vietnam and

criticizing US involvement, Congress did not. Romanian support for North Vietnam and

the Viet Cong prevented Congressional approval of bridge building. Romania desired

independence &om the Soviet Union, but not from the international communist

Robert Dallek, Flawed Giant: Lyndon Johnson and his Times, 1961-1973 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 288-289.

Robert D. Schulzinger, "'It's Easy to Win a War on Paper': the United States and Vietnam,
1961-1968," in Diane B. Kunz, ed., The Diplomacy of the Crucial Decade: American Foreign Policy
during the 1960s (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 203.
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community. Romania's rhetoric and ideology hampered its relations with the United

States.

Rommuan leaders made two statements on Vietnam in 1965, on February 13 and

August 13, each at a time the Romanians regarded as a major escalation of conflict, such

as the implementation and continuation of Operation Rolling Thunder. On February 4,

1966, when the United States resumed air attacks against the Democratic Republic of

Vietnam, the Romanian Foreign Ministry issued a declaration, condemning "again U.S.

aggression against the Vietnamese people and energetically protest[ing] renewed air raids

which imperil world peace." Romanian officials, however, also reached out to the

United States and offered to mediate the conflict in Vietnam, similar to its efforts to heal

the Sino-Soviet split in 1964. Since Romania practiced a foreign policy outside the

influence of the Soviet Union and the United States, Romania believed it could negotiate

impartially. While publicly condemning American actions in 1966, Romanian officials

argued it "was in a unique position to act as an intermediary between the U.S. and I-Ianoi"

because Romania "had an independent outlook." 'omania viewed the Vietnam War as

another opportunity to increase its own relevance on the international political scene, as

well as further promote its autonomous foreign policy.

In 1966, Romania received some good publicity in the United States, even after

the failure and difficulty of the Firestone negotiations, increased anti-communist rhetoric

in the United States, and the escalation of the Vietnam War. Time Magazine published a

Telegram 6om Ambassador Davis to State Department, 4 February 1966, RG 59, Central File
POL 27 VIETS, box 2621, NA II.

"American Ambassador, Geneva, Roger W. Tubby to Department of State, airgram A-
358,"Rumanian Official's Comments on Vietnam, Disarmament, GATT," 17 February 1966, RG 59,
Central File POL 27 VIETS, POL 17 RUM, box 2623, NA II.
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cover story on the country, focusing on Romanian independence and advancements as

"the third communism," distinct &om Soviet and Chinese ideology. The article praised

the Romanian economy, but noted its lack of culture compared to its neighbors,

especially Hungary. It also criticized the quality of Romanian goods, especially its

"Carpati" cigarettes which apparently easily fell apart. However, the cover story was

very optimistic about Romanian progress and autonomy and praised new leader Nicolae

Ceausescu. "The Third Communism" concluded with a quote from a Romanian waiter:

"Yes, it will be lovely one day. We were a very backward country, and now look what

we have. And it is Rumanian, not Russian or Western. It is Rumanian."„69

Furthering its promotion of nationalism, the Romanian Communist Party held a

contest in 1966 to rewrite the Romanian national anthem. According to contest

regulations, the new song had to emphasize themes such as "praise of the Homeland, the

glorious traditions of the nation now advanced by the Romanian Communist Party as the

legitimate successor to these traditions, successes of the working people who are ready to

defend with any sacrifice their Homeland, liberty, social conquests and peaceful work all

of which echo the party's accelerating course of national communism under the ever-

strengthening leadership of Ceausescu." By linking the Communist Party to shared

Romanian traditions and history, Ceausescu and the party increased the domestic

legitimacy of their authority and decreased their connection to the Soviet Union and

larger communist international movement. Ceausescu's regime valued domestic support

""The Third Communism," Time Magazine, 18 March 1966.

'econd Secretary of American Embassy, Bucharest, Robert H. Frowick to Department of State,
airgram A-338, "RSR National Anthem Contest Reflects National Communism Course,*' April 1966, RG
59, Central File POL 15-6 ROM, box 2621, NA II.
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and popularity, especially in the face ofpossible reprisals for the country's independent

foreign policy.

It was not only Romania's foreign policy that earned criticism. In May, 1966, the

Senate Judiciary Committee heard the testimony of Reverend Richard Wurmbrand.

Wurmbrand, a Romanian refugee and an Evangelical Minister, was imprisoned &om

1948 to 1956 and 1959 to 1964 by the communist authorities for religious reasons. He

claimed to have been tortured, drugged, and even forced to watch the crucifixion of a cat

to induce confessions against the church. Reverend Wurmbrand criticized the United

States for improving relations with the Romanians. 'hese accusations influenced

Congress to view Romania simply as another communist government, certainly in

opposition to the White House's perception and goals of influencing Romania in

economics and human rights.

Many in Congress continued to make no distinction between Romania and the

larger, belligerent communist world, and Romania's support ofNorth Vietnam aided this

perception. While Congress heard testimony detailing abuse, torture, and the violation of

religious freedom and other human rights, Romania sent a delegation, led by Romatuan

Defense Minister Emil Bodnaras, to North Vietnam in a show of support. Experiencing a

"mood of close comradeship," the Romanian delegation used the opportunity to defend a

fellow small, but independent, country. Bodnaras expressed full support for North

Vietnam and the Viet Cong, as well as releasing a communique that included a lengthy

condemnation of the U.S. role in Vietnam. Hanoi in turn expressed "appreciation of

Romanian efforts in consolidating peace in Europe and the world." Both called on

'U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Communist Exploitation ofReligion, 89
Cong., 2" sess., 6 May 1966, 1-25.
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"powerful anti-imperialist forces" including "fraternal socialist countries" to "unite

closely to oppose the imperialists" and firmly asserted the principles of "independence,

equality, mutual respect, support, and comradely assistance" in relations among

communist parties. Romanian officials criticized the United States in terms similar to

those used in the 1950s, accusing the American government of being bent on world

domination.

Romania also increased its rhetoric against military blocs in the mid-1960s,

boasting its "independent outlook." The Romanian position on European security

focused on the "peaceful expansion of ties between east and west" through the

reunification of Germany. This could lead to the rapprochement of East and West

Europe "via the gradual atrophy of NATO and the Warsaw Pact (in that order)." The

elimination of supranational military organizations would achieve peace and stability and

replace the "permanent confrontation" ofNATO and the Warsaw Pact." Romanian

officials also rejected Soviet proposals to coordinate with Warsaw Pact foreign policy,

the only satellite to do so. Ceau5escu and Prime Minister Maurer were determined "not

to be a satellite of the Bloc." Rusk believed that Romania was "firmly committed to the

path of national independence and to the pursuit of Romanian national interests,

developments which are clearly in the interest of the Free World." An important

distinction Rusk missed, though, was that Romania desired independence from the Soviet

Telegram from American Embassy in Saigon to Department of State, 13 May 1966, RG 59,
Central File POL 7 ROM, box 2621, NA II.

"'Telegram from Neubert to Department of State, 20 June 1966, RG 59, Central File POL 15-1
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'usk to Hart, 25 August 1966, RG 59„Central File POL TUR-US, box 2621, NA II.
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Union, not the international communist community. While autonomous, Romania

continued to talk and to act like a socialist country.

Rusk specifically recognized progress in relations with Romania at a Johnson

Cabinet meeting in late August, 1966. Citing bridge building progress, the secretary of

state noted the trade agreement with Romania, continued economic assistance to long

standing recipients like Poland and Yugoslavia, and new proposed legislation on East-

West trade. Rusk's foreign policy was based on "trying not only to put out fires but also

to help shape a world in which fires are less likely to occur." Improved relations with

Romania, Rusk argued, aided American foreign policy by pulling communist countries

closer to United States interests.

On September 6, 1966, Richard Davis replaced William Crawford as Ambassador

to Romania. A career foreign service officer, Davis had served as Senior Deputy

Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs. Crawford's frustration with the lack

ofprogress in Romanian-American relations contributed to his departure from the

embassy. While promoting the relaxation of trade restrictions and constantly pressing for

better relations, Crawford found his effectiveness in decline, highlighted by the Firestone

deal disintegration. The same issues (MFN, export restrictions, limited credit) plagued

economic relations and showed little signs of improvement. Romanian-American78

relations lost its strongest advocate when Crawford requested his transfer. Now,

"Rusk, Summary of Presentation - Cabinet Meeting, 25 August 1966, in Lyndon Baines Johnson,
Minutes and Documents of the Cabinet Meetings ofPresident Johnson (Frederick, MD: University
Publications of America, 1982), microfilm.
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Ambassador Davis, President Johnson, and Romanian Secretary Ceausescu controlled the

future of bridge building.

Romania underwent no changes in policy or personnel. Ceausescu and the other

Romanian Party leaders continued to emphasize nationalism, tradition, and a shared

history in the mid 1960s. Throughout 1966, Ceausescu visited all major regions in

Romania to stress the historical and traditional ties that unified the nation, as well as to

discuss economic plans vidth local party and state officials. The visits "stressed assertedly

the glorious Romanian history, particularly Romanian struggles for independence and

unity, and attempted to convey an impression of continuity between past and present."

The local population dressed in symbolic historical clothes such as medieval, Dacian, and

Roman styles. By embracing the past, Ceau8escu attempted to legitimatize the

Communist Parly and establish a link between a shared Romanian history and socialism.

He rejected international Soviet-style communism for domestic connections.

Nationalism increased the internal popularity and justification for Ceausescu's rule.

Though never achieving total independence, Romania did emerge with a degree of

autonomy. The country remained a member of the Warsaw Pact, CMEA, and aligned

with the world socialist camp, but pursued an open foreign policy. Ceausescu continued

Gheorghiu-Dej's push for national communism, which focused on rapid industrialization

and his emphasis on nationalism increased domestic support for a bolder, autonomous

foreign policy.80
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Romania's push for autonomy and continued Chinese belligerency toward the

Soviets threatened Soviet policy toward the international communist community, but

presented opportunities for President Johnson to decrease tension with the Soviet Union.

The international balance ofpower was shifting: the Soviet Union and China continued to

criticize each other, and the Chinese Cultural Revolution only heightened the polemics.

Soviet-Chinese dissidence created an opportunity for the United States to ease East-West

tension. The Soviet Union was more willing to listen to Johnson, and the president

decided to press ahead with his East-West agenda. In October, 1966, President Johnson

called for the immediate healing of the "wound in Europe which cuts East from West and

brother from brother" by enacting "a shift from the narrow concept of coexistence to the

broader vision of peaceful engagement." 'he speech, entitled "Making Europe Whole:

an Unfinished Task,'* laid out his steps to improve East-West relations, including

liberalizing trade, easing travel restrictions, and encouraging cultural and scientific

exchanges. Even Senator Fulbright, by this time a fierce Johnson critic, called the speech

"a statesmanlike approach to our relationships with the Europe of today — not Europe as it

has been in the past." Though Fulbright attacked Johnson's handling of the Vietnam

War, he continued to support the president's European policy.

To improve East-West relations, the president revised the Export Control

Commodity list, removing 400 non-strategic items that could now be shipped to Eastern

Europe. This removed obstacles to doing business with Eastern Europe and expanded

"Lyndon Johnson, "Remarks in New York City before the National Conference of Editorial
Writers," 7 October 1966, Public Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: Lyndon Johnson, 1963-
1968, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws (accessed 22 April 2007).
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peaceful trade. In addition, Rusk submitted the East-West Trade Relations Act of 1966 to

Congress which would give the president the authority to enter into commercial

agreements, grant MFN status, and expand the trade ofnon-strategic goods to Eastern

Europe and the Soviet Union. Johnson anticipated resistance from Capitol Hill ("strong

enough to spell certain defeat"), but believed 1966 was the year to move ahead with his

East-West trade policy.

Congress questioned the motives of the Johnson administration, including the

logic of trading with Eastern European communist nations while containing communism

in Vietnam. Administration officials defended the removal of peaceful goods and

proposed the new trade bill as an attempt to increase cohesion and peace in Europe, and

to allow American businesses to compete with Western Europe in Eastern European

markets. European trade was in the billions, but American trade with Eastern Europe was

only in the millions. Congress never passed the East-West Trade Relations Act.s4

According the George Ball, the White House was not willing to fight for the bill because

Johnson did not want to lose support for the rest of his agenda, so in the end the bill was

simply "a lot of rhetoric" that "just went up and died." The Vietnam War continued to

escalate, and Congress faced elections in 1966. No one wanted to risk the political

liability of dealing with the communists. According to Johnson's memoirs, the

proposed 1966 East-West Trade Relations Act "became a victim of the war in Vietnam"

"Johnson, The Vantage Point, 473.
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because "resentment against nations supporting Hanoi politically and materially was too

great to be overcome."

Johnson's escalating war also complicated and ultimately sabotaged Romanian-

American relations. Romania continually condemned American involvement in

Vietnam, considering the issue as one for the Vietnam people, not outside nations.

Romania called for an immediate halt to American bombing in North Vietnam, the

withdrawal of all foreign troops, and the application of the 1954 Geneva Agreements.

Romania supported "the struggle of ihe Vietnamese people up to the full victory over

their aggressors." Their strident denunciation of US policy aided the conservative

perception that all communist nations should be treated the same, as they all aided North

Vietnam.

Johnson's East-West trade policy did receive one boost of support from the

United States Council of the International Chamber of Commerce on April 21, 1967,

when ihe council released a statement arguing that the United States should pursue "a

more flexible policy than in the past towards trade with Eastern Europe." New

opportunities to expand markets and influence the economic development of Eastern

Europe demanded a new trade policy to aid American businesses. The United States

Council supported giving the president the ability to grant MFN status to individual

Eastern European countries because of the benefits the American consumer gained from

increased imports from Eastern Europe. There were tangible economic benefits from

increased trade with Eastern Europe, such as establishing new markets for American

Johnson, The Vantage Point, 473.
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exports. President Johnson appreciated the Council's support and assured them that the

United States would continue "to do our part to bridge the chasm between East and West

which has so long threatened the peace of the world."

Johnson submitted another East-West trade bill in 1967, and again failed to

convince Congress of the need to expand East-West relations. Partisan infighting, as well

as increased Congressional assertiveness, doomed the trade bill the moment it was

announced. Republican opposition, led by House Minority Leader Gerald Ford of

Michigan and Senate Minority Leader Everett Dirksen of Illinois, refused to discuss trade

until the bloc nations convinced the United States they desired peace in Vietnam. Ford

argued against Johnson's Eastern Europe policy and could not understand how "the

Johnson-Humphrey Administration continues to urge that we trade with the enemy by

'building bridges'etween us and these Communist dealers in death." The Republican

opposition killed the 1967 East-West trade bill before it even reached a committee

hearing. As the 8'ashington Post later described the situation, "deep gloom enshrouds

the congressional prospects" for liberalized trade.

Romania took the challenges to Romanian-American relations in stride, but grew

frustrated. Since any goods the United States could not provide could be procured from

Western Europe, Ceausescu devoted Romanian foreign policy to peace and detente in

Europe. He was pleased with the economic and diplomatic relations developed during

"United States Council of the International Chamber of Commerce, "Statement on U.S. Policy
toward East-West Trade," text in Grub and Holbik, American-East European Trade, 27-29.
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the Johnson administration, but wanted more. He knew the impact the Vietnam War had

on Romanian-American relations, describing the war as "a sort of hindrance."93

Ceausescu understood the pressures &om Congress, but grew impatient with the

continual denial of MFN status and other trade restrictions. When the United States

preached patience, Romania expressed displeasure. For instance, Romania requested

credits for the purchase of a glass factory from the United States in 1967. The Johnson

administration asked Congress for an extension of the lending authority of the Export-

Import Bank, but Congress was not cooperative. The Export-Import Bank could not lend

credits to communist countries. Upon hearing this, Romanian Premier Ion Maurer

remarked "that when Romanian peasants don't like something they scratch behind their

ears (he scratched behind his ear)."

On June 26, 1967, President Johnson met with Romanian Prime Minister Ion

Gheorghe Maurer and Foreign Minister Corneliu Manescu. Maurer brought up Vietnam

as a major topic of discussion. As a fellow small socialist state, Romania sympathized

with North Vietnam and wanted a peaceful settlement of the war. It claimed a "special

interest" in seeing the war over because hostility threatened Romania's desire for peace

and independence. Johnson regretted that the United States and Romania differed in their

approach to the Vietnam problem, but he appreciated the "reasonable position" of

Romania. Johnson also said that if the Prime Minister could get North Vietnamese leader

Davis and CeauSescu, 3 February 1967, FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:155, 422-426.
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Ho Chi Minh to withdraw his troops from South Vietnam, he would begin negotiations

the same day.

Premier Maurer privately did not think peace was possible in 1967 because

Johnson had escalated the war too far, and now North Vietnam had nothing left to lose.

America demanded a quidpro quo from Hanoi in negotiations before agreeing to halt

bombing, and Romanian mediation efforts remained in vain. Romania talked to both

sides of the conflict, but never facilitated a workable de-escalation. However, W.

Averell Harriman later remarked that Romania "did everything they could to further

negotiations" and their "the unusual effort and meticulous care... contributed to Hanoi's

ultimate decision to start the talks in Paris." 'espite their best efforts, Romanian

attempts to spur negotiations did not make a difference.

With Romanian-American relations frustrated, Romania increased its ties with

Western Europe and established diplomatic relations with West Germany in 1967, the

first Eastern European nation to do so. This insulted the Soviet Union and East Germany,

but was a part of the Romanian policy of peaceful coexistence. Since World War II,

Romania had provided natural resources key to the development and expansion of the

European economy, and found allies in the west. Romania also remained neutral in the

Six Day War, refusing to sign a note &om Moscow condemning Israel for its actions, the

Conversation between Johnson and Mauter, 26 June 1967, FR US, 1964-1968, 17:157, 430-435.
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only Warsaw Pact nation to do so. Romania replaced trade with the Soviet Union and

Bloc by increasing trade with Western Europe. Imports from and exports to Romania

increased every year during the 1960s, but the rate of growth did decrease towards the

end of the decade. Imports increased from $231.6 million in 1963 to $391.82 million in

1968. Exports increased from $223.5 million to $578.27 million.'rade provided a

new and better source for technology, products, and knowledge. Ironically, President

Johnson recognized the work Western Europe did to build their own bridges to Eastern

Europe, and acknowledged that "in many respects they were moving farther and faster

than we were. We all had a long was to go, but slowly the Cold War glacier seemed to be

melting."'

Yet this trade had a political cost. Romania provided petroleum and drilling

supplies to nations considered enemies by the United States. Such transactions were

prohibited by American law. The Battle Act and Foreign Assistance Act complicated

America's ability to trade with Eastern Europe, and must have sent mixed signals about

American intentions. Did the United States consider Eastern Europe an enemy, because

they dealt with other communist nations, or a potential trade partner? Congress often

acted with suspicion towards the Soviet Bloc and its views was in conflict with the

President's words and actions. Common thought was that any goods traded to Eastern

Europe would be exported to Vietnam and used to aid in the fight against American

Hamngton and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 267.
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'Johnson, The Vantage Point, 474.
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soldiers. In this sense, there were no nonstrategic goods, and, therefore, there should be

no trade.'02

Democratic Senator Warren G. Magnuson of Washington, Chairman of the

Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, supported Johnson's East-West trade

policy. He believed that while still defending against communist military aggression, the

United States affirmed the positive behavior of communist regimes through increased

trade. Senator Magnuson argued that trade restrained communist belligerency because

"if we remove that trade potential, then the Communists will have nothing to lose by

pulling out all the stops." Instead of isolating the Communist bloc, Magnuson believed

the United States should encourage the moderates in the Eastern European regimes

through non-strategic trade, because "wouldn't we rather have the Rumanians making

corn flakes than increasing jet fuel production."'n
1968, as part of its general challenge to the administration, Congress held more

hearings to criticize President Johnson on East-West trade, disputing both policy and

practice. House Subcommittee on Europe Chairman Edna Kelly, a longtime Democratic

Representative from New York, called the hearings to investigate '%he whole range of

legislation which bears on East-West transactions — and to see how these various

statutory provisions implement or advance our foreign policy objectives." The hearings

consisted of testimony by US Congressmen and officials from the State Department. The

major concern was Vietnam. As long as America was at war, Congress argued it should

not trade with countries that in turn trade with Vietnam. Winning the war in Vietnam

Kovrig, Myth ofLiberation, 257.

Warren G. Magnuson, "A Senator Looks at East-West Trade," text in Phillip D. Grub and Karel
Holbik, American-East European Trade: Controversy, Progress, Prospects (Washington, D.Cx the
National Press, inc., 1969), 10-13.
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was paramount over detente and hade concerns. Representative Peter H. B.

Frelinghuysen, a Republican Irom New Jersey, believed that no serious progress in East-

West trade would occur until after there was peace in Vietnam.'

Representative Paul Findley, a Republican from Illinois, testifying to the House

Subcommittee on Europe, criticized Johnson's bridge building because unilateral

relations with Eastern Europe undermined the Atlantic Community. Findley argued that

Johnson's current policy undermined NATO and isolated the United States. The only

way to "make the Eastern European nations realize that destiny is directed by the West-

not Moscow*'as through unity. Eastern Europe needed to be incorporated into the

larger European community and market and the United States undermined this unity by

unilaterally pursuing detente.'indley, however, did think Romania should eventually

receive MFN status because "rational economic policies and independent nationalism

appear to be replacing the outworn and outmoded concepts of Marxism-Lenism." He had

little support in Congress; even the State Department did not endorse his views because

Johnson wanted the autonomous ability to grant MFN status to any nation he deemed

appropriate. Power struggles between the executive and legislative branches continued106

to complicate East-West trade.

Congress opposed granting MFN status to Eastern European nations because of

the lack of protection for private property and hade with North Vietnam.'elbert L.

U.S. Confess, House Subcommittee on Europe, Committee on Foreign Affairs, East-West
Trade, 90 Cong., 2" sess., 1968, 4-10.

'Ibid., 2-6.

'elix Belair, "Move to Curb Rise in Trade with East Scored by Findley," NYT, 24 May 1968.

House of Representatives, East-West Trade, 1968, 13.
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Latta, a Republican from Ohio, criticized Johnson for increasing trade with communist

countries that aided the North Vietnam war effort. Because the United States was "in a

time of crisis and not of tranquility," Latta argued against increasing trade with Eastern

Europe and the Soviet Union. Again Congress asserted that Vietnam superseded all108

economic concerns. Ironically, many scholars claim Vietnam obsessed Johnson's foreign

policy. Congress was just as obsessed with the war, if not more so, than the President.

Johnson's bridge building policy proved Johnson was able to act outside the context of

the Vietnam War in order to pursue detente. Congress and some members of his

administration were not.

John Culver, a Democrat from Iowa, disagreed with Findley's support for

Romania. He argued that despite Romania's "foreign policy flourishes," the country

remained out of all Eastern European satellites "the most retrogressive state in terms of

domestic climate, and probably the most unlikely to be implementing, in the immediate

future, the liberal economic reforms" necessary for MFN status. He wondered why the

United States should liberalize trade with Romania, when that country had done little to

develop "a more liberal climate attractive to Western interests."'owever, Republican

Representative Benjamin B. Blackburn of Georgia supported increased trade with

Romania because of its independent foreign policy and wanted to use trade to "break up

the Communist establishment."" In general, the members of the Subcommittee on

Europe disagreed with the President on East-West trade because of Eastern Europe's

support for North Vietnam. Romania offered possibilities because of its independent

Ibid., 19.

" Ibid., 17-18.

'Ibid., 29.



foreign policy, but its internal policies affected Congressional support. Members of the

House of Representatives remained decidedly against giving Johnson the tools he needed

to expand East-West trade.

Johnson, however, soon received support from some members of the Senate. In

May, 1968, Democratic Senator Walter Mondale of Minnesota held hearings on East-

West trade and introduced Senate Joint Resolution 169 in order to "promote the best

interests of the United States by permitting an increase in trade in peaceful goods

between the United States and the nations of Eastern Europe." The senator noted that

while the Johnson administration encouraged increased trade, Congress inhibited and

erected barriers. Congress continued to submit legislation to decrease East-West trade

because of the fear of exports to Vietnam. Mondale wanted to relax export controls and

ease restrictions on export credits to encourage trade. Because Congress refused to grant

MFN status to Eastern European countries (except Yugoslavia and Poland), those

countries had to pay the high tariff rates for their products, and, therefore, traded with

Western Europe instead. Mondale also criticized the Young Americans for Freedom's

campaign against the Firestone deal, and understood why Romania had "little faith in

arrangements with American companies." The senator concluded his speech on the

Senate floor by declaring, "winds of change are blowing across Eastern Europe, but the

breezes rarely enter Congress. We must respond to these changes. If we do not, the

nations of Eastern Europe and of the West will correctly decide that we have shunned an

opportunity to alter the economic dependency with the Communist bloc. History will

make the same judgment."'

"'Walter Mondale, "Senate Joint Resolution 169-Introduction of Joint Resolution Relating to
East-West Trade," text in Grub and Holbik, American-East European Trade, 23-26.



The Subcommittee on International Finance considered Mondale's bill in June.

Testifying in opposition to increased East-West trade, Republican Senator Strom

Thurmond of South Carolina found Mondale's argument unconvincing because trading

with communist nations gave them no incentive for peace and in fact increased the

probability of war. American advanced technology allowed communist nations to focus

more on war potential, not developing their own technology. Thurmond argued that

Johnson's policy to "woo the satellites" was dangerous and aided the etfemy in North

Vietnam. The risks of trade were greater than abstaining Irom it." Republican Senator

Bourke B. Hickenlooper of Iowa agreed, and argued against the liberal trade policies of

the Johnson adminisnution and criticized their relaxation of restrictions on trade."

Republican Senator Charles H. Percy of Illinois, however, supported Mondale's

resolution, arguing that increased trade and contact with capitalism decreased support for

Soviet economic policies and systems, as well as increased the desire for peaceful,

consumer goods." Besides Senator Percy, most Republicans opposed Johnson's East-

West trade policy. In the end, no action outside of the hearings was taken, and Congress

continued to ignore the benefits of East-West trade because of thc Vietnam War.

Without major legislation to revise drastically American-Romanian trade

relations, the administration utilized cultural and economic contacts to continue work

with the Romanians and to encourage their independent actions. Romanian Ambassador

Corneliu Bogdan visited universities and tourist attractions in Seattle, San Francisco, and

U.S. Congress, Senate Subcommittee on International Finance, Committee on Banking and
Currency, East-West Trade, 90 Cong., 2'ess., 4, 18, 27 June, 17, 24-25 July 1968, 4-7.

'"Ibid,, 8,

" Ibid., 41-42.



112

Los Angeles, and revisited discussions about a new synthetic rubber plant with Goodyear,

the company that ruined the Firestone deal years earlier." Dr. Donald Hornig, the

President's Special Assistant for Science and Technology„ invited six Romanian

scientists to tour American industries and universities. Alexandru Birladeanu, the Deputy

Chairman of the Council of Ministers and Chairman of the Romanian National Council

of Scientific Research accompanied the scientists as they toured New York, Chicago, Los

Angeles and Cape Kennedy. On July 8, 1968, the United States and Romania signed an

agreement to broaden scientific and technological contacts, "including agreements in the

field of patent licenses and know-how with adequate protection for industrial rights," an

important issue of deep concern to American firms. During the trip, Birladeanu also

requested authorization to buy a heavy water plant for a nuclear power complex,

medium-sized computers to use in the national economy, and increased fellowships for

Romanian scientists. Secretary Rusk reassured Birladeanu of America's commitment to

expand exchanges between the two countries. 116

Romania was not the only satellite country moving away from Moscow. While

other Eastern European nations grew concerned with Czechoslovakia's Alexander

Dubcek's calls for reform and autonomy in domestic affairs, Ceausescu embraced the

events of "Prague Spring," declaring full confidence in Dubcek's ability to build

socialism in accordance with "their hopes and aspirations.'* On August 16, he signed a

treaty of friendship, cooperation and mutual assistance with Czechoslovakia. A week

'"Conversation between Nathaniel Davis and Bogdan„ 1 5 May 1968, FRUS, 7964-7968, 17:161,
444-446.

'"Memorandum of Conversation between Rusk and Birladeanu, 9 July 1968, FRVS, 7964-7968,
17: 162, 446-448.



113

later, on August 21, 1968, Soviet and Warsaw Pact troops invaded Czechoslovakia to end

the "Prague Spring" liberal reforms. Ceau8escu called the invasion a great mistake and

refused to send troops." Based on nationalism and sovereignty, Romania firmly stood

against the invasion and was the only Warsaw Pact nation not to send troops to

Czechoslovakia."

The conflict alarmed the United States, but the government was muted in its

response. It condemned any further hostility as "a great tragedy" and stated that Soviet

actions threatened the Eastern European countries'ight to national existence. 119

President Johnson spoke against the invasion and defended the small country's rights and

security. This "unbridled aggression" was at odds with core values of the United States

and the United Nations. Romania appreciated Johnson's remarks.120 121

The Soviet invasion caused the United States to reexamine its East-West trade

policies. While asserting that long-term strategy remained the same, the administration

took immediate action against the invading countries by denying export licenses, seeking

quidpro quo in any new hade agreements, and maintaining the current CoCom embargo

list by not removing any items over the next year. Since Romania did not participate in

the invasion, the Johnson administration planned on rewarding the country through

" Harrington and Courtney, Tweaking the Nose ofthe Russians, 273-274.

'"Conversation between Bogdan and Deputy Under Secretary of State Bohlen, 23 August 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, 17:163, 449-450.

" Conversation between Rusk and Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy Debrynin, 30 August 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, 17: 165, 451-453.

Lyndon Johnson, "Remarks in San Antonio at the Annual Convention of Milk Produces, inc.,"
30 August 1968, Public Papers ofthe Presidents ofthe United States: Lyndon Johnson, 1963-1968,
www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws (accessed 22 March 2007).

'Davis, "Meeting with Foreign Minister Manescu," 6 September 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968,
17:169, 456-457.
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requiring export licenses on few items, encouraging Romania to join the General

Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, and approving the establishment of American sales

offices for Romanian foreign trade enterprises. 122

After the invasion, Romania agreed to participate more in Warsaw Pact activities,

but refused to give up control of its military. Romania would be involved, but not at the

expense of national sovereignty. Ceauyescu continued to expand relations with non-

communist countries and visited Latin America in late 1968, but refused to increase

Romanian participation in CMEA. Most importantly, Ceausescu's internal popularity

and control demanded that he remain relatively autonomous from Moscow. He could not

offer material concessions to the Soviets lest he jeopardize his own internalcontrol.'he
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia challenged Johnson's bridge building

policy. The president resorted to the usual policy ofusing trade as a "stick," not a

"carrot." His actions after the invasion, denying export licenses and pursuing more

conservative trade deals, used trade as a "stick" when pressed with crisis. Since the

United States approved of Romania's actions, it continued to receive preferential "carrot"

treatment. Instead of influencing evolving regime behavior, Johnson was limited, in the

end, to a simple short term policy of reward and punishment.

Editorial Note, "US Policy on East-West Trade," FRVS, 7964-7968, 9:195, 546-547.

'"Where Does Romania Stand Three Months after Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia?" 9
December 1968, FRVS, 1964-7968, 17:173, 463-466.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Stalin's domination of Eastern Europe challenged the principles the United States

fought for in World War II, but America*s presidents struggled with how to react to the

Soviet threat. The United States had to promote the promises of the Atlantic Charter and

the self-determination of captive populations. Publicly, presidents called for liberation

and utilized propaganda to that end. However, the United States could not use military

force to remove the Soviet chains Irom Eastern Europe, so the only major means to

influence the behavior of communist regimes was trade. America could not utilize its

preponderance of "hard" military power, so it utilized its "soft" power of economics.

Although anxious to use aid to Yugoslavia as a wedge to break open the Iron

Curtain, in general President Harry Truman decided to restrict and control trade with

Eastern Europe. Political concerns, like Western European recovery and thc denial of

strategic goods that aided the military potential of the Soviet Union, remained more

hnportant. When faced with communist aggression in Korea, Truman increased export

controls. Congress passed legislation to restrict trade with communist nations, granting

Truman the power to enact his East-West trade policy. The Export Control Act of 1949

and Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act aimed to keep strategic goods out of the

hands and economies of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. However, Dwight

Eisenhower, despite his public rhetoric of liberation, resisted economic restrictions and

decreased export control. He believed trade was the best weapon diplomats had to

influence the behavior of communist reghnes and encouraged its expansion. Western
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European allies pushed the Eisenhower administration to decrease export controls even

more. Congressional legislation, cabinet disagreements, and Cold War pressure

prevented Eisenhower Irom liberalizing trade further.

John Kennedy recognized the immense potential of trade to influence Eastern

European regimes, and asked Congress to grant him the authority and power to utilize

trade to improve East-West relations. Congress refused, and restricted trade with Eastern

Europe. His administration also dealt with internal disagreement over the role of trade

and its effects on America's allies. Kennedy pushed for relaxed export controls in a

manner similar to that of Eisenhower, and faced similar impediments to his trade goals.

Meanwhile, Romania emerged as an ideal opportunity for East-West trade.

Gheorghiu-Dej pursued an independent foreign policy and rejected the economic control

of the Soviet Union. The country attempted to industrialize and modernize as a

communist nation. In order to become more independent from Moscow, Romania looked

towards the United States as an alternative source of technology and resources.

President Lyndon Johnson wanted to build bridges with Eastern Europe and

decrease Cold War tension with Romania as a test case, but his administration did not

have great success. Johnson's policy involved fighting communist aggression while

affirming positive communist behavior in Eastern Europe. Turning back communist

belligerency in Vietnam went hand in hand with increasing trade in Eastern Europe.

Both attempted to mold a safer world and to protect American national security. Unlike

Truman, who increased export controls when faced with communist belligerency in

Korea, Johnson pressed ahead with liberalizing East-West trade even while fighting in

Vietnam. However, any real change was impossible because of a Congress unwilling to
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pass new East-West Trade legislation to expand non-strategic trade, complications from

the Vietnam War, and the domestic political situation. Romanian-American relations

progressed, but remained frustrated because Congress stymied major trade, especially by

denying Romania MEN status. Some stringently anti-communist Congressmen distrusted

Romania because of existing Cold War bipolarity and suspicion. They still saw the Iron

Curtain, not separate countries moving away from Moscow. The specter of Vietnam

fueled Congress'istrust of Romania, allowing its members to claim that any trade with a

communist country aided the enemies of the United States. Opposition to East-West

trade crossed all regional or partisan bias; only a few more liberal Congressmen, such as

Senator Mondale, actively supported Johnson's policies.

Gheorghiu-Dej and Ceaugescu had grand plans for Romania's foreign policy.

Their attempted mediation of the Sino-Soviet split and Vietnam War demonstrated a level

of ambition far greater than their actual power. In a world of superpowers, a tiny country

possessed ordy so much influence. Romania's vocal and material support to North

Vietnam signaled a desire to remain in the communist world, but as an autonomous and

respected member. Yet at the same time Romania attempted to improve relations with

the United States and Western Europe to achieve its industrial plans. Romania's foreign

policy goals in both the East and the West proved contradictory and difficult to reconcile.

Improvements did occur in American-Romanian relations. Trade increased and

Romania continued its policy of peaceful coexistence, enabling the administration to

demonstrate that "bridge building" was more than just empty rhetoric. American exports

to Romania impressively increased from $ 1.2 million to $32.3 million. U.S. imports
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from Romania increased from $ .8 million in 1963 to a mere $5.8 million in 1968, which

is not surprising considering the lower quality and high tariffs on Romaniangoods.'owever,

the main goal of bridge building was not economic, but rather to use

trade to influence the political and diplomatic behavior of the communist governments in

Eastern Europe. Wooing satellite nations through soft power, such as trade and culture,

increased American national security by decreasing tension and potential threats.

However, Romania did not maintain as "loyal and cooperative" an attitude for Johnson as

Yugoslavia had for Truman. Romania's material aid to North Vietnam, as well as its

criticism of American participation in the war, ruined Congressional support for

increasing trade. Even if the Johnson administration differentiated between fighting

communism in Vietnam and affirming positive behavior in Eastern Europe, Congress did

not. Lyndon Johnson attempted to relax tensions while waging war, but it did not work.

He tried not to let Vietnam consume him and his foreign policy, but in the end, it did.

However, President Richard Nixon visited Romania during his first year in office,

the first president to visit Eastern Europe during the Cold War. He built upon Johnson's

foundation of bridge building. Nixon believed Romanian-American relations could

further the cause of European peace. Nixon visited Bucharest "in the spirit of realism and

of open-mindedness" and concluded his remarks by declaring, "Traiasca prietenia

Romano-Americana [Long live Romanian-American friendship]." Nixon*s friendship

would not have been possible without the actions of the Johnson administration.

'Marer, Soviet and East European Foreign Trade, 376.

'Richard Nixon, "Remarks on Arrival at Bucharest, Romania," 2 August 1969, Public Papers of
the Presidents ofthe United States: Richard Nixon, 7969-7974, www.presidency.ucsb.edulws (accessed 21
March 2007).
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