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General Distribunion

| ROMANMLA
6 June, 1972

ROMANIA, ISRAEL AND THE ARABS

2 Her Majesty’s Ambassadeor ai Bucharest to the
ecretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs

SUMMARY
Mrs. Meir's visit to Romania is a classic illustration of
Romania's independent foreign policy. (Paragraph 1)
2. Since the Six-day War Romania has been the only
Communist State in diplomatic relations with Israel, and played a
significant and helpful role during the discussions preceding the
Security Council Resolution of November 1967. (Paragraphs 2-5.)
3. After 1967 relations between Romania and the parties 10 the
dispute were in a low key until diplomatic representation in Bucharest
and Tel Aviv was raised from legation to embassy in August 1969,
. a move which annoyed the Arabs—to the apparent surprise of the !
. Romanians. From that time relations with Israel developed steadily ‘-
and Mrs. Meir's visit may be seen as a culmination of the process. '
Trade between the two countries has steadily increased, although
the balance is heavily in Romania’s favour. The Jewish commumty
in Romania and the population in Tsrael of Romanian origin provide
an emotional tie between the two countries. (Paragraphs 6-9.)

4. Mirs. Meir's visit also has a significance in the wider context
of the Middle East situation. (Paragraph 10.)
5. The decision to invite Mrs. Meir was probably based on , 3
several motives. It was an attempt to right the balance following L
Romania’s rapprochement towards Egypt; it was also intended to \
promote bilateral relations and it was a dramatic way of demonstrat- |
. ing Romania's independence. (Paragraph 11.) . \
' 6. Mrs. Meir's visit not surprisingly produced little concrete
results as far as the Arab/Isracli dispute is concerned. But it
i cemented bilateral relations and drew attention to Romania in a
dramatic way. At the same time it upset the Egyptians. Future
developments are speculative at the moment. The Romanians will
hawahaﬁdﬁmetmndmgamidd]apnthhetwuﬂnmbaandhmnﬁa. |
(Paragraphs 12-14.) Shre : :
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other Warsaw Pact EHI:?; ‘;{::: ::ﬂdniids with the Soviet Union but in practical
P FQTH with China. But in the case of the Arab/Isracli dispute
U o o A :mndds both with the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pac
Tt ﬁglmy Jst ‘:::- mention Yugoslavia. Romania is in fact al the present
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;ﬁ :‘]::;hmﬁr Communist State to have diplomatic relations with Israel.

i e sition in which Romania now finds herself
i th;;. S;‘]ﬁﬂ;n&}; ﬂ;fﬂﬁi ;:r:';g?.mll rior to that the Soviet Union and other
Warsaw Pact States were in full diplomatic relations with Israel. The Soviet
Union in particular was one of the first States in the world to recognise Isracl
in 1948, although relations had deteriorated in later vears.

3. Immediately after the outbreak of the Six-day War Romania began to
di from the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact countries. In th:? middle
of the hostilities, on 11 June, the Romanian Party and Government issued a
declaration expressing deep concern about events and saying that the use of
armed force was no way to solve disputes between countries. But the declaration
carefully avoided fixing blame upon one side or the other. The only villains,

according to the statement, were the Imperialists. In that statement, and
consistently thereafter, the Romanians called for the withdrawal of Israeli troops
from the occupied territories, but they have always avoided distinguishing the

Israelis as aggressors. The declaration was subsequently circulated as a Security

Council document. As the Soviet Union and other Communist countries hastened

to break off relations with Israel the Romanians carefully maintained their

position of neutrality between the Arabs and the Israelis.

4. In the following months Romania was able to play a role on the inter-
national scene; a role which was generally denied to the other Communist
countries because of their uncompromisingly pro-Arab policies. When 32
conference of Communist countries was called on the Middle East on 9 June.
1967, Romania had refused to sign the common declaration issued at the end
of the conference and had strongly taken the line that only peaceful negotiations
could possibly settle the Arab/Israeli dispute. On 24 July, 1967, President
Ceaugescu expla{ned Romania’s position by saying that Romania had no special
interest in the Middle East, that as friends of the Arab people Romania had always
manifested her solidarity and supported their

aspirations for unity and progress,
but that the Romanians wished the Arabs to know that they did not understand
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to Embassy. The Arah
Both Egypt and Countries repres
down their Emhﬂ:srf:g WJI_J'_Idl'n:w IEZI:ET:.:Edh]:"“": were not surprisingly indignant
The Arab reaction ln' While the Sudan m “-‘*b':‘ldd?r&, without however closing
S S Pictmanians Th_tl'fc Romanian :I.;.::-d-ﬂd Syria broke relations altogether
than usually insensitive to (e 5 2! S Al DO S -
President’s visit € to the feelings since the Romanians seem to be More
It 1o Japan at th 25 of others. The recent onement of the
my Japanese colleague to c ¢ last minute, which 1|ndn?tpuf:1$::rlm‘r!m' aroused
a further example of Wi Ufl‘lw:lc.:{'c’!.b]r: anger {no doubt S.::}]r::[ :",-.r i '?’Tn‘i-n'ul 15
on others. It also seems | mian failure to appreciate the Lﬂ'r:c‘t: mf 1-!neir actions
50 soon after Ceaugescy’s E,,ﬂ-r-th“ the invitation to Mrs. Meir to visit Bucharest
Egyptian circles (vide Heikale o ", CEYP! aroused resentment in at least some
the Romanians reacted ind'a 8 Very strong anti-Romanian article). At all events
above and denounced th ignantly to the actions of the Arab countries mention
€M as interference in Romania’s internal affairs.

7. The upgradi ; .
the signal for E}ljgsudd[;i ?:g diplm?at'c relations with Israel, however, was nol
did represent a sealing of m]iﬂa":'-st in contacts between the two countries. But it
on increasing at a steady rat b !‘Em‘?ﬂf* them, and contacts at all levels went
of this process. Leavin '.:('1 Mrs. Meir's visit may be seen as the culmination
of the visit it is reasﬂna%:lamt Somar i moment the wider political implications
applies to her relations wl}thn say that, judging by the criteria which Romania
enough solid content to j 1'[‘ other countries, purely bilateral affairs now have
to lay down a framew Justily a meeting between Heads of Government in order

ork for broadening and deepening still further the relation-

ship between the two countries.
8. The most tangible aspect of Israeli/Romani ' i

: i . an bilateral relations, becausc
::1 :ﬁ]hgev:;;pressﬂ;i statistically, is of course trade. In this field it is noteworthy
from 67 ﬂlilme of trade in both directions between Romania and Isracl has risen
from O/ Tl o0 Lei Valuta in 1967 to 198 million in 1970. Moreover, although
it is still only a small proportion of Romania’s foreign trade, this does represent
an increase from 0-4 per cent to 0-9 per cent of Romania’s total foreign trade.
At the moment the balance is heavily in Romania’s favour; of the 1970 figure
no less than 138 million Lei Valuta represents Romanian exports to Israel.
And these statistics do not include the quantities of oil which pass through the

Eilat-Ashkelon pipeline.

9. A further important and emotive factor in the relations between the two
countries is the sizeable Jewish community still in Romania on the one hand
and on the other the large element in the Israeli population which is of Romanian
origin. The latter element is in fact large enough to sustain a Romanian-
language Press; Romanian is apparently one of the few languages other than
Hebrew used in Israeli publishing. Estimates as to the size of the Jewish
community in Romania now vary. At the same time of Mrs. Meir’s visit the

here numbered some 150.000 of whom

Jerusalem Post claimed that the community

50,000 lived in Bucharest. Mr. Bodnaras, the First Vice-President, in a recent
100,000. The Israeli Embassy here also say that it is around
as low as 75,000. The community of

talk with me put 1t at
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nd although there were few deportations
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from the southern part of
Bucovina suffered heavily during the war. 1
fairly large-scale emigration to Israel, but this has now slowed down considerably.
y of the Jews now left in Romania would like
subject—but there is little

It is difficult to estimate how man . /
to leave—and the Israli Embassy is reticent on this
doubt that a significant proportion would go if they could, not least because
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of her ability to speak to both sides.
11. The actual decision to invite Mrs. Meir to Romania was
m : b .
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13. But it also had its reverse side. It cannot have been other than a blow
to thei Eg:,fpyans. Indeed members of the Egyptian Embassy here had indicated
even immediately after Ceausescu’s visit to ¢ airo, with all its apparent goodwill,
that the Egyptians were less than pleased with Romanian attitudes towards the
Arab/Israeli dispute. They had noted with some concern. for instance, the
statements about the dispute which Ceaugescu had made during his African
p;'.l‘ﬂgﬂﬂﬂtlﬂﬂﬂ.

.t'

14. How matters will develop is largely a matter

moment. Romania’s relations with Iraq and Libya, whic
questions of oil exploitation and delivery,

direct contacts with Israel and Egypt. Her position in these respects is further
complicated by the recent nationalisation of the Iraq Petroleum Company and
of BP’s assets in Libya at a time when Romania is simultaneously seeking to
develop wide ranging co-operation with Shell and possibly BP as well. Moreover,
in her anxiety to tread a middle path between the Arabs and the Israelis Romania
may well have underestimated both the Egyptian capacity for taking offence at
any evidence that Romania was not 100 per cent pro-Arab and the Israeli ability
to exploit any mildly pro-Israeli sentiment to the maximum. For the moment at
least Romania remains uneasily poised. She has bought off the Egyptians with
a generous credit and given the Israelis considerable pleasure by inviting Mrs. Meir
to Bucharest. But like everyone else with interests in the Middle East she is
likely to find the going increasingly difficult and complicated. She is going to have
to face some difficult choices and it would be surprising if she did not get some
fingers burned in the process. The one thing which is clear is that Romania

has demonstrated once again her capacity for individual action, and that for her
leaders is probably sufficient justification.

15. T am sending a copy of this despach to Her Majesty’s Representatives
in Tel Aviv, Cairo, Amman. Beirut, Moscow, Budapest, Prague, Warsaw, Sofia,

Belgrade, Washington, Paris, Brussels, Rome, The Hague, Jerusalem and UKMIS
New York.
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may influence matters as much as her

I have, etc.,
D. R. ASHE.




