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critique of Communism in 
mathematician Mihai Botez’s thinking. 
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Abstract: Th is study discusses the case of mathematician and futurologist Mihai 
Botez, one of the most important Romanian dissident thinkers in the 1980s. 
Using unedited documents from personal archives, documents from the ar-
chives of the former Securitate, Radio Free Europe, as well as oral history 
sources, this study emphasizes how Mihai Botez’s dissidence emerged, the 
main directions of his dissident project, similarities in terms of ideas with 
other dissidents in Eastern Europe/Soviet Union, the relevance of his dissent 
in relation to Communist power and Romanian society.
Th e study consists of two parts, each divided in several sub-themes. Th e fi rst 
part of this study deals with investigating the intellectual roots of Botez’s dis-
sident thinking, discussing also the infl uence that his professional education 
had on the rise of his political consciousness. It also discusses the main direc-
tions of Mihai Botez’s dissidence: the conceptualization of solitary dissidence as 
a fi rst step towards individualizing a group of independent critical intellectu-
als, dissident strategies, and expected results. 
Th e second part deals with Mihai Botez’s works and research aimed at de-
veloping the cybernetics of Communist regimes. His dissident project aimed 
at bringing to light the parallel society that existed but which kept silent, en-
couraging diversity of views and creating pressure from society, one capable of 
infl uencing government strategies.

1 Scientifi c researcher with the National Institute for the Study of Totalitarianism, Roma-
nian Academy. Ph.D. student at the Institute of History “Nicolae Iorga”, Romanian Academy.
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Finally, we will dedicate few pages to how Botez’s dissent was perceived in 
Romanian society before and after 1989, the perpetuation of theories and ru-
mors of his being a Securitate collaborator, and how this aff ected the collective 
image of the value of his dissident activity.

Keywords: Romania, human rights, dissent, critical intellectuals

“Dissent: such a beautiful story and so easy to understand”2! Th is is the way 
in which Václav Havel, one of the most prominent Eastern Europe dissidents, 
spoke of his years of dissidence. Further on, Havel succeeded in summarizing 
in only a few words the very essence of dissent: telling the truth whatever the 
costs, even if this meant going to jail for saying it out loud3.

When compared to that in the Soviet Union or Central Europe, Roma-
nian dissidence might seem unimportant. Th e absence of organized dissident 
structures, of parallel networks of information or forums of critical debate 
contributed a lot to this picture. 

Although mainly a “collection of personal histories”, Romanian dissidence 
shared a similarity in principles and action with the more developed dissidence 
in the above mentioned countries. Moreover, Romanian dissidents made a 
valuable contribution to a complex phenomenon that was dissent during the 
last two decades of Communism. One of the cases that prove this splendidly 
is that of mathematician and futurologist Mihai Botez. 

Living within a terrifi ed atomized and conformist Romanian society, 
Botez, who was an important member of the academically trained class, ad-
vocated the need for developing an alternative discourse to the well-known 
monologue of Communist power. 

Th e fi rst part of this study deals with investigating the intellectual roots of 
Botez’s dissident thinking, discussing also the infl uence that his professional 
education had on the development of his political consciousness. It also dis-
cusses the main directions that Mihai Botez’s dissidence took: the conceptu-
alization of solitary dissidence as a fi rst step towards individualizing a group of 
independent critical intellectuals, dissident strategies, and expected results. 

Th e second part deals with Mihai Botez’s works and research, conducted in 
order to develop the cybernetics of Communist regimes. His dissident project 
aimed at bringing to light the parallel society that existed but which kept silent, 
encouraging diversity of views and creating pressure from society, one capable 
of infl uencing government strategies.

Finally, due to Mihai Botez’s complex evolution before and after the fall 
of Communism, we will dedicate a few pages to how Botez’s dissent was 

2 Václav HAVEL, Pe scurt, vă rog! (Briefl y, please!), translated from Czech by Helliana Ian-
culescu, Bucureşti: Curtea Veche, 2009, p. 29.

3 Ibidem. See also Václav HAVEL, “I take the side of truth”. Interview with the leading 
Czech playwright, in Index of Censorship, no. 6/1983, pp. 3-7.
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perceived in Romanian society before and after 1989, the perpetuation of 
conjectures and rumors of his being a Securitate collaborator, and how this 
aff ected the collective image of the value of his dissident activity.

In order to better integrate the case of Mihai Botez in the wider framework 
of dissident actions in the Soviet camp, we believe that conceptualizing dis-
sent and tracing it to its roots might be an important step.

“A long night’s journey into day”

Judging from the point of view of type and quality of public speech and 
action, dissent was the most elaborate form of opposition within the Soviet 
camp during the last two and a half decades of Communist rule. Mostly in-
tellectual, even elitist sometimes, dissent developed in close relation to the 
internal and external political environment. 

Dissenting thinking in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe encompassed 
a variety of approaches and strategies, off ering fi rst and foremost alternative 
ways of living in a totalitarian type of society. Besides theoretical and moral 
approaches4, dissidents took the responsibility of trying to make the Commu-
nist authorities respect de facto human rights inscribed in their constitutions 
and in international documents. By looking toward the future, dissidents 
tried to free even a small part of society from the control of the Communist 
state, by providing it access to parallel education, culture and information5.

Dissent roots are to be found in the Soviet Union, where on 5th December 
1965 several citizens manifested in Pushkin Square on behalf of two Soviet 
writers, Andrei Siniavsky and Yuli Daniel, both accused of anti-Soviet propa-
ganda after having published abroad under pseudonyms. Th e demonstrators 
bore placards asking for the Soviet Constitution to be respected and for a 
public trial for the two writers6. 

Th e fi rst decade of Soviet dissidence (1965-1975) was characterized by a 
variety of dissident action, including the relatively wide circulation of diff erent 

4 “Living in truth” was a moral strategy advocated by several dissidents, among which 
Václav Havel, Alekandr Soljenitsyn and Doina Cornea. In an interview granted to the review 
Index of Censorship soon after he was released from prison, Havel explained his public conduct: 
“I serve no one – much less any superpower. If I serve anything, then it is only my own con-
science. I am neither a Communist nor an anti-Communist, and if I criticise my government, 
then [I do it] not because it happens to be a Communist government, but because it is bad. […] 
I am not on the side of any establishment, nor am I a professional campaigner against any es-
tablishment – I merely take the side of the truth against lies, the side of sense against nonsense, 
the side of justice against injustice”. Václav HAVEL, “I take the side of truth”. Interview with 
leading Czech playright, in Index of Censorship, no. 6/1983, pp. 3-7.

5 Th e creation of parallel structures was advocated by several dissidents as a way to compen-
sate against the Communist state’s monopoly on every aspect of life.

6 Joshua RUBENSTEIN, Soviet Dissidents. Th eir struggle for human rights, Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1985, p. 37.
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samizdat publications, public demonstrations, posting of protests and open 
letters to the political leadership. All these actions developed in close relation 
to the idea of observing human rights7.

Only ten years after, following the Helsinki Agreements of 1975, dissent made 
a career in Eastern Europe. From that moment on, dissent encompassed a wide 
range of approaches and strategies, from rejecting politics to exerting pressure on 
Communist regimes to force them to rethink their relationship with their societies8. 

Although there is no such thing as a unique defi nition of dissent, we can 
point out its main features as they derive from dissident speech and action. 
Th erefore, in trying to achieve their goals dissidents were guided by several 
principles such as respect for the law, non-violence and the public character 
of their action9. Regarding this last feature, Havel wrote: “the very essence of 
dissent stands on its public character, it consists of saying openly what all oth-
ers mutter secretly”10.

Following these general lines, dissidents defi ned themselves in various 
ways. For Valentin Turchin dissidents represented “a subculture within the 
dominant culture, people who think diff erently, act diff erently, thus defying 
totalitarianism”11, while for Vladimir Bukovski a dissident was “a person who 
learned how to think for himself ”12.

Roy Mededev was the one who provided one of the broadest defi nitions 
of what being a dissident meant. According to him, a dissident was someone 
who disagreed with the ideological, political, economic or moral foundation 

7 In Russian “правозащитное движение”, the movement for human rights, consisted of 
various elements among which the right to free speech and free dissemination of information, 
the right to free circulation or religious freedom. Ludmila Alexeieva, правозащитное движе-
ние on http:/www.krugosvet.ru/istoriya/Pravozashchitnoe_Dvizhenie_Dissid

8 In a very thorough study Alan Renwick distinguishes three broad approaches and the sub-
sequent strategies of Czechoslovakian, Hungarian and Polish dissidents towards the state: civil 
society was to ignore the state by rejecting politics (the theory of “antipolitics” was promoted by 
Václav Havel, Adam Michnik, György Konrad) or by creating its own structures in education, 
culture, information (the idea of the “parallel polis” – Václav Benda); civil society was to engage 
the state from outside by acting for the observance of human rights, creating parallel thinking 
forums; fi nally, civil society was to enter the state by cooperating with it, by revolution or politi-
cal opposition. Alan Renwick, “Anti-political or just anti-Communist? Varieties of dissidence 
in East-Central Europe and their implications for the development of political society”,in East 
European Politics and Societies, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 286-302.

9 Nicolas WERTH, Gäel Moullec, Rapports secrets soviétiques. La societé russe dans les docu-
ments confi dentiels, 1921-1991, Paris: Éditions Gallimard, 1994, p. 472.

10 Chantal DELSOL, Michel MASLOWSKI, Joanna NOWICKI (coords.), Dissidences, 
Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 2005, p. 250.

11 Tufton BEAMISH, Guy HADLEY, Th e Kremlin’s Dilemma. Th e Struggle for Human 
Rights in Eastern Europe, London, 1979, p. 22.

12 Cécile VAISSIE, Pour votre liberté et pour la nôtre. Le combat des dissidents de Russie, Paris: 
Robert Laff ont, 1999, 11. Vezi şi Vladimir Bukovski, Une nouvelle maladie mentale en U.R.S.S.: 
L’opposition, Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1971, f. l.
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of the society he lived in and openly proclaimed his dissent, demonstrating it 
in one way or another to his compatriots and the state13. 

Although similar in principles and action strategies to what occurred in 
the Soviet Union or Central Europe, Romanian dissidence was relatively small 
sized, reduced to several individuals. Because of the small number of those 
involved into dissidence, and also the eff orts the secret police made in order to 
cut down all possible contacts among dissidents14, in Romania there were no 
“dissident networks”. Also, Romanian dissidents lacked an internal platform 
to express their views, as samizdat was in the Soviet Union or Central Europe. 
Th us, in order to publicize their actions, Romanian dissidents could only rely 
on an external platform, the one off ered by the radio stations broadcasting 
from the West towards Eastern Europe.

Th ere were several reasons that led to this particular situation of Romanian 
dissidence, and they have to do with a combination of elements: the repressive 
character of the Romanian Communist regime, the nationalistic and anti-Soviet 
policy that the Romanian political leadership initiated at the beginning of the 
1960’s, and a certain degree of conformism among Romanian intellectuals. 

Given the conditions we have previously mentioned, few were those who 
overstepped these barriers and got involved in dissidence. Without trying to 
make a list of dissidents, we would like to recall some of the dissidents who 
faced not only the Communist regime, but also a social environment that 
did not encourage dissidence: Paul Goma Vlad Georgescu, Father Gheorghe 
Calciu-Dumitreasa, Doina Cornea, Dorin Tudoran, Mariana Celac, Gabriel 
Andreescu or Mircea Dinescu.

In the gallery of Romanian dissidence, Mihai Botez stands out with his 
scientifi c-based critique of the Communist system, the contribution he made 
by conceptualizing “solitary dissidence”, and also with his connection to East-
ern Europe dissident thinking.

“A Beautiful mind”

Similar to other well known dissidents in the Soviet Union or Central 
Europe, Mihai Botez ex perien ced a gradual transition from the circle of tech-
nical élites to diss idence. By the time he had gone into dissidence, Botez was 

13 Vezi Roy MEDVEDEV, On Soviet Dissent. Interviews with Piero Ostelino, New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1985, p. 1.

14 Th at was the case of Romanian dissident Doina Cornea, who tried but did not succeed to 
get in touch with Mihai Botez, Dorin Tudoran or Vasile Paraschiv. Th e records of the Securitate 
show the measures taken by the Securitate in order to prevent Doina Cornea in establishing contact 
with other dissidents. Study note in surveillance fi le no. 4917, code name “Diana”, from the day 
of the opening of the fi le until present. 24 X 1986. ACNSAS, Fund Informativ, File no. 666, f. 90. 
Combination plan in surveillance fi le, code name “Diana” subjected to informative surveillance in 
the action called “Eterul”. 21.04.1987. Idem, File no. 666 A, ff . 38-41. 
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al ready been a scientist whose value was acknowledged in the country as well 
as abroad15. His criticism of the policies of the Communist regime was even 
more important since it came from a technocrat whose previous analyses had 
been validated by the results of elaborate researches16. 

Mihai Botez g raduate d in 1963 from the School of Mathematics at the 
University of Bucharest. Only three years later, at the age of 26, under the 
supervision of academician Gheorghe Mihoc , Botez g ot his  PhD at the Insti-
tute of Mathematics of the Romanian Academy with a thesis on probability 
theory, mathematical statistics and operations research17. Th at was the begin-
ning of an exceptional career, in research as well as in teaching. 

After being hired as a researcher at the Institute of Mathematics of the Ro-
manian Academy18 (1963-1964) and the Center for Mathematical Statistics 
of the Romanian Academy (1964-1967), Botez became t he head of the De-
partment for Operations Research, Mathematics in Management, Data Pro-
cessing (Systems Analysis and Computer Programming) at CEPECA (1967-
1 970). Soon after, Botez was appo inted director of the Department for Future 
Studies at the University of Bucharest (1970-1974), and afterwards director of 
the International Center of Methodology for Future and Development Stud-
ies (1974-1977)19. 

15 Mihai  Botez sat on the editorial board of the international magazine “Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change”, was a member of the International Scientifi c Board of World 
Future Studies Federation; member of the Center for Logic and Comparative Sciences, Bo-
logna, Italy. Mihai Botez, Curriculum Vitae. HU OSA Records of Radio Free Europe/Radio 
Liberty Research Institute (Fonds 300), Romanian Unit (Subfonds 60), Records relating to Ro-
manian opposition and Protest movement (3), box 6 (further on HU OSA-300-60-3-box 6).

16 While lecturing at several universities in Bucharest (the School of Mathematics, the Insti-
tute for Architecture, the Academy of Economic Sciences), Mihai Botez did research in the fi eld 
of future and development studies. Th e results of his work were disseminated through scientifi c 
studies, books and papers presented at conferences held in Romania or abroad. Ibidem.

17 Th e name of his Ph.D. thesis was “Statistical inference for random discrete models”. Ibidem.
18 Mihai Botez worked in the fi eld of the theory of chains with complete connections, which 

was created by Octav Onicescu and Gheorghe Mihoc in 1935, as an extension of the theory of 
Markov chains. Developed at the beginning of XX century, the Markov chains were a way in which 
an event that took place at a specifi c time depended only on the event that immediately preceded 
it. Th e Onicescu-Mihoc theory extended that analysis to the entire history of the process involved. 
Solomon MARCUS, “30 de ani cu Mihai Botez” (30 years with Mihai Botez), in România literară, 
No. 15, 19-25 April 2000. Interview with academician Solomon Marcus, 22 June 2011. 

In 1965, Mihai Botez coauthored with Harry Cohn his fi rst scientifi c study, named 
Une theoreme limite a plusieurs dimensions pour les systemes aleatoires a liaisons completes, C. 
R. Acad. Sci. Boulg. 18, 703-705, 1965. Electronic dialog with Harry Cohn, 14 January 2011.

19 Mihai Botez, Curriculum Vitae. HU OSA-300-60-3-box 6. Mihai BOTEZ, Intelectualii 
din Europa de Est (Intelectualii est-europeni și statul naţional comunist) – un punct de vedere româ-
nesc [Intellectuals in Eastern Europe (Eastern European Intellectuals and the National Communist 
State) – a View from Bucharest], Bucharest: Romanian Cultural Foundation Publishing House, 
1993, pp. 8-10.
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Also, Botez’s profes sional education had been completed through many 
tours of study and specialized training20 in France, Austria, Belgium, the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany,  Italy, Soviet U nion, Denmark, Poland, Greece, 
and the United States. In 1976 Botez became th e fi rst Romanian fellow of the 
Smithsonian Institute of the Woodrow Wilson International Center. 

In addition to his passion for mathematics, which he often described as 
“an autonomous fi eld in understanding reality”21,  Mihai Botez  dis playe d a 
wide cultural openness that had been nurtured, according to Botez, by the 
p roximity to three mathematicians and prestigious Romanian intellectuals: 
Octav Onices cu, Dan B arbilian (Ion  Barbu) and G rigore Moisil.  

Botez,  who had  been one of the last students working directly under him, 
exhibite d a special aff ection towards Onicescu, often  calling him “his old and 
beloved master”. Together, the master and the student  coauthored  book s, 
studies and conference papers22.  Botez was alway s present at the unoffi  cial 
meetings that took place at professor Onicescu’s hous e, shared with him his 
dissident ideas and stood beside professor Onicescu up to h is fi nal moments23. 

In his relationship to the other two aforementioned mathematicians  Mi-
hai Botez disp layed  the same admiration. Fascinated by the complex relation-
ship between mathematics and poetry Botez wrote a bo ok – În oglinzi paralele. 
Însemnări despre Ion Barbu [In paralel mirrors. Notes on Ion Barbu] – in which he 
analyzed the work of the poet-mathematician Ion Barbu. As the book  was denied 
publishing by the Communist censorship, it was printed only after 1989. 

In what concerned professor Moisil, he had be en the one who “contami-
nated” Botez with a state  of joy that was supposed to go beyond the borders 
of mathematics24. 

20 Training in data processing at IBM Belgium, Bruxelles, 1963, and IBM Vienna, 
1970; operations research at the Statistics Institute, the Free University in Bruxelles, 
1968. Mihai Botez, Curriculum Vitae. HU-OSA-300-60-3-box 6.

21 Mihai BOTEZ, În oglinzi paralele. Însemnări despre Ion Barbu [In paralel mirrors. Notes on 
Ion Barbu], Bucharest: Romanian Cultural Foundation Publishing House, 1999, p. 9.

22 In 1985, two years after academician Onicescu’s death, Mihai Botez published a book on the 
informatics aspects of social developement named Incertitudine și modelare economică [Uncertainity 
and economic modelation] (Bucharest: Th e Scientifi c and Enciclopedic Publishing House, 1985). 
Octav Onicescu coauthored this book, just as he had previoulsy agreed on doing the same thing 
with other research papers or studies. Fully aware of the fact that the Communist regime punished 
critical intellectuals, especially by blocking their way to scientifi c life, Onicescu generoulsy accepted 
to put his signature next to Botez’s. Th at was his personal way of supporting Botez, by ensuring that 
the results of Botez’s researches would became available to the scientifi c community and would not 
be ignored because of his dissidence. Mihai Botez, Dilemele speranţei [Th e dilemmas of hope], Bu-
charest: Romanian Cultural Foundation Publishing House, 1994, p. 118. See also Dora Mezdrea 
ed., Nae Ionescu și discipolii săi în arhiva Securităţii, volumul III, Octav Onicescu [Nae Ionescu and his 
disciples in the archive of the Securitate, volume III, Octav Onicescu], Bucharest: National Museum of 
Romanian Literature Publishing House, 2009.

23 Mihai BOTEZ, Dilemele speranţei..., p. 120.
24 Ana-Maria CĂTĂNUȘ, “Mihai Botez, 1940-1995”, in Arhivele Totalitarismu-

lui, No. 3-4/2004, pp. 254-258.
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Botez’s choice of  becoming a dissident endangered the promising profes-
sional evolution he had embarked on. His decision came as a surprise, es-
pecially in the context of an atomized society, where the few gestures of op-
posing the Communist regime were intended to eventually smooth the way 
to emigration. In the particular case of Mihai Botez, as wel l as t hat of other 
dissidents who set themselves the goal of challenging the Communist system 
from within, the publicity gained as a dissident only served them as a shield25, 
not always a very eff ective one, against a repressive regime that could not ac-
cept alternative points of view to the offi  cial one. 

Time to make a choice: “living in a velvet prison” or dissent

What makes a dissident? What makes an individual choose to place him-
self in opposition to the ruling power and to become a dissident? Th ese are 
legitimate questions often raised when analyzing dissent in the Soviet camp.

Ruling out the cases when dissent was used only as means to speed up emi-
gration26, engaging in long-term dissidence, whatever the costs and benefi ts27, 
was a gradual process. Such was the case of mathematician Mihai Botez. 

Botez’s decision to engage in dissidence, as he opposed the solution of keeping 
a low profi le and enjoying the benefi ts of a beautiful career, came as consequence 
of Botez’s exposure to two diff erent types of experiences. On the one hand, as a 
forecast expert, Botez was able to realize the degree to which Communist leader-
ship economic strategies would negatively aff ect the development of Romanian 
society on medium and long term. On the other hand, due to the many research 
tours he undertook in the West, Botez came in contact and was deeply infl u-
enced by the specifi c functioning model of the free world. 

Th e “American experience” Botez gained after having been granted a fellow-
ship at the Smithsonian Institute of Woodrow Wilson Center in 1976 made 
him draw the following conclusion: “Th e ideals of freedom [...] can be genuinely 

25 “Botez’s international status was enough, just enough to make it hard for the Communist 
regime to decide on his total suppression”. Robert CONQUEST, Introduction to the Second 
World, 28 March 1988 [Th is is an introduction Robert Conquest wrote for the English edi-
tion of Mihai Botez’s book Lumea a doua. Introducere în comunismologia structurală [Th e second 
world. Introduction in structural communismology]. Viorica Oancea’s personal archive.

26 As Mihai Botez noted: “Some of those wishing to emigrate, before doing it or in the place 
of an „emigration application”, use dissidence as a stop in the road leading them to their chosen 
destination”. Mihai Botez, Românii despre ei înşişi. O cercetare de comunismologie prospectivă 
[Romanians speaking about themselves. A research of prospective communismology], Bucharest: Li-
tera, 1992, p. 96.

27 Th inking in terms of cost, dissidence could have as consequences professional marginal-
ization accompanied by social isolation, internal exile, psychiatric repression, arrest or even jail. 
Still, for many opponents the benefi ts of dissent, although exclusively moral – as “living a life 
in truth” – were enough to make them choose dissent.
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brought to life by a society which is ready to sincerely discuss its achievements as 
well as its failures, and is willing to learn and to change itself”28. 

After Botez returned to Romania he started, along with the historian Vlad 
Georgescu, to explore ways of reactivating the silent mass of Romanian in-
tellectuals. During the long discussions between the two friends, the idea 
emerged of setting up a fl ying university. 

Inspired by the Polish fl ying universities, the Romanian one would have 
organized conferences and lectures on various topics. Th ose interested in tak-
ing part in the meetings were to be discretely told the time and location: 
private apartments, parks and public places29.

To make their project even more credible Botez and Georgescu thought 
that it would have been best if the university were presided by a well known 
personality of Romanian cultural life. Academician Octav Onicescu was the 
only one willing to hear them out, but he eventually declined the off er30. 
Onicescu’s reluctance was due to a number of objective reasons: the creation 
of an illegal organization, which ran the risk of being uncovered and easily liq-
uidated in the fi rst place, would have led to the founders being reprimanded, 
if not imprisoned. However, Onicescu told Mihai Botez that his aims, namely 
formulating alternative views, disseminating them, encouraging a more active 
social presence on the part of intellectuals, could be attained by “using wisely 
the existing institutions”, meaning by legal means31. 

28 Mihai C. BOTEZ, “Relaţiile dintre guvernul SUA şi România între 1968-1984. O pri-
vire independentă de la Bucureşti”, iulie 1985 [Relations Between the Government of the 
United States and Romania, 1968-1984. An Independent View from Bucharest, July 1985]. 
HU OSA-300-60-3-box 6.

29 Mihai BOTEZ, Dilemele speranţei..., p. 99.
30 Professor Onicescu’s decision was not motivated by fear. By rejecting to get involved in 

this project Onicescu gave voice to his reluctance towards an action that could have been inter-
preted as having political connotations. After Vlad Georgescu was released from prison in May 
1977, professor Onicescu invited him at the Statistics seminar that he conducted at the General 
Department of Statistics to hold a lecture on his book, Th e history of political ideas, which was 
denied publication by censorship. Th e event was recalled by Mihai Botez: “And this is how sur-
real a scene for the Bucharest of those years took place in the superb hall on Starvopoleos street, 
under academician Onicescu’s authoritative chairmanship, who introduced the lecturer with 
measured but warm words. Historian Vlad Georgescu, who still had the unmistakable pallor 
of jail and whose hair and beard, shaved in prison, hadn’t grown back yet, spoke to a curious, 
colorful and excited audience [...] on the history of political ideas at Romanians (until 1978) 
studied with nonstandard, unusual for that time, statistical tools”. Ibidem, pp. 99-101. Vlad 
Georgescu was arrested on 29 March 1977 and released on 25 May 1977, being charged with 
“treason by transmission of secrets” because he had sent to the West, through American ambas-
sador Harry Barnes, three of his works: Th e program of dissident movement in Romania; Poli-
tics and History. Th e Case of Romanian communists 1944-1977 and a pamphlet about Nicolae 
Ceauşescu, Caragea’s Plague. See also Ana Maria CĂTĂNUŞ, “Vlad Georgescu (1937-1988)”, 
in Arhivele Totalitarismului, No. 3-4/2008, pp. 242-247.

31 Mihai BOTEZ, Dilemele speranţei..., p. 102.
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Botez’s following actions also revealed his option for a public and trans-
parent dissent. Also, by committing to observing the laws of the state whose 
citizen he was, Botez proved that his actions were in accordance with the main 
principles guiding dissent across the Soviet bloc: actions of a public nature, 
transparency, and lawfulness. 

Th e memoir Mihai Botez drafted in the spring of 1979 and broadcast by 
Radio Free Europe a few months later the starting point of Botez’s dissidence. 

Th ought to be a contemporary remake of the Memoir of Intellectuals sent 
to Marshal Ion Antonescu in 194432, Botez’s memoir draws the Communist 
regime’s attention to the negative developments in all areas of Romanian so-
ciety. At the economic level, Botez pointed out not only the growing scarcity 
of food, the rise in foreign public debt, but also the fact that “the strategy of 
Romania’s planned development, focused on industries that are totally de-
pending on imports of raw materials and on foreign markets at the expense 
of agriculture led to diff erent results than the expected ones”33. Socially, “the 
acceleration of industrialization led to the depopulation of villages, the weak-
ening of the peasantry [...] without forging an authentic working class”34. 

Finally, Botez’s memoir brought into focus the precarious situation in edu-
cation, culture and science, as well as the alarming growing number of those 
who wanted to emigrate. 

Besides stating Botez’s opinion on the problems of Romanian society, the 
1979 memoir was considered an open invitation to dialog, and a starting 
point in making things better. 

After the memoir was broadcast by Radio Free Europe, Botez was asked 
to give explanations to the Securitate. For eleven days, from 9 AM to 4 PM, 
Securitate agents asked Botez to retract what he had written in the memoir, to 
sue Radio Free Europe, and even to agree to collaborate with the Securitate35. 

As he did not yield, Botez, who until then had lectured at several graduate 
schools and conducted research groups in the fi elds he taught, was transferred 
to the Computer Science Center, where he was put in charge of checking save 
errors on punchcards36. 

Failing to attract more intellectuals to the support of a dissident project, 
Botez developed the only type of dissidence he thought possible for that time: 
solitary dissidence. 

32 Mihai BOTEZ, Românii despre ei înşişi..., p. 86.
33 Mihai BOTEZ, Scrisori către Vlad Georgescu [Letters to Vlad Georgescu], Bucharest: Roma-

nian Cultural Foundation Publishing House, 2003, p. 13.
34 Ibidem.
35 From the point of view of Securitate offi  cers, the off er was fully justifi ed, since 

the intoxication machine would have spread rumors about an alleged collaboration in 
any case: “Since everyone will believe you recanted and you chose to collaborate with 
us, why wouldn’t you?”, Ibidem, pp. 21-22. 

36 Ibidem, p. 23.
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Th e main role in disseminating Botez’s dissident thoughts was attribut-
ed to Radio Free Europe, which acted as a “resonance box” by broadcasting 
Botez’s ideas, making them available to the Romanian public. Moreover, in 
this complicated equation, publicizing Botez’s dissident activities was done 
with support from Vlad Georgescu, Botez’s long time friend. 

In order not to risk being accused of collaborating with an organization 
hostile to the Romanian state, such as Radio Free Europe, Botez sent to the 
West news, memoirs and appeals on behalf of other dissidents through per-
sonal letters addressed to Vlad Georgescu as a friend, not as the director of the 
Romanian Department at Radio Free Europe. 

As the letters sent by regular mail would hardly, if ever, reach the recipi-
ent, being regularly intercepted by the Securitate, Botez began using as “mail 
boxes” foreign diplomats or scientist that visited Romania37. Although depen-
dant on the good will of diff erent persons, that was the main communication 
channel that Botez used for many years to let the West know about some small 
part of what happened in Romania. 

But what did solitary dissidence mean in Botez’s view? What were its goals? 
Fully aware of the dangers of a collective dissident activity, Botez empha-

sized the possibility for each and every Romanian citizen to publicly speak 
out about the shortcomings of the society he was living in and to propose 
alternative solutions. 

As Botez saw it, in an initial stage, this type of civic attitude in which 
several people would individually criticize the regime, the result could be a 
diff erentiation in the public space between those who thought diff erently and 
critical intellectuals, who had gained an offi  cial status. Th e next stage could 
have led to “the creation of mass critical opinion”38. 

However, Botez was realistic about the extent of the change possible in a 
Communist regime such as the Romanian one. “No one really thinks we can 
alter the structure of power, the frontiers or world politics, but I think that 
here, in this space, it is possible to have more competence, more intelligence”39. 

To summarize Botez’s views: if political plurality was inconceivable, the 
plurality of opinion could have been an attainable goal. 

According to Botez, diversity of opinion, as well as establishing a genuine 
dialo]g, in which the rulers would learn once again how to listen and the ruled 
how to express themselves freely, could have been achieved even in the histori-
cal era that Romania was in. One of the main features of Botez’s conduct that 

37 To be even more certain that his letters found their true recipient, Botez made up an 
authentication code: every letter would be signed by both Botez and his wife, Mariana Celac. 
Th is is how, in 1985, Vlad Georgescu, was able to identify a fake letter and draw the conclusion 
that the sender was not Mihai Botez, but the Romanian Securitate. Ibidem, p. 16.

38 Ibidem, pp. 39-40.
39 “Interview with Mihai Botez” (I), in Lupta, No. 86, 22 September 1987. HU-OSA-300-

60-3-box 6.
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was visible during the Communist period and after its fall was a great open-
ness towards accepting “diversity” as a general value: 

From my point of view, diversity of opinion does not necessarily mean that 
all opinions involved are opposed, just that they simply diff erent opinions, al-
ternative, diff erent point of views on the same topic. I believe there is no such 
thing as unanimity. If there is something sad, it is exactly this artifi cial una-
nimity. [...] If we accept diversity as a value, I fi nd it natural for this approach 
[Botez talks about the situation in which people choose not to oppose the 
regime, a/n] to exist too, rather than not exist at all. I believe we need every-
body, even the people who think this way, even the ones who collaborate with 
the regime: if they would not, there would defi nitively be others who would40. 

Because of Botez’s obstinacy in keeping his actions legal, sometimes his 
dissidence was labeled as “opposition with police permission”. Th at was far 
from being true, and Botez himself tried to dispel the rumors by saying that 
the legal way was preferable, and available to all citizens. Moreover, Botez was 
convinced that by using illegal methods, the main requirement in being a dis-
sident, meaning obeying the law, would have lost any credibility if those who 
called for it were the fi rst to violate it41.

 While visibly disappointed by his failure to mobilize Romanian intel-
lectuals, who seemed more attracted by “their dialog with eternity”42 than 
by embarking on actions that would have moral value and could serve as an 
example for others, Botez refrained from denouncing his fellow intellectuals’ 
lack of involvement in society. 

In fact, Botez explained the lack of interest displayed by Romanian intellec-
tuals towards problems outside their immediate area of concern43 not through 
cowardice but through “a sense of profound futility”44. 

Seen as a personal investment, dissent was, in Botez’s view, a way of prac-
ticing social refl exes such as free speech and involvement in the community, 
lacking which a healthier society could not be established. 

40 Ibidem.
41 “Th is is not about opposition with permission from the police, as in Caragiale, but being 

fully aware of the rules I cannot ask for the law to be obeyed while breaking it”. Mihai BOTEZ, 
Scrisori către Vlad Georgescu..., p. 136.

42 “Interview with Mihai Botez” (I), in Lupta, No. 86, 22 September 1987. HU-OSA-300-60-
3-box 6.

43 “Interview with Mihai Botez” (II), in Lupta, No. 87, 7 October 1987. HU-OSA-300-60-3-
box 6.

44 “Interview with Mihai Botez” (I), in Lupta, No. 86, 22 September 1987. HU-OSA-300-60-
3-box 6.
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A step further: from conceptualizing dissent to action

Botez’s dissent during the ’80ies encompassed a wide range of activities: 
sending dozens of memoirs to the authorities, taking public stances on im-
portant economic issues and the developments in Romanian society, openly 
manifesting his support for fellow dissidents. 

In 1984, in a memoir that was drafted to be sent to the XIII Congress of 
Romanian Communist Party, Botez wrote: 

In the last seven years I have stated many times that as a member of CPR45, 
as a Romanian citizen and a researcher of developmental problems, I believe 
the strategy for Romania’s economic and social development, started and ap-
plied mainly after 1971 by the current leadership, will have catastrophic con-
sequences (as far as I am aware) for the present of the country, followed by 
devastating implications for the future of our nation (maybe today less visible 
for the public, but more than certain for an expert such as I)46. 

Th e shortcomings that Romanian society struggled with were discussed by 
Botez in a comprehensive memoir addressed in 1985 to the Central Commit-
tee of CPR, the State Council and the Ministry of Internal Aff airs. 

According to Botez, Romania’s economic disaster was a consequence of 
“development plans that were based on unrealistic economic forecasts and on 
an incorrect estimation of the country’s resources and needs”47. 

Botez went on to the problem of large investment in industrial branches such 
as the steel and petrochemical industries. He considered the political decision 
that stood behind this economic approach to be wrong because of these indus-
tries depended on imported raw materials and consumed huge amounts of en-
ergy. From his point of view, the imminent consequence was an energy crisis, one 
that would directly aff ect the life of all citizens48. 

Th e problem of paying back foreign debt in a short period of time was 
also one of the topics of the memoir. It was his opinion that the stubborn 
insistence of the Communist leaders to reimburse foreign debt quickly would 
condemn Romania to underdevelopment for decades to come49. 

45 Convinced that by using his professional expertise he could make a valuable contribution 
to his country, Mihai Botez joined the R.C.P. in 1970. He would quit the party 14 years later. 
Memoir addressed to the XIII Congress of Romanian Communist Party, 1984. Mihai Botez’s 
personal archive. 

46 Ibidem.
47 Mihai BOTEZ, Memoir, 1985. HU OSA Records of Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty 

Research Institute (Fonds 300), Analytical Research Department Series (Subfonds 5), Records 
of Vlad Socor (190), box 1 (further on HU OSA-300-5-190-box 1).

48 Botez was talking about the appeal made by Romanian leadership to the population to 
put up with cuts in household energy consumption.

49 Mihai BOTEZ, Memoriu, 1985. HU OSA-300-5-190-box 1. 
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Among various other activities, Botez carried out research to determine 
the actual state of things in Romanian society and to draw possible evolution 
scenarios. One of the results of his research was in the form of a study named 
Românii despre ei înşişi [Romanians talking about themselves]50. 

Th e fi rst stage of this research aimed to establish the actual situation in 
political, economic, cultural, social and human terms by gathering informa-
tion from the people he spoke to, without them being aware of the fact they 
had been interviewed51. Since using indirect investigation methods was a pre-
requisite for any unoffi  cially conducted research, Botez imagined a complex 
system of points, stars and crosses to codify his system of keeping track of the 
persons he had talked to, the questions they were asked and the answers they 
provided, all written on diff erent pieces of papers and spread out among the 
books and fi les in his library52 . 

In the second stage of his research Botez drew diff erent possible scenarios 
starting from one crucial event, a split which was supposed to happen at the 
beginning of the 1990’s. Th is moment was to come as a consequence of sev-
eral crises53. Th e three possible scenarios Botez generated were: keeping to the 
same path as before, but with small corrections, coming in line with Gor-
bachev’s reformist path, and keeping to the same path as before without any 
corrections54. 

In Botez’s opinion, the scenario most likely to happen in Romania was the 
simulation of continuity on the same path for a certain period of time, fol-
lowed by reforms that would start with the correction of past errors and would 
go on with restructuring and changes55. 

Another feature of Botez’s dissidence was the cool, balanced approach to-
wards the Romanian Communist regime. Aware of the fact that openly con-
demning the regime would not have led to any improvement in the situation 
Botez concentrated on criticizing practical aspects of the policies of the Com-
munist leadership. As Mihai Botez stated: 

I do not wish to leave my country because I do not believe in the eff ective-
ness of humanitarian appeals launched from the free world. It’s absolutely 

50 Th is research was made for a conference in Paris that Botez had been invited to attend, in 
spring 1986. As Botez was not granted permission to go to Paris, he used the research to draft 
a comprehensive study which he fi nished while in Tulcea, where he was forcibly transferred in 
summer 1987. Mihai Botez, Românii despre ei înşişi..., passim.

51 Botez tried to gather relevant information by exploring the social groups he had access to: 
professors, diplomats, party activists, waiters or cab drivers. Ibidem, p. 12.

52 Ibidem, p. 13.
53 Th e leadership crisis, related to the age of the Communist leader, the crisis of an un-

satisfi ed party apparatus, the economic crisis, the foreign debt crisis, the crisis of increasingly 
impatient youth, or a potential external crisis. Ibidem, p. 74. 

54 Ibidem.
55 Ibidem.
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admirable to ask to return to free elections, but it is perfectly futile. I believe 
in resistance from within, which is more diffi  cult to achieve, less spectacular, 
by pointing out economic shortcoming and calling for an improvement in 
living conditions56. 

As Communism was a long term situation, Botez thought it important 
for people to start learning to express their opinions once again. It was Botez’s 
belief that an autonomous public opinion would act as a pressure factor to 
induce a change in government policies57. 

Besides the dissent project and research on the Communist world, Mihai 
Botez off ered his full support to other Romanian dissidents. 

As gaining Western recognition could make the diff erence for Eastern 
European dissidents between staying free or going to jail, Botez used his re-
lationship with foreign diplomats as well with Radio Free Europe via Vlad 
Georgescu to make public the situation of Romanian dissidents58. 

Th e image of Botez’s dissidence would not be complete without mention-
ing the contribution made by Mariana Celac59, his partner in life and dis-
sidence. As Botez admitted, many of his dissident texts took shape after his 
long discussions with Mariana. Also, she was the one who helped Botez to get 
in touch with some of the diplomats in Bucharest60. It worth mentioning that 
long before going public in September 1987 with an interview for the France 
3 channel, Mariana Celac had drafted many memoirs on issues related to the 

56 HU-OSA-300-60-box 6.
57 Romanian SR/2, Mihai Botez on Romania’s problems, 6 March 1987. HU-OSA-300-60- 

box 6.
58 One of the Romanian dissidents that had the benefi t of Botez’s support was the writer 

Dorin Tudoran, who left Romania in July 1985 after many years of being harassed by the 
Securitate and after a 40 day hunger strike. In gratitude for Botez’s support, Dorin Tudoran 
wrote in a 1986 article named “Mihai Botez există sau cuvânt înainte” [Mihai Botez exists or 
foreword]: “Th ere are many people I should dedicate pages to – wrote Tudoran. But I know I 
won’t be unjust by dedicating these pages, as a tribute, to Mihai Botez. And I am not doing it 
just out of personal reasons, which are many and hard to forget, but to remind you that as long 
as there are people like him, there is no need to invent them. It is true, if we didn’t have Mihai 
Botez, we would have to invent him for many and profound reasons. But because he exists, you 
should enjoy this opportunity. His being there proves that it can be done, that cost does not 
matter and resistance is possible. In short, I thank Mihai Botez for being! Dorin TUDORAN, 
“Mihai Botez există sau cuvânt înainte”, 8.04.1986. HU-OSA-300-60-6 See also Ana-Maria 
CĂTĂNUŞ, “Dorin Tudoran sau avatarurile unui intelectual român în luptă cu regimul co-
munist” [“Dorin Tudoran or the avatars of a Romanian intellectual fi ghting the Communist 
regime”], in Arhivele Totalitarismului, No. 3-4/2004, pp. 232-243.

59 In 1987, French ambassador Jean Marie Le Breton saw the couple Botez-Celac as one 
that fi rmly manifests opposition towards Communist regime. Jean Marie LE BRETON, 
Sfârşitul lui Nicolae Ceauşescu. Istoria unei revoluţii [Th e end of Nicolae Ceauşescu. Th e History of 
a Revolution], Cavallioti Publishing House, 1997, p. 51.

60 Mihai BOTEZ, Românii despre ei înşişi..., p. 98.



 

360 Ana-Maria Cătănuş

systematization program, demolitions, and the destruction of architectural 
monuments of national value, such as Văcăreşti Monastery61. 

Mihai Botez’s dissidence could not remain unpunished by the regime. Due 
to his international status, the authorities did not use physical repression, but 
they summoned Botez frequently to give statements and questioned him for 
hours. Botez was attacked several times in the street, the obvious purpose 
being intimidation. Offi  cially there was no connection with the repressive 
institutions of the state, namely the Securitate. 

Starting with June 1, 1987, several weeks after the weekly l’Express62 printed 
an interview with Mihai Botez, he was sent into exile, as director of the Com-
puter Science Center in Tulcea63. Although disguised as a promotion, sending 
Botez into exile was meant to keep him under close surveillance and to cut him 
off  from all the channels that could provide him publicity for his dissent64.

“Th e second world”: a scientifi c analysis of communism

Besides taking a public stance and sending memos to the state and party 
leadership, Mihai Botez showed a special interest towards understanding and ex-
plaining rigorously how the Communist system, the second world65, functioned. 

Distancing himself from the previous approaches in the study of the Com-
munist world, contaminated by ideological debate, incrimination and victim-
ization66, Botez advanced a new type of analysis. He established new method-

61 “Buletin Europa Liberă” (Radio Free Europe Bulletin), 30 January 1988. ACNSAS, Fund 
Documentar, File No. 20, vol. 3, ff . 26-28. “Disidenţă şi exil” (II) [Dissent and exile], in Caietele 
INMER, Year II, No. 2, March 2005, p. 30.

62 In the article printed in the weekly “L’Express”, Mihai Botez described the regime in 
Bucharest as “the most traditional in Eastern Europe, the system of classical Communism, the 
Communism of the 1930’s in Soviet Union, with the diff erence that the triptych one people, 
one party, one leader was replaced by the iconic fi gure of the leader which confounds with the 
party”. Note nr. 516/25.05.1987. ACNSAS, Fund Documentar, File no. 20, vol. 2, ff . 68-70. 

63 “Order no. 179/28.05.1987 of the rector of the University of Bucharest”. An article pub-
lished in “Le Figaro”, 18 June 1987, commented that, unlike Gorbachev, who had put an end 
to Sakharov’s exile in Gorki, Nicolae Ceauşescu, more attached than ever before to the Stalinist 
model, decided to get rid of the black sheep, mathematician Botez, by sending him to Tulcea, 
the Romanian Gorki. “Le Figaro”, 18 June 1987. HU OSA-300-60-3, box 6.

64 “Pressure on Mihai Botez intensifying”, 19 June 1987. HU OSA-300-5-190, box 1.
65 Inspired by the classifi cation made by French economist Alfred Sauvy, Mihai Botez employs 

the concept of “second world” with regard to the Communist bloc, placing it between the fi rst 
world, that of industrialized democracies, and the third, that of non-Communist developing coun-
tries. Mihai BOTEZ, Lumea a doua. Introducere în comunismologia structurală [Th e second world. 
Introduction in structural communismology], Bucharest: Du Style Publishing House, 1997, p. 13. 

66 “Romania: Stalinism in one country. Interview with Mihai Botez”, in Uncaptive Minds, June-
July- August 1988, p. 21. In his work Lumea a doua…, Botez makes an inventory of the various 
meanings that concepts such as “Communist system” and “Communist society” had for the regime 
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ologies and he created models inspired by mathematics to explain the nature 
and the evolution of the initial type of Communism and how it transformed 
as it was applied to societies with diff erent national traditions and stages of 
development. It was Botez’s opinion that: 

Communist societies were new social structures with particular mechanisms of 
decision and self-regulation, with new defi nitions for ideological, political and 
social costs and benefi ts, elements that were generating new patterns of political 
thinking, new rules of conduct, also introducing new ethics and new logic67. 

Also, existing Communist societies were not the result of inertial historical 
development, but the result of conscious implementation of large social proj-
ects that sometimes interrupted brutally natural historical processes68. 

Mihai Botez’s interest in developing “a cybernetics of the Communist 
world” was easy to understand if related to one of the most important postu-
lates in future studies: any attempt of building future scenarios would require 
objective and rigorous evaluations of the present. In this respect, Botez tried 
to distance himself from his condition as an intellectual in a Communist state, 
inevitably impregnated with a certain ideological perspective, and look at the 
world he was living it through the eyes of a scientist. Th erefore he tried to 
understand it and come out with viable solutions69. 

By emphasizing the shortcomings in his analysis on the Communist regime, 
Botez argued in favor of the development of new approaches to study it. 

On one side, Botez drew attention to the fact that in Communist states the 
statistical indicators were subject to manipulation, the information delivered 
via offi  cial channels70 was not always in line with reality, presenting it “not as it 

and for society, not the whole society, but mainly the critical intellectuals. Botez noted that on one 
hand the offi  cial propaganda presented the image of a Communist system fully identifying with the 
society in which it was implemented, a society that became authentically and irreversible made com-
munist; on the other hand, dissident literature presented the image of a deep gap between society 
and the totalitarian system. Overcome by force, society tolerated the system but did not let itself be 
assimilated, being ready to reject it as a foreign graft. Mihai BOTEZ, Lumea a doua..., p. 10.

67 Ibidem, p. 26. 
68 Ibidem, p. 28.
69 “For me, Communism was not an option, and I have never felt obligated to justify it. 

Rather, it was the unchallengeable political system that I was born into. Th erefore, my prob-
lem is not to cry, to claim, or to blame, but to understand this new world and do my best to 
improve it. As a futurologist, I see the present Communist world not only as the result of an 
evolutionary process, but also – and maybe more fundamentally – as the starting point for the 
future. My interest arises from my intention to spend the rest of my life there: I am thus power-
fully motivated to develop alternatives and to act in order to bring into being what I consider 
the best possible one”. “Romania: Stalinism in one country. Interview with Mihai Botez”, in 
Uncaptive Minds, june-july-august 1988, p. 21.

70 Th e offi  cial channels were „party documents, books and studies drafted by the offi  cial 
researchers of reality which build idyllic images, avoiding criticism of the regime, ignoring the 
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was but as it should have been”. At the same time, Botez noticed that an analy-
sis of dissidents could not easily escape the temptation of replacing a rigorous 
approach with a pamphlet/manifesto approach, or scientifi c argument with 
pathetic pleading”71. 

On the other hand, Botez could not but remark that Western commenta-
tors, using liberal society analysis grids, including references to Communist 
institutions similar in form with those in liberal regimes72, swayed between 
ideologically impregnated analyses, seeing Communism as a plague that peo-
ple should be protected from, and optimistic analysis. 

Going from general to specifi c, at an initial stage Mihai Botez’s works con-
centrated on the theoretical construction of an abstract/canonical model of 
Communism. Th e second stage dealt with analyzing how this model worked 
in reality at the level of the societies it was implemented in, sometimes by vio-
lent means. Th erefore, by virtue of the Marxist project, Botez draws an abstract/
canonical model of Communism and highlights its structural features: Marx-
ist/Marxist-Leninist/modern variants of the scientifi c socialist offi  cial ideology; 
state-controlled economies; political power held by the Communist Party and its 
leader and, from the social point of view, societies which express their egalitarian 
calling and in which critical intellectuals are almost absent73. Subsequently, Botez 
argued that the implantation of this model inn societies with diff erent stages of 
economic, political, social and cultural development was accompanied by a series 
of disturbances. 

Th e resulting societies, although similar at the level of structures, displayed 
a wide range of evolutionary manifestations “within the constraints of Com-
munist society species”74. 

Mihai Botez analyzes the strange alliance between nationalism and Com-
munism which generated the National Communism75, in which “nationalism 
became a major source of stability for the Communist order”76. 

Th e reevaluation of the past, turning it into a stage of evolution that culmi-
nated with the establishment of Communism, brought to the regime internal 
and external benefi ts. Within the country it generated legitimacy and “created 
the kind of popular support that could have been otherwise impossible to 

dysfunctionality of Communist society, or seeing them as passing events, specifi c «to a period 
of growth», offi  cial commentators, analysis and forecasts about Communist society, drafted by 
specialized institutions”. Mihai Botez, Lumea a doua…, p. 22.

71 Ibidem, p.23.
72 “Western analysts have a hard time accepting that while having the same denominations – 

press, government – these institutions function diff erently in liberal regimes and in Communist 
regimes”. Ibidem, p. 27. 

73 Ibidem, p. 82.
74 Ibidem, p. 89.
75 “In alliance with nationalism, Communism becomes stronger from the point of view of 

internal structures as well as the images that it promotes in international arena”. Ibidem, p. 135.
76 Ibidem, p. 127.
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obtain”77. In international relations, this new “political product” also brought 
benefi ts, since the Western partners were tempted to see in the new structure 
“more nationalism and less Communism”78. 

Special attention was devoted to the changes in the societies where Com-
munism had been introduced. Th e New Man, the core of the new societal 
construction, had indeed been created, but the result was far from the one 
projected initially. Th e new man, the real one this time, proved to be mostly an 
individual characterized by apathy, lack of involvement, dependent on the state 
for his primary needs, obedient towards the regime out of attachment, gratitude 
or fear of “falling into disgrace”79. One feature of social life in Communism was 
the duality “what it is versus what it should be”80. 

From the point of view of the relationship between the Communist regime 
and society, “National-Communism” proved to be a success. Acceptance by 
society, especially the intellectuals, of the Communist proposed “social con-
tract” was eased by the appeal to national feeling. Following this strategy, the 
Bucharest regime became, in the mid-60’s, “a success story”, distancing itself 
from the rest of the Communist countries in Eastern Europe. 

Analyzing the relationship between the Communist regime and intellec-
tuals – technocrats as well as the ones working in the cultural area – Botez 
distinguished four alternative types of social conduct: positive support, positive 
acceptance, negative acceptance, total and active rejection81. 

Subsequently, employing cost-benefi t analysis, Botez tried to describe the main 
features of each of the above mentioned types. While having higher moral cost, 
positive support ensured professional and social evolution as well the possibility of 
acceding to the nomenklatura. From that position, the benefi ciaries, who might as 
well have been high level professionals, could help other fellow intellectuals, or even 
create “islands of competence”82. 

Positive acceptance of the Communist regime and the given political situa-
tion allowed those who opted for it to enjoy a normal professional life, which 
included going abroad for professional purposes83. 

Negative acceptance, which was characterized by refusing political involve-
ment and by concern for survival, resulted in the marginalization of the 

77 Ibidem, p. 132.
78 Ibidem, p.133. In relating to the West, the Romanian leadership had the benefi t of the 

interpretation that its national policies were an opposition to Moscow. Mihai BOTEZ, Intelec-
tualii din Europa de Est..., p. 43.

79 Mihai BOTEZ, Lumea a doua..., p. 61.
80 Ibidem, p. 60.
81 Mihai BOTEZ, Intelectualii din Europa de Est..., p. 54. 
82 Ibidem, p. 56.
83 Ibidem, p. 58. Although some perceived it as a fad, taking part in international scientifi c 

life, keeping contact with the newest discoveries and research, disseminating the results of one’s 
work was very important for any intellectual.
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intellectual. However, this allowed him, within very strict limits, to have a 
normal professional life within the country84. 

By contrast, total and active rejection of the regime led to the professional 
and social isolation of the individual, with internal exile as a fi rst step towards 
external exile85. 

Although damaging to personal and professional evolution, the last two 
categories carried a smaller moral cost for those who chose to embark upon 
one or the other. 

Aware of the danger of creating an oversimplifi ed classifi cation, Botez made 
a distinction between the diff erent costs each type of conduct might have for 
the intellectuals in the technical fi eld and the ones in the cultural fi eld. For 
example, a mathematician who chose to reject the off er of the regime risked 
some professional limitation, but eventually he could go on with his research 
anywhere in the world. By contrast, for a writer who made the same choice it 
could mean being condemned to silence, or even professional suicide86.

When analyzing the relationship between political regime and society/in-
tellectuals, Botez puts a special emphasis on the small social segment that are 
critical intellectuals87. Seen as “carriers of a regulatory negative feedback in 
society” these critical intellectuals had an important role in developing au-
tonomous behavior88. 

In a society characterized by the lack of dialog between the rulers and the 
ruled, feedback coming even from a social group perceived as hostile could 
off er the regime access to realistic, undistorted assessment. 

In his works, Botez drew several possible scenarios regarding the evolu-
tion of Communism, which ranged from reformation, meaning liberalization 
within the boundaries of the Communist system, but stopped short of achiev-
ing a democratization of political life, to the disintegration of Communist 
rule. 

Although contradicted by the events in 1989, the latter scenario was seen 
as the most unlikely to happen because of the proven stability of Communist 
regimes and the lack of factors to question this stability. Moreover, in Botez’s 
opinion, the change in Soviet leadership in the mid-80’s and the politics of 
Glasnost and Perestroika, although intended to encourage reforms in Eastern 
Europe, were unlikely to lead to a dramatic shift of political system.

84 Ibidem, p. 59.
85 Mihai BOTEZ, Intelectualii din Europa de Est…, p. 54.
86 Ibidem, p. 66.
87 “Critical intellectuals were those persons whose opinions were blocked by the regime in 

reaching the public or, if expressed in unoffi  cial press from within the country (samizdat) or 
abroad, were repressed by the Communist regime”. Ibidem, p. 82.

88 Ibidem, p. 86.
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Mihai Botez and the Securitate

Th e transition to democracy of the much tormented Romanian society 
brought into public attention the issue of dissent and dissidents during Com-
munism. Th e subject came as a result of the polarization of Romanian society 
into two opposing groups: the supporters of Ion Iliescu’s regime and the sup-
porters of the opposition. Th erefore, when Mihai Botez agreed to work with 
Iliescu’s regime,89 he was subjected to much criticism from civil society. 

One by one, the accusations caused by his accepting to work with Iliescu 
were replaced by doubts regarding Botez’s dissident activity; fi nally they were 
replaced by accusations of him having collaborated with various Romanian or 
foreign intelligence services during Communism.

Now, 16 years after his death, Botez is still presented in certain books as a 
Securitate informer or “a luxury product of Romanian espionage”90. 

Th e spread of these opinions was eased by several factors: the diffi  culty to 
identify in the archives of the Romanian Intelligence Service/CNSAS Mihai 
Botez’s complete fi les91; the questionable interpretation of some documents 
found in other fi les, such as the Dorin Tudoran fi les; the spread of rumors that 
originated in disinformation campaigns initiated by the Securitate before 1989.

 In the light of documents from CNSAS archives, other types of sources, as 
well as recently released documents from the RIS, the accusation that Mihai 
Botez collaborated with the secret services cannot be objectively supported. 

It is a known fact that during Communism one of the instruments most 
widely used by the regime to compromise its opponents, domestic or foreign, 
was the spread of rumors that they were either agents of domestic intelligence 
services or working for foreign agencies. 

89 1993 Botez was appointed permanent representative to the United Nations and one year 
later he was appointed ambassador to Washington. 

90 In his foreword to the book Eu, fi ul lor. Dosar de securitate [I, their son. Securitate fi le] 
(Bucharest: Polirom, 2010), Radu Ioanid summarizes and subscribes to, even if indirectly, a 
number of statements related to Mihai Botez’s alleged collaboration with intelligence services. 
Radu Ioanid, “O punere in context” [A proper context], in Dorin TUDORAN, Eu, fi ul lor. 
Dosar de securitate [I, their son. Securitate fi le], Bucharest: Polirom, 2010, pp. 13-29. In fact, as 
Gabriel Andreescu noted in a series of articles published in “Cotidianul”, Radu Ioanid “insisted 
on proving Mihai Botez an informer” by using not primary sources, but information from third 
parties, such as Ioan T. Morar, Mircea Răceanu. Gabriel ANDREESCU, “Ce spun dosarul 
Tudoran şi Radu Ioanid despre Mihai Botez” [“What do the Tudoran fi le and Radu Ioanid tell 
about Mihai Botez (I-II-III), in Cotidianul (October 23, 27, 31).

91 Pradoxically, Mihai Botez, whose dissent lasted almost 10 years, had only one fi le in the 
CNSAS archive we could identify, an informative surveillance fi le, DUI 151655, under the code 
name “Badea”. We were able to trace other documents in DUI 160141 „Făgăraş”, the fi le for Th e 
Center of System Studies of Bucharest University, in a SIE fi le in two volumes (SIE 47632), or in 
some of the fi les from the Fund Documentar. Th erefore, it is very hard to explain the absence of a 
more complete fi le for Mihai Botez, as long as his friends’ fi les, such in the Dorin Tudoran case, 
where we can fi nd him mentioned in many notes, surveillance reports, and audio recordings.
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Th e allegations that Mihai Botez was a Securitate informer or, on the con-
trary, a CIA/KGB/Mossad agent were being circulated in the ‘80s, including 
in diplomatic circles. 

A Securitate report drafted in March 1982 spoke of the manner in which 
Mihai Botez was to be discredited abroad. In order to neutralize his hostile ac-
tions, the Disinformation Service (“D” Service) was to spread the rumor that 
Botez was an informant of the Securitate92. 

As he himself confessed to Vlad Georgescu, Mihai Botez was aware of the 
rumors that he was “a double agent, a provocateur, an informer”93, and tried 
to prove the accusations wrong by his actions. 

Also, some of the declarations Mihai Botez gave gave the Securitate the 
many times he was summoned there in the ’80s have been used as proof that 
Botez collaborated with them. Th at was the case with several statements he 
dubiously called “informative notes”94 in the book Eu, fi ul lor. Dosar de securi-
tate [I, their son. Securitate fi le]95. 

In order to emphasize how diffi  cult it would be to conclude, based only the 
“notes” from the Tudoran fi le, that Botez collaborated, we bring to attention one of 
the documents presented in the aforementioned book. Th e note from 2.02.1983 is 
interesting from two perspectives. On the one hand, it presents the admiring view 
that Botez had of Tudoran, whom he saw as: “One of the greatest poets of his gen-
eration, and, as a journalist, a professional of great probity [...] fi ghting for preserv-
ing in the literary world that climate of honesty and righteousness that can ensure 
the promotion of true values”96. In the same document, Botez acknowledged the 
fairness in Tudoran’s actions and expressed his support for it. 

On the other hand, we can easily see how this document was quoted only 
partially - „for 15 years I have been wandering the foreign embassies in Bu-
charest and meeting diplomats”97 - to use it as undeniable proof of Botez’s 
„long lasting relationship with at least two DSS Departments (Intelligence and 
Counterintelligence)98. Th erefore, by using the same grid of analysis, we can 

92 “Report of Securitate 1st Direction regarding action code «Eterul» aimed at neutralizin 
the hostile actions of Radio Free Europe”, 31 March 1982. ACNSAS, Fund Documentar, File 
no. 21, vol. 2, f. 150 v.

93 Mihai BOTEZ, Scrisori către Vlad Georgescu…, pp. 108-109.
94 Gabriel Andreescu’s opinion is that the term “declarations” would be more appropriate. 

Gabriel ANDREESCU, “Ce spun dosarul Tudoran şi Radu Ioanid despre Mihai Botez” [What 
the Tudoran fi le and Radu Ioanid tell about Mihai Botez (I-II-III), in Cotidianul, October 27, 
2010.

95 Dorin TUDORAN, Eu, fi ul lor. Dosar de securitate, Iași: Polirom, 2010. 
96 Ibidem, p. 283.
97 Th e full paragraph is: “One last observation. For 15 years I have been wandering 

through foreign embassies and meeting diplomats. I don’t recall seeing Dorin Tudoran in 
diplomatic circles and, at least while I was present, I have never heard anyone talking about 
Tudoran except to present him as a great writer”. Ibidem, p. 284.

98 Radu IOANID, O punere în context, in Ibidem, p. 24.
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draw the conclusion that all Romanian intellectuals that were attending meet-
ings in foreign embassies, and their number was not all that small in that era, 
had been in some way related to the two aforementioned DSS departments.

Mihai Botez was perfectly aware of the size of the Securitate’s intoxication 
machine, since he was aware of the resources the Securitate had in terms of 
surveillance, including intercepting phone calls or regular mail. Th at was one of 
the reasons for which, while summoned to Securitate offi  ces, Botez did not lie 
about events that could have been easily verifi ed.

For example, reading the “Report” of the discussion with Mihai Botez 
from 2 April 1983 concerning the Tudoran case, we notice that, during the 
“discussion” with the Securitate offi  cers, Botez speaks only about the things 
the agents already knew from surveillance99, and does not provide any infor-
mation about how Tudoran’s letters and appeals got to the West. 

Judging by the fact that Botez was the one who sent many of those appeals to 
the West through foreign diplomats, as well as the one who helped Tudoran get in 
touch with foreign journalists and supported the Radio Free Europe campaign in 
favor of Tudoran, we fi nd it diffi  cult to interpret the documents from the Tudoran 
fi les as proof of Botez being a Securitate collaborator. 

An example of the Securitate’s attempts to penetrate Botez’s communication 
channel with Radio Free Europe was the letter sent by the Securitate to Vlad 
Georgescu in 1985. In this letter, which imitated to perfection the Mihai Botez’s 
handwriting, but not his style, there was a request for Vlad Georgescu to send 
back to Botez his previous letters, to be used for “Botez’s memory book”100. If 
V.Georgescu had taken seriously that request, he would have provided the Secu-
ritate with the perfect opportunity to document Botez’s “hostile activity”. 

Finally, the accusations that Botez collaborated with the Securitate are 
contradicted by an offi  cial document released by Romanian Intelligence Ser-
vice, which states that, after verifi cation, Mihai Botez “has not been identifi ed 
as member of the former intelligence services or/and of the RIS”101 . 

Aside from checking in documents of the former Securitate or other ar-
chives, more or less accessible to researchers, it worth noting that for Botez 
the alleged collaboration with the Securitate did not bring visible benefi ts. In 
fact, using the same cost-benefi t analysis that Botez used in many of his stud-
ies, we can see that in his case dissent, moral benefi ts aside, had a higher cost: 
social and professional marginalization, harassment by the Securitate, physical 
threats and internal exile.

99 Ibidem, pp. 315-317.
100 Mihai BOTEZ, Scrisori către Vlad Georgescu…, p. 102.
101 Offi  cial address from SRI, no. 70641/15.XI.2010.Viorica Oancea’ personal 

archive.
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Conclusions

Dissent did not lead to the dramatic 1989 change in Eastern Europe. Dis-
sent, in its individual form, as it was in Romania, or more organized, as was the 
case in Hungary, Czechoslovakia or Poland, made an important contribution in 
reaffi  rming a type of thinking that was more independent and autonomous than 
anti-Communist, providing a fresh start in the reconstruction of civil society. 

Th e core of the dissident project that Mihai Botez supported for almost ten 
years was meant to restore one’s status as a free person in one’s own country. Diver-
sity of views, free speech, dialog and tolerance were, in Botez’s thinking, achievable 
even under a Communist regime. Th is is an account Botez gave of his dissidence

In Romania of the 1980’s I have put at stake my own life to prove that one can 
live like this [in truth]. I add: [I did it] without presenting myself nor as a proph-
et, neither a moralist, and even less as an operetta hero. Because I do not judge 
anyone, I do not teach lessons and, honestly, I need no more than the undistorted 
understanding of what makes me be as I am in these tormented times102.

At the end of 1987, when Botez left Romania, he thought he would soon 
return103. He would indeed return, but only after the fall of Communism, 
when he agreed to represent Romania to the United Nations and then to 
Washington. 

Post-1989 polemics on dissent and dissidents aside, one thing is indisput-
able: the complexity of Mihai Botez’s dissent, his connections to the intellec-
tual thinking currents in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union104, made him 
one of the most important Romanian critical intellectual in the 1980s.
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102 Mihai BOTEZ, Scrisori către Vlad Georgescu..., p. 139.
103 In autumn 1985, after having been denied 33 times an exit visa, Botez was allowed to attend 

the conference Spaţiul cultural european [Th e European cultural space] held in Madrid. Against 
all Securitate’s expectations, Botez returned to Romania with another fl ight than the one he was 
supposed to be on. Th e day after he returned he was summoned at the Securitate for statements. Al-
though that was his intention Botez could not return to Romania before 1989. After he has left the 
country at the end of 1987, Botez was threatened with a trial for treaon. Th e reason was the money 
Ion Raţiu sent him from abroad to organize the opposition in Romania. Mihai BOTEZ, Scrisori 
către Vlad Georgescu…, p. 147. Nicolae MANOLESCU, “Cine a fost Mihai Botez” (Who was 
Mihai Botez), in Lettre Internationale, spring 2009. http://www.romaniaculturala.ro/images/
articole/lettreNicolae%20Manolescu.pdf

104 Vladimir TISMĂNEANU, “Mihai Botez, disidentul solitar” [Mihai Botez, the solitary 
dissident], in Studii și Materiale de Istorie Contemporană, New series, volume VIII, 2009, p. 14.


