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SOVIET INFLLENCE IN CONTEMPORARY IRAN
oy

Muriel RAtkin

The boviet Urnilon has nad a preater ooppartunity to evolve &
stratepov for influencinog affairs in Iram tharm im most oY the
countries of RAsia. by tne time the Bolsneviks toox cower., russia

had beern actively involved in Irarn’s affairs forr more tharn 3

century. Trus, for Lenin ang his colleapues. fram was rnct &
remate and coscure piace of as vet urcemonstrated importarce. th2
way 1t was for the United States before woria war I, For

Russian ocliticians of various 1cecicpies. irarn was imporstant as
the object of a heated strupgie for comirnance betweern kussia anc
EBritairn. Tnat perceonticrn nas engured tnrouphout the Savier era.
with the mooification tnat the United States became am agcditiconal
rival wheri a small Rmerican farce jciread in the Rllied occcuoation
of Iram 1n 1945 anc then subolantea bBritain as the cnief
adversary in the pericd between 1345 anc 1953. Not omiy did the
Saviet leadgersnip inherit a concent of tne sipriificance of  Iran
to their interests. put they alsc nad the berefit of learmiro
from the examoie of tsarist techricues for mariouiating  ranian
affairs, H wipe asscrtment of tecnn1aﬁes, incluginog military
interventiorn, econcmic ceals. intimigation anc irmcoucemernt tarcouon
formal diolomatic channels. and the encourapement of forces
hostile to tne central poverrnment, oroguced oCCaslional imoressive
gafns as well as some setbacks. They were all part of the
tsarist lepacy wnicn tne Saviet Unian has arawr usonm ana adooteo

irvn oealinp witn Iran.




v

Fs the soviets experiernced witn various tECnrlCiles &lmes at
orcgucine a coonerative. cernans evern Triengdlv  covernment 1N
Teheran tnev encauﬂtefec severai malor setdDacks aric. Urntii
recertly, at pest mooest pains. Tne most recent sucn faiiures
cocurred in 1952 and 1353 whern Moscow arnd the iraniarn Communists
itnked closely to 1t missed tne copartunity te turnm to  their
agdvantape the extremelv volatile pbolitical situation touchec offF
by tnhne oil nrnaticnaiization COrisis amg the contlict ocetween
rationalists and the monarchy. Far the rext aecade. reiatiorns
between the restoreg morarchy arno tne HAremiirn were cooliy
correct. witn moscow reverting to the stvie of peliev it nao
followee irn the 192@s. emohasizinDd Criticism of the eneran
qave%nment. gemarngs, and 1ntimipaticorn, while Tehierarn barmned the
Commuriist party (the Tugen) arnc was more closely tied tnam ever
before to the West, especially the United States. The turning
point  in relaticons betweern the two countries came in tne early
15608 wnenr: botn deemed it inm their interests to revert to the vet

cider tactic of usinp Russian irnvolvemernt iv Iran to baiance tnat

of the west. This shift in Soviet palicy. from confrontation to
cenciliation, retted substantial advantage. Wwnile Iran haroly
became the U.S.5.R.'s ally, it did downnplay dioicmatic

confrontations, increase oreatly the eccriomic relaticrns between
the two countries (i1wnclugdirno welcome exports of natural 7as  to
Trarnscaucasia arng tne estaplisnment of a nost or Soaviet—-soonsoared
degqlooment pralects), and &liow some excharipes of oersanrnel.

with Soviets coming to iranm as experts asscociated witn tne . pa




geveicoment oralects anc a smail wumoer ot Iranmians coming to tne
Sovietr uUnion for technical traivinc,

The Soviets nave hao experience. ever sirnce tnev aecipec to
make a coastlv opeace witn Imperial wovermanv soon after ths
Bolisheviks seizeo power, witn gifferentiativio betweer the idea.
and tThe obrapmaticallv acceotaole 1 their foreipn relations,
Thus, while rnever apangcniiie tne princicle tnat Marxist sccialism
would ultimately come to Iran, the Soviets reconciled to wnat
they came to view for tne foreseeable future as the ernlipntered.
propressive rule of Mohammed Reza Shan. This attitude percsisited
until the spring of 1378, when Moscow bepan to corsider the
possipility that the snanh could rnot suporess nis apbparents as  he
hao ain tne past. Wner moescow realizeg that tne revosuticoraries
were likely toa win, and were virulently anti-Hmericar. 1t
geclared its support for tnem, altnoupn it was a bit confused at
first about whicn the aominant facticr was amorg them, and hag to
coverccme a certailn cistaste wnen it reaiizeag tnat the most
powerful elemert was the Islamic clerov.

The creation of a revolutionary regime in irarn has brounont
the Soviet Union the greatest coportunity in thirty vears to
expand its influence tnere. However, it has alsc brouont an ernc
to the oguite satisfactory modus vivencl whicn the Soviets had
evolved viith Mohammad Reza Snan. The Soviets traditiormally have
oreferred cgealiro witn rulers who  fit certain familiar
catepories, such a tne modernizinp—-naticrnalist-anti-Lommurist-
st?owqman to whicn the shan (as well as Gamal Nasser anmd Muamar
Gaacgafi) belornioed, tnar pecole wno are unfamiliar, unoredictanlie.

and whose apilitv to retairn power 1vi the context oT a heatea




rivalry remains urnclear, Thus, while the Soviets are aware tnat
Irarn’s post-1979 political turmcil railses at least the possioiity
tnar a oro-Saviet goverrnment micht be installed at some time  in
the future, the more 1mMmedlate concery 18 to secure an
accommodation similar to the orne tnat existed witn the shan.
Tawaras tnat enda, the Kremtin 1s ﬁ51no tne latest versiconm of tne
tactics Russia bDeparn to use 1v iran 1n the nirneteentn certurv,
Thnese fail i1ntc two broac catepeoraies. The first 1s ofricial
relations between states, incluging giolomacy, economnic
agreements, cuitural excnanges ano ather formal contacts betweern
the two countries. rThe second categorv comprises unoffic:ial
contacts, such as prabapanda., the activities of the Tuoeh Party,
relations with other parties, attempts to buiid a followirg amond
mincrities at odds with tne central poverrment, anc clargestine

activities.

Dipiomatic Relazions
The bSoviet ULrnion nas reoeatealy ceclared it sunpbort for tne
revaiutionary repgime irn Iram evert tnoupon 1t criticizes

ingiviguals ang political orcups associated witn tne coverrment.

The two terms most frecuently used inm Soaviet sources to

characterize the revoliution, Yanti-imperialist"” ana
“gemocractic," bprovigde a key to the pasis for tnis palicv. The
termn “anti—imoefialist“ means that Ilran's foreion DOL1CV
parailels some of the Soviet Urion's iliWMes anc o01slikes. The

ariimosity towards the Uriited States 1s tne mast imbcrtant eiement
from moscow’s persoective (arid Teheran’s) but Iran nas aiso

broxer relations witn Israel anc Soutn AFfraica anmc witnorawn ftorm




tne mcripuno  LCENTRUO. Ht the same time tne wvew reocime ~as
imoroves relations witn Syr.ia, Libva. Soitn Yemen. Nortn Aorea,
ano Cuoa, arg has also joired tne Nor—aligrnec Mavemernt (currertiyv
iegd by Cuba). Teheran maintains ciolomatic relatiorns with the
Soviet bilcoe states of Eastern EBEurcoe, bDut tnis 1e a contirmaticn
of the shan's oolicy. nct a recent 1nvavaticon. “Democratic" is
used to mean tnree tninos: tnat tne revoluticorn and Hvataclian
Knomeini have oprcad oubilc sSUDDCrT. that Tne revoiuticmaries
favor extensive social ano ecarnomic reforms cesiorned to  exoarno
the public sector of the econamv and imorave the starncard of
living of workers anc peasarnts: anc tnat the rew rulers nave
allowed the Tuden Party to cperate lepally, in sharo contrast to
the pereration of vigorous reoressicn cirectec apairnst tne Tuceh
by the shan.

The moast important way in wnicn tne Soviet Uniorn has trieo
te use diolomacy to influence the rew regime in Tenerarn is 1ts
backirio for the revoluticornaries in their confromtatiorns witn tne
Uriited States. This bepoarn witn a declaraticonm by HBrezhrnev or
November 19, 1978 tnat any foreign intervention in Iran woulo be
intclerable to the Soviet Union because it woulo ocse a“threst to

1
Soviet security. This stance was elaocrated as tne uUrniteao

States sousoht ways to resporng to TtThe gl1Sastrous turn 1m relations

with iran ana to the Soviet invasion of Rfonamistan. Tne
expanagea formula was dubped the sreznnev coctrirne of December
198¢. Tne Soviet leader argueag that there shoulc pe no

irtervention 1in the affairs of Persiarm Hulf states bv  courtries

cutside the region, that such extra-repiornal pawers nave no




miiitary tacilitios 1rn tne Guif., <tnat tnere bte o 1nterterernce
witr the navigation of the OVulf or the recicmai scwers’
gisposition of thneir r#atural rescurces. ine osoviets have

asserted tnat 1t 1s Breznnev’s stromb sStaro  agalnst  roreicn

interferernce 1in Iran’s affairs whicn nas deterrec the United

States from lauriching its allgpeuly riumercus counterrevaluticnary
3

plarne against thne rnew regime.

The boviets demconstrated their oiolomatic suppbort for tne
revolutionarv ngoverrment in Teheran by erndorsing the seizure of
the U.S5. embassy and tne holdiro of its staff as nostapes. From
the start. the Scviets aroued tnat these actiorns did wmct viclate
international law ana that the puillty party was the united
States. wNnicn was aliieped to be ernpaped 1iry many anti-irarnian
activities. Wwner tne Lrnited States broupnt tne matter Defore (ne
United Nations. the Soviets rejected the Hmerican arouments and
~efuseg to encorse a trade boycott of (ran. while Mmoascow coernity
welcomed the embassyvy seizure because it urcercut the possibility

A
of repairing U.S5.-Iranian relatiorns irn the forseeanle future,
there are some hints tnat they were concerned at first that the
affair might backfire. The Soviets exoressed concerrn that tnis

issue was gistracting thne Teheran poaverrnment from wnat snould

have bDeeri the niohest priorities of the revoluticnm (incluoinno

o

resclving the oisbute witn the Kurds). However, the Saviets
everitually DUt asice tnelr cuaims, ney sTi1.l saw Their Dest
apticr  as supportivg the Mhamelri line. ana he nac encorses the
taﬁeover of tne embassy. ine risk of arn escatavion of  Tne
corfrontaticon was reduced by the mature of the Americar response.

Thus the Soviets hao little cnocice but to suoport The embpassy




cooubatilorn uneguivocally uniess tney were wlilino to risk  :o0s1nD
influence 1m Iran and Nad reascon to expect that tne st of suen
a policy wonwio mat be ocanpercously hion,

Mmascow Conmtinues to Ttrv to use the papraw Karmal ooverrment.
wnicn a1t 1S keepino 1m pDower 1n ~Hfonarnistar. to 1ncrease  tThe
giplomatic ties bpetweer: iranm and the Savietr blac. The osaviets
have repeatedly urped Tenerar to accenot Karmal’s coffer of cood

&
neighborly relations ana anti-imperialist cooperaticon put
Teheran remains scathinoly criticai of the Commurist repgime in
Afonanistan and tne Scaviet military presence tnere.

The war bpetweern Iran and Irao, whicn pegarn i1irm  Seotemoer
198@, has been a source of acute emparrassmert tca the kremiir,
whicn wants pood relations with botn cauntries. The bGaviet
official opositionm 1s tnat this war 1s "fratricigal" arnmo serves

7
the interest of i1moerialism.,. nct the twoe combatarts. Moscow has
geclared itself mneutral in the confiict arnd nas tried & paiance
friendly pestures to tne twoa countries. Press Coverage contalns
reoorts from [raci and lranian sources. When cealirno witn Araos,
the Saviets refer to the fMrap Gulf; wnen gealing witn Iranians,
they call it the Persian Gulf. moscow notes 1ts  vears of
cocperaticon witn Iraoc wnile wooing the Iranian ambassador. It is
presumed to have pivern military aid tao Iraco, thauph it denies
tnis to tne Iranians. westerr reports inagicate tnat rascow  Nas
also sernt militarv eaguipment to lran. Thouon Tenerars nas cernied
tn%s ingipgrnantlv, Fresigdemt 'H11 KPamere!l recently came close

to confirmivng 1t when hne said that irarn would never accept Soviet

military ala because tnat wculo invalve tne presence of boviet



military perscnmnel i1in Irar. put tnat 1n time of war Irarnm rcoula
not  ageny itself the cotiorn of buvinp material fromr tne Saviets.
The Saviets arpue tnat the onlv aooropriate wav to resclve the
gispute petwer l1ran ang Iraog 18 by rmegdotiatind asnc have voaicec
regret tnat iran’s demaros are ac far reacnimo anc  uUrnvielgirnc.
Nonetneless. moscow has peern uriwlliing to risk tne getericraticn
of 1ts relations witn Tenerarn wWhicn would if1Keiv result Troem any
ingication «f opreference Tor tne iraai sioe. Tne reversces
suffered by Iraoc 1n the sorinp of 1'362 make sucn a move Dv  the
Saviets ever less likely.

Tne ~nly time wnen tne Scaviet Unicor was wiliinc to snow less
tham full supocrt for the revoluticrary poverrnment 1r Teneran was
in tne secord haif of 1979 until tne seizure of thne Hmerican
Embassv in Navember. The oproblem, from the Saviet oocaint of view.
was tnat the oprovisional poverrment, led by mMmenaoi Bazarpar. was
comparatively moderate on domestic issues ang nat  particularly
anti—-HAmericar. By these crater:ia tne Islamic Reoupiicar kartv,
whicn was anti-Bazarpar arnd some of tnose 1n nis ‘capiret. have
links to the pciitical traditiconm of Monammac Mosadoec. Drime
minister during the o©il naticnalizataion crisis of the earlv
195@s. At tnat time. the Saviet Urnion was cocl to mosaocec for
beiro too wil'ino to dealr with the Urnitea States. Hfter
Mosadden's fall, Moscow cecideo tnis was a oritical mistaxke ano
during the currermt bpclitical turmoll 1roionartlv  relects che
charoe, levelled by Aodolhasan bani Haor ano cotners, tnat it hao

: )
failed to suoport Mosadoeo. Iy adgiticon. wherr the Saviets
realized that the reveoluticonarv movement comstituted a serious

tnreat to tne snan. they assumedg., until comoparativelv rate. that




was led bv tne secular maticonaiists of the osagdeced  tracitior,
1@

not the opoliticized muilanhs. Tne most i1moortant way  Soiet
caclness toawards the Bazargan governmert was Cglsolayec was 1w
increased suoport for tne Kurds'® prievances apainst tne central
11
goverrnment. Yet they oiag not burn their bridoes to  bazarpan
until he had alreaogy been forced from office as a consecuernce of
tne takeover of the AmMericari embassy. From tne Soviet oocint  of
view, tnis was vet ancather bereficial result of the seizure of

1;
the embassy.

I

Tne existence of Soviet—-Iraniarn ciplomatic reiatiorns permits
the Soviet uUnion to maintain empassy arnd conmsular persorrnel im
Iran. Irantan officials exoressed some suspicion of the
activities of consular staff irn the Casoian cocastai citv of
Rasnt. They coroered tne consulate closed in retaliation for the
Saviets! refusal to allew Iran to coen & corsulate i1n the capaital
of the oredominantiy Muslim Tajlik 5.5.R. {The Scviets still have
a consulate in Esfaharn). In reactiornn tco the 1invasiuon of
Afpnanistan, Teheran reguired tne Saviets to reduce tne size of

13
its embassy staff irn Tenerar.

Tge Soviet Uniorn’'s oiblomatic tactics toward iran  have
brousht vervy mooest nains. fAnti-Americarism is certainlv &
powerftul force, but this was irnternally rpernerated. not  the
praguct of Saoviet efforts. After all. the Sovietr union
maintairned pocd relations witn the snan as late as the first haaf
of:1978 despite his close diolomatic, ecoromic, arnd mititarv ties
with the United States. Noarnietheless. this i1s the opripntest

diplomatic develcoment from the Soviet perspective and is




_1@-

imogartant encupn to outwelon the saviete! orounts Tor ClsSp.easursa
over cther aspects of iran’s foreion bosiicy.

The opolitica: leagershio of revoluticrary (ran 1s rnat  a
haomopernecus boay. Those wno have helo poverrment oftfice belono
to a varietv of factions, manv of them mutually hastile. as the
careers of kKani-Saor, Bazarpan, and Saceg Lotbzaden show. Evern
witnin the Islamic Reoublican Party and the Islamic clerpy there
are different corientations. In lipnt of this, it 1is rot
surorising that the attituoe toward tha Soviet Unicn alsca varies.
If anvthing, Bani-Sadr ano Gotbzacen were more covertly coritical
of the Soviets than some of the powerful mullans. esoecialiv in
late 1979 anto earlv 1538. wnile other mullans regarc evervone
left of center as a Communist and are very anti-Scoviet. Stiil.
if orne consicers tne pecple at tne apex of ocower ir tne cerntral
government. certain overall treros are giscernable.

wnile most Americans or Soviets may see tne central issue in
internaticnal relations as the rivalrv between their twe
countries, this is not the central issue for many Iranian
politicians. For them, the central issue is to opromcte the
interests of Iran (or their own party, or themselves). The
American-Scviet rivalry mayvy be useful towaras tnat end, but any
berefit oerived by eitner subDerpower 1s seccrigary tco tne benefit
derived by Iranm. not the reverse. Thus marny Iraraan polaiticians
believe tnat tne Soviet Union owed irarn sucport oecause of 1ts
anti-—-Americanism ant therefore geserves ro sDecCiai Cratituce.
Ever mchammad Mokre, the rew repime's ambassador to MOSCow anc a
leadino oraporent of close [raniarn—=Soviet relatiovns, has said.

"We are ernpaoed ir & strupole agairnst tne L.S. gavernment. arno




tne Saviet Urnion has wno altermative out TO  SUDDOrT g
14

struyoole...”

Bani Sadr, thouon not particularlv well ogisooses towarcs tne

1o
Saviet Union, snared tnis attituce. Tne mooo amont  Khomeini.
the Islamic Republicans. ana cthers is tnet the revolution nas
mace Iran & strono, ingependent state nct Sublect to  tne
gomination of anv fToreighn power,. They 1rnsist that the
elimination of FAmerican influence in Irarn coes not mearn that the
16

Soviet Urnion can take its place.

The hioh point for Soviet pres%ine ivn Iran came in late 1373
ard early 1980 because of Scaviet diplomatic supoort for Iran on

17
the nostape ecrisis. Yet tnis situatior detericratec raoidly
from tne enc of Decemper 137% because of the Soviet invasion of
RAfphanistan, which nas cornsistentlv beern gencurnced 1n  scathino
18
terms by Iran’s leaders. The cutpbreaxk of war witn i(rac nas
increased Iran's oissatisfaction with Soviet bpcaicy. boviet
rneutrality was oeemed i1nacecuate the Scoviet arms geliveries to
19

Irag particularly offersive. Everr thoupn Irarn mav well have
optained weaoons from tne Soviet Unmion, this oces not of itself
betoken a ogualitative chanpe in relations betweern the twa. The
snah alsc bougnt some military hargware from the Soviet Union
without being bpro-Soviet. The emerperncy created by the war witn
Irac has forced Iran to buy arms wherever it car. It nas nao
arms dealers irn western Eurcoe iookirng for arms Geals ant  nas
chtained some U.S. made spare parte from the Israelis wnile svial

2
supoorting the »PLJd ciplomatically apainst lsrael.




.

irarian cioiomatic rhetoriC carntalins marv referervces to  The

"guoeroowers'" mearnirno tne Lnited States anc tne Saviet Urniorn, &
comparisorn the Soviets find 17Viol ous, e sunerocwers  ara
accused of having a2 commoyr ambiticyi wnhnich Cdtweipns  their

gifferences: the desire to damirnate the worlc by giviaiwo 1t into
two  shares. Thus Tenerar arpues tnat tne Saviet Lnion encorses
America’s arnti-lirarian activities,

One telling airdicariornn of Irarmian mistrust of Saviet
intentions is Teheran's unilateral abragatiovr i1n Novemder 1373 of
twa articles of the 1921 treaty betweern the twe poverrments.
These orovisions allowed Soviet militarv interventicrn 1n  Iran
whneri a thirg party based tnere posec a tnreat to boviet security
which the Irarmians themselves could mot eliminate. This was the
basis or wnicn the Saviet Union justified military intervention
in Irar during World War II and threatened it on cther occasions,
includinog, by 1mplication. in tne Erezhrev oroncurncement on Iran
in November  13978. Iran's riew leaders opjected ta tThese
prov1s1ons‘ not only because tne treaty was asscaciated witn  "tne
debased repime of the past" out alsc because. as tnev accuratelv
abserved. the oravisicons were 1ntericea tao have TIArrcw
applications, referriro only to wWhite forces whicn nad fied to
Irarn as trne tioe of the Russian civil war turmea agaimst  them.
Althouon the cecision to repudiate these Drovisiorns was mage by
the Hazargan oaverrnment, his successors have stooc by that
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gecision. (Moscow coes rnat recoorize tnis acticrn.)
' Althouon revolutionary Irarm nas improved or establisned
relaticons with a nrumber of courtries wnich are close ta the

Soviets. it has aisc imoroved 1ts relations witn Turkev  anc
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Pakistarr witn whicn the Soviets are on bDoaor terms, ine Irarn—
Paxkistar raporochemernt is & gramatic reversal stimulatec by the
Soviet invasion of Afphanistan. Relatiocrs witn China remain

correct, as uncer the snan. gespite Moscow’s coen gispieasure.

Since tsarist times. Russia's rulers have recarced econcmic
relatins in iram as the contirwation of giolomacy ov other means.
This orincipie was recognized by Lenin arno nas remairviec an
elemernt of the Saviet aporoach. Botn countries are now cuite
willino tc pursue economic arrvangements with each ctner
repgardgless of the orcolems in their diplomatic relationms, Most
of this involved the completion cr exopansion of aéreements wnich
were made in the shan’s time for such thinps as gams.
powernlants, machinery, silas, ano most orominentliy, the Esfanan
steel mill. There are alsc commerical apreements witn most of
the East Eurcoean countries., as tnere hao beern urger tne shan.
Soviet~Iranian trade was rnot insipnificarnt before the revalution
ang has increased raoidly since, exceeoirnp a value of $1 billion
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by 1381. In 198a, the two courntries magce a zTransit trade
apreement modeled or cne concluded curing the movarchy in  1937.
Tnis trade tocg, has 1nCcreaseg since the revalutiarn. The
electrification of the raillwav lirkirno lrarn's oriviicDal
nortnwestern city, Tabriz, anc tne Sovietr Jranscaucasiarn borger
was campleted &t the start of 1982 witn Moscow promisivng to senc
=4
Iran ten locomotives to use or that line. Tnis route certainly

has the opotential to be major aig to  increased Soaviet-Iranian




cammunications. esoecialiv sivce Iram's DOrt Tacilities on the
Caspiarn (anc eisewnere) are ocuite limitea.

wnetner tne EXTErnsive ecornamic links petweerr thne Ttwo
countries have irn fact irncreased soaviet i1nfluence 1w [rarnm remains
ouesticrable. Giualitatively, very lattle nas cnarnpec sirce tne
days of the monarchy. An cooortunity exists for the Saviets to
incresse Iran’s need for their cooberatiorn, esoecially sirnce some
of Pahlavi Iram’s itmportant ecoricmic oartrers, esoecially the
Urniited States as well as France are now pclitically urnaccentabple
and same other courtries, notaplv Japarn. seem reluctarmt to irnvest
in an econcamy where inflatiorn amc lapor umrest are o niph  anc
productivity SO iow. lre The 19c2¥s, wnen northern i(ran  tragesd
extensively witn the Saviet Union, the baviets occasicnailyv
stonoped trade between the two countries &5 a way of  aspiyino
political oressure on tne Teneram povernment, Yet tnis orosoably
dic the Saviets more harm than poaod. encouraging lrarnian efforts
te oramote econcmic self-reliarnce anc in pereral 1ritensifyino
anti-Soaviet feeling. The Scoviets rnicw contend that their trage
anc trarsit trade has beer esserntial irn helpinp Iran minimize tne
damape done by the RAmerican boveatt initiated in resocorse to the
embassy seizure. Sceme lrarmian officials aoree but out more

emohasis on Irarm’s ability to cefty a superbpower tharn cn oratituage
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taward the Saviet Uniorn. irar traces witn a varietvy oF otner
courntries. inciucing West bermarv, Turkev. Chimna. mary cther
Resiarn ant Wfricanm statecs. while [ran's trace via the Sovies

Uriion witn ather courtries {ivciudirno hest Lermany anc Jazan) nas
increasec since the revolutiorn (L8 percernt aeccorcine toa Savier

fioures) as of soring 1381 more of Iran’s foreiorm trace stilu
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went throunn the scuthern ogorts, glver the ooaor state o-
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Iraniian econamyv, 1rnclucinmd arm estimates crad of arie=toivg or mMorg

in ingustrial orocuction, 1T 1S Dossiole thnat some ooviat—DaC+es
=7

enterorises in I[ram are not fTurncticorino.

The ecoriomic ano trade agreements D-~ovige for a widmder of
Scaviet (and East Eurcpean) citizerns to work in irar as techrnica:l
experts and carpo expediters. s a very tertative estimate.

=3
there may be scomewhat more tnanm =, @@ such pecole there. Tney
. have the ¢pportunity to influence Iraniarns witn wnom tney come
in contact cr to enpape in activities not related to their sudlaice
mission in lrarn. There are some nints that thevy may have nad
some success at this in the northerrn port city of kasnt bur  in
the centrai citv of Esfanarn, where the larcest number 1is
conicentrated. their efforts co rnot seem to have oroouceo anv
spectacular resulits, thoupn there is Drodabiy a Ccertain amount of
supocort amonp warkers in the Soaviet—-packeo blante. e uncer tne
shah, Irar has agreemerts to send pecole to the Soviet uricn “or
tecnmnical traiming. The Saviets claim that more tnan a tnhousara
Iranians have aiready received technical traininoc in the Soviet
29

Umiconr. The overwnelmino majcrity of these pecole cic €2 pefare
the revolutior,

In one econcmic area. the Soviet Union has sufferec a major
setback since the fall of the shan. Urnmcer thne mornarcnyv, iran
exTzortes natursl -gas to tne Soviet Undicrw throurn & o2ioelirve
cdﬁnectlﬂc the scaurce of the ras in scutnwestern _rern witn The

Saviet Tramscaucasian bordger ant there was a proiect to construct

a second pipelaire. ihe rnew recime soom carncellec Taat




construction  oyodect  awnd demancec & nhioner orice  Tor  TNe  sas
already oeing celiverec. Tae Iramians arcued tHhat tHe existir:s
price was Tar DeEicow Thne worlc marvwet ievel and Decan regotiaTions
for & orice increase of rourcniy Sdwe cercent. oy Marcn ldodé. witn
the Soviets' bdest offer stiil about a third beicw Tne -ran1an7s

S
Cemanc, iran canceilled all pDas sales via tTthe DJ10elilrne.
{Sowever, 1t gceoes seil tne boviets anc tasterwn Buraseans oli.)
The enc of pas saies armd the talix of puilcirg a pioelire thrcup-
Irann anoc Turkey ammounced 1n the sorirpg of 198 are a: .east as
inoortant oulit;callv as tnhney are ecomomicallvy a” cesture of
Iran’s incepencgernce fram the Saviets. Wnile tne Soviets woulco
have oareferrec tnat i1rarn follow a differernt nétural pas 2c¢licy.
this setoacx has net unset tnem to the osoint tnat they ceasec
nursuing  other ecanomic agreements- witn 1ram o Drowre off
existing cores. (The 1liranians have alsc snut aown a riumper of
Saviet economiC obDeraticns wlthin their country, imciuding &
banx. &1 InsSurance  Ccombpany, ano the branch in iran of tne
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trangonortation aperncv.)

Moscoaw has tried to contirnue the practice beourn uwurnger tne
monarchy of cultural exchanpes and visits of speclaiizeaq
delepaticons betweernn Iranm and the Saviet Urmicrnm as & wav of
ercouraping & favoraple attituce towarcs the Saviet driom. Some
of these excharnoes, live corncert tours by tne Moscow State
Symphony  in 13978, are rnow inpossiple because of the mulians!
hostility towaros wWesterrn culture, Tne Islamic Reoumnlic has aiso

sicnalecd 1ts lack of ernthusiasm for cultural excharnes witn  1ts




ricrThnery nelsnboy oy anclishivn 1w 1382 (he lraniar Societv For

Cuitural Links w..n the U.S5.5.K., Toungeo curing  tne  Soviet
3
accudation of northern lran during Worid war I1. Soviet musiim
cierics have invited their Iranian cocunterparts to visit arnc have
themselves souoht to visit (ran, althougnh sirvice the Saivert
invasicon of Afonanistarn Iram's resoonse has been recative ang tne
39
Soviet attituce toawara Islam condemrnea. Secular iranian
povernment officials nave visited the Soviet unionm To  opet
informaticon about areas of Soviet techrical exoertisea and meet
Saviet mMuslims. mowever, in at least cne case 1n 198l. sucn a
visitor Droupht pack a vervy megative report of The status of
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Soviert mMuslims whicn was then broagcast inm Irar. small

g X
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numper of lranian studenmts have attended Scoviet schoclis.

Propacanga

The Soviet ULnion maintains a viporous pDrobaganda  campaion
directec at [(ran, Drimarily by means of broacgcasts oy reouiar
‘Soviet radic stations in Moscow ano Baku (the caoital of Saviet
Rzerbaijan). Tne former broadcasts to Iran in Persian. the
latter in Azeri Turkisn, soocken by millicons of irnnapitants of
rniorthern Iirar. muen ¢of the oropaparnca is gevoted Tt laucing
Soviet opalicy towaros irarn since tne cays of Lernar. The osaviet
Lritoyr  portrays 1tseif a consisternt friend of iramian naticonal
interests ano tne best friernd of tne lrarian revaluticor. in tre
process it does same interestino  revisinp  of nistorv. F o

example, the Soaviet cccuocatiorn of rnortnern Irarn curino worlo kar

Il is exnlained as saviro Irarn from the fascist mernace, inclugirs




German Dlans TO Make Norshnerrn iran 1ts coLlonv. M2 DOVISETS a.so
claim to nave peen stallwart suooorters of nhosagoecs, ant s2ex TO
give Tthe 1mpression TRat They were orn Door Terms with  Mmanammad
Reza Shan. “ne baviet invas:iorn of Afonarnistan 15 Justitieo as
internal Afphan matter, the legitimate goverrment of the ccumtry
havinp asked for Scviet aic in ogealino witn a counterrevolutian
packed pv the Urnited &States anc cother imperialists and
reactionaries. Tne Karmal recime there is cepicted as pooular,
anti-imperialistic, and resoectful of Isliam. thus civira 1t mucn
in common with Iran,

Next to tne exaltation of Soaviet benevolence towaras irar.
the mast importanmt thneme of Sovietr oropaganca 1s tThe cCceasel=sss
Americarn threat to tne swrvival of the iramian revoiution. Tnere
is a steadvy stream of stories abous Hmerican miriitary
prevarations for an attack on Iran anc cther efforts to foment
counterrevaiution, Arn analiopy is ofter orawn betweern alieoed
Americar activities ricw anc &t the time of Mosacdec’'s overinrow
in 1933. Every fAmericar move during the hostape crisis was
interoreted inm this lignt. fs tne ena of the crisis rneared, tne
Soviets tried to discredit Washinpton's terms for a settlement.
Rcocording to Soviet broaccasts. the crisis was merely used as &
raticnale for Hmerica’s existing intervention bplarns. Therefore.
the hostapes’ release has not recuced tne Americarn menace.
israe: ancd Chira are a.so Sudi1ecs to.nenunc1atlon~as part or  Th2

-
Americarn—i:ed 1MDEerliail&t CONSDIYacy Aafainst Lrar.

This extensive ordpaganca campaiorn ooes rnot seem  to nave

proguycec  any sionificanmt charpe of attituoe amomo iranm’!s current

leaders. who became extremely anti—-Americarn arno anti—{srael rtor




. reasons  having to oo witn their variety of 1ranianm nNatlorna&iism.
ot Sovietr  Dro’docasts. ~cr ail the poviets: erfcorts, Lren’ s
leadters remalrn hostiie toa tne Karmai repime anc ITnNe ooviets
preserce 1rn HTfonarnistarn wnile refusing ©o Decon2 NOsSTtlle towares
Cnina. Scoviet radicoc oropapandad alsa contains Criticisn oT

various secular revaolutiornary fioures, especiaily tnose wno  are

not sufficiertly anti-Western or whoe have fallen afoul of tne

Iislamic Repupiican Party, as well as competinn leftist oOroups.
However, the heated opcwer strugpie witnin Iran refliects internai
political traditioms., not  the influence of Saviet Dprobaparca.
kWhile the Soviet attitude towards bani Saor has been sometimes
criticai, sametimes ocsitive, by the time the isiamic Xeouplicanrs
drove nim from opower, Moscow consigerea him tne lesser evil bul
a7
had to recorncile itself ta a cnanbe 1t couid not control.
Hvatoalian fnomeini is mnever CritiliCilIec 1n Sovietr Drobabarnca
broadcasts. Te oo otherwise woulc be counter oroouctive, sirce
the oSoviets Consiger nim TRe oNg  overwnelmivnpiv  Irestlsicus
=8
figure irn post-Panlavi irarn. some of those close to Khomeira
ang 1n the Islamic keouolic Party are cccasicmally oriticized.
usually nct by name but in general terms as pecole wnhno are not
39
really following Khomeini's intentions. Yet that is really a
way of criticizino elements of current Iranian policy wnhicn
Khameinil endorses without attacking him or aooearirng nostile to

the current poverrment 1rn 1enerar. Therefcre, it 1s unlirkely ta

nave mucn influence witn the recime or 1ts sunnorters.




Tne Tuden rarty 1is Iran's oro=-baviet Lammunist 2artyv.
here are otner, small Communist oarties 1v  irarm. WiTth a
Trots«yist, Magist. or some other rncan—Soviet crientatiarn. ) HeE
the Tugen 1tself savs. it "nas the most close ard Traternal ties
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witn the Commurnist Partv of thne Sovier urlicr... " nat 15 ore
of Tugen’s birpest Drofiems. Si1NCE mMosSt non—tuoen mempers iv iran
see 1t as & tool of The Soviets, not as a party whicnh outs Irar’s
interests first. Tne last time tne Tuoen was a vxwertul torce in
Irarnian politics was 1vm the MoSacoeq era. whern 1t was by Tar the
largest and best orpanized oarty. bBetweers tnat time arnc tTne
revalutior, it was in eclipse. witn the shan’s poverrmert wapiwna
a fierce campaiprn of reoression against 1t, the party ieacers in
exile in Eastern Eurcpe, awvd many members of 1ts traditionad
comstituency (imtellectuals, students, ana Workers) rna  Longer
interested 1rn 1ts messape.

The active codosition to the snan 1w 19786 cic rot  1rciude
extensive or 1nfluential participation by the Tuoen, airtncouon
tne oarty 010 Join the revolution once it was well uncerwav.
Givenn the demoristranle strenoth of the relioio%s-nai1t1Q§1
movement, anc tne ceterminaticr. garticularly or Moscow's part.
rnot to  repeat the mistakes of the mosadoeo era., the Jupen
geclareo its suppcort for Ayvatcollan khomeini as  the monarcny
neared coliaose. Thnis nas been the Kevstorme of thne Tucen's
pubiic oolicy ever since. Khomeini 1s never Criticilzec anog  1s
ofverr cited in the Tuden's clarmoestire racic oroaccasts to
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Justify hne Tuden's cwn cemarcs. The Tugen alsc supports the

Islamic Keoublican Hartv. formeao after tne revaiutiar. altnoucn




it 18 freouentiv criticail «of tnat orous. Thus, ivi the 1900

oresigential electior. tha party Ci1d rmot ever attemoct to rurn A&
candidate of its cwr. rnoy cig it supoort Bami Saor. a secuiar
refarmer wha nas been influencec by sccialist tncucht. insteac.
1t suopertec Hasanm Habibi. Who was clase o some orominens
cierics and firnisnhed a weaxk thirc 1m the elections. ‘ne Tugden
siget with tae IRK against bani Sadr 1n tne oower etruoole ITnat
4

groave the oresicent Trom coffice in 1981.

Yet thne Tuden's relatioma to Mnomeinit ano tne IR remains an
ureasyv orne. Hs a tTuoen spokesman concecgecs. exoressions of pooc
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will nave peew fairliv one-siged in this arrarvicemenc. i he

isiamic Reoublicarns have ailowed tmne Tucen to exist as a Leoal
narty and have nat tried to cestrovy it, as thney have Ttrieg witn
varicus puerrilla crpanizations, However, the elements whnicn
dominate the IRP. are not allawing the Tuden to do more tnan
exist, rot allowimo it to content for a snare of palitical bower.
The Tuden nas beer subject to various forms of narrassment by [RP
members ana Islamic furndamentalists (the Rezboclianis): paverrmernt
officials have not come to the aid of the Tucen whern it was
attacwkea. Its coffices nave cccasiconally bDeern ransackea arno
cecubieda, the main oparty bpaoper (Marocom) barmeac, partv members

e s 2

abused. ant some of 1ts cardigates oparreg from  varnrninp Tor
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affice. Tne Tuoen's freouent comblalints aszcut tne I<dk's gesire

for a morcpoly of political oower, the "fanazticism" oF some ofF

its members, andg 1ts beiief tnat tne ciffererice betweern reiipicus

and non—-religicous political elements 1s more i1mpartant tnarn their

snared sudoort for the Iraniarn revaluticor., all reflect the
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Tuoen's sernse T Wearkness anag TrusIiratlorn. YEC TN 1ucen nas
ot oroxern with tne IRW anog has littie aitermnative but to supoort
1t because it 1s the one pdarty witn opower.

As part of the strateov of bolsterino i1ts poasitiorn  ov
cooperating witn larper pbolitical parties, the Tucen nas aLsc
scught alliarnces with other leftist proupns. Many of these nave a
low opinmiorn of the Tuden bpDecause 1ts ieacers spernt a generation
in exile, far from Iranian reﬁlities; because 1t was critical of
the opuerrilla metncgs of 1ts rivals cn the left arnog perneraily
opocsed vicolent canfronmtation witn tne momarenvy iv tne 197us:
pecause 1t 1S seern as a Soviet ouppet; ang becaus2 1¥s sSupbort oF
Khomeirii anc the IRM apopeared hyoocritical anc 110eclooicallyv
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ursournd. Initiallyv. the Tuoen woacea the mMmMalanecaivn—e mnalao.
which offered <cthe attracticon o beino comparatively laroge and
combirnivno elemernts of Islamic thoupnt witn socialist influence.
However, the mMolaheairn were rnct i1nterested and remained nostile
to the IRP arg tne central poverriment, whicn put it 1n conflict
with the key elemerit of Tuden strateoy. Havimn failed ta reacn
ar  accommodation with the Mcjanedin, tne Tuoen scougnt alliance
with the Fedavar—e Khalqg. a secular, avowedly Marxist-Lerinisc
guerrilla orpanizatian, whase members were rTormerly oubbed
47

"infantile leftigsts" by the Tuoen. R ccoalitiorn nas  opeen

achieved with the self-stvlied "Majority" facticn of the Feaavar.

s this mame 1molies. the Fecavan are €5i1t. They nave Dpeew
furtner weaxkeried DV aeciiminn GoODULaArity ano povernimant
harrassmert. Trnus. 1t is uniikeiv tnhat the Tuoen's success 11

firding ar allv nas materialiy strenptnened i1ts oosition.




'
(o

The main tnemes of the ruogen’s piatvform since the revalution
nave the umcerlvind commorn ourdase of eliminativic the oartv'e
political  rivais. Thus 1t calls freourtivy for a ouro2 ar the
admiristration. revoiutionary cammlittee. aric the miifitarv To
eliminate hoiagavers from the ocays of tne marniarchy anag
caounterrevoluticonary apents. inese terms are used to mear anv
cne the party does not like: the signmificarnce of removirna sucn
pecoie from such sawerful institutions is abvicus. The fact tnat
the Tuceh continues to advocate these purpes and complain tnat
they nave not bDeer made reflects the strenmpth of anti-Tuagen
persormiel inm position of ocower. The other main area of refarm
engorsed bv the Tuden invalved economic measures gesiorec to
petter the lot of the workers and peasarnts wnhnile Dreakino the
power of their exolciters: larpe lavoowrers., bip businessmer. ano
wealthy bazaar merchants. W11l these prcoups are i1centified bty the
Tugeh as eremies of tne revolution, wnose power must be broken to
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enc palitical supversior. The Tuaen pererally creoits tne 1RP
witnh having good intenticorns in these matters put faults tnem for
failino to tawke sufficient action. A larnd reform law has beer on
the books since the sorino of 196@ pbut nhas riot been oput into
effect. ©Some busiriesses have beern riationalized. which meets witn
Tuden aboroval, but oftern it 1s mullahs who are aobcinted to
mariage them, no£ pro-Tuden technccrats, as the oparty hao haoveo.
In any case, many bDusinesses., Dublic or pDrivate, are acing very
poorly 1r tne pererally peleapuerec irarnian eccramv. ine partv’'s
hoétility towaras the leadirg bazaar mercnants reriects the t1k2's
owrn  attempt to use tnem as tne scapepocat Ttor  lran’s nioh

infiatiorn rate (estimated to rurm apout bBd—-7d percent arnvuaillv).
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This way be a politicalily ganpercus move ir that the wealthier

bazaaris. ang some athers. wic apparentlv are antagornizeo by this

palicy. have i1in the past beern partviculariv imococrtant suooorte}s
Se

cf the muilahs in political as well as reifigicus matters,

Tuoen 1s encaoeo i1n extensive oropapanda efrarts thnrcuctn  a
wige varietvy of serial oublicarions 1n Wersian ard Hzeri Turkisn,
tane recorgdings. ang ragic broagcasts iv OGN larnguaoes oY Tne
clancestirne station, National voice of i(ran, whicn tTramsmits from
Saviet RAzerbailjar. The National Voice of iran oces rict
acknowledge anv link ta the Tugen or the Soviet Urnlon  Dut
portrays itself as reporesentinpo Iranian patricts wno are laval to
the revcolution, Islam, and Khomeini. The messape Tuden seeks ta
communicate by these mearns included lerothy ceferse of all Saviet
actions, advocacy of the same arpumerts as the Soviets make to
Irarn, including tne Amer:ican mernace, anc advocacy of the jucen's

St
gomestic Droovan.

Thne Tuoen alsca serves & a means of encouragint & oro-Saviet
attituoe among the twa larpest mircorities., the Hzerpallanis ano
the Kurds. while tnhe party has scme supporters amont both
groups. in nef%ner case is its oasition st rang. Despite the manv
rumors circulating about exterisive Tuden pevnetration of Irar’s
ruling circles, 1ts current ocsition 1s in fact cuite weax. Many
of these stocries come from anti-leftist religicus—bpciitical
figpures witnin irarn and from anti-poverrment emiore goroups. who
are all enpaped 1rn a furiocus power strusple in which ocolemics are
more important than judicicus reportinpo. Manv of the charoes are

out in pereral terms. which maxkes them haro to verifv. There are
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. oftenm orcolems with specific cnarces. Oy examople, orie or tne

pecnlie accusec by nis eremies of beiro suojlect to JTuoen 1wmriuerce

is ERanzad Nabavi, the minister of econcmic affairs. Yet Nabavi

nas aisc coriticized the Scviet Uniarn, usiro the stancard rnetcric

aoout the ‘'“suoeroowers” for which he has beer attackec oy tne
=0
i

Saviets.

Thne Tuoen was ocrobaply at 1ts mast intluential 1vm iate 1979
and early 1984, Tuden statements were reported at ievrigcth and
without editoriaiilzino by rewsonapers riot afriliatea witrm 1t.,
incluging poverrnment controlled papers. as well as tTne state
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radgic. Ore sesmall incication of tne influence of Tudgen
4
propapanda in this pericod is thne wavy Teneran radgic. whicn
corogivarily gives little attention to Latin FHmerican aftrairs,
’ giscussed the overthrow of Chile's Salvador Allenge 1w cormection
with Americarn attemots toc destabilize anti-imperialist recimes
twa days after the Naticonal Veoice of iran raised the same 1ssue
S4
in onme of its brcadcasts. The Tugen claimed to have influence
amcrnip  scme of the opecole close to Khomeini ang some state
S99
acfficials acknowieoped beirno Tucen members. whether these
repcorts were exapperated or the Tuden's forturnes ceclined because
aof later ocevelooments., the barty iccks ta pDe 1n anm  uremviasdle
positicr, If 1t haag manv suppocrters in the state radic. as
allegec, they have rnct been able to orevent biisterino criticism
of  tne Soviet Lrnicovm aver tne inmvasior of ATonanlistan as well as
ctner 1ssues. lt oic badliv 1n the Majlles (pariiament) eiections
‘ of 1980, 1f the electicns were rioped. this stiil smows tnat thne

party did wot have encugh friemds 1ir rulivno Circles to emaple it

to share in tne berefits of the ripoino. In the sorinpo of 193c.




’ tne gpoverrmert launcneo & ourge of tNe state admiristratiorn  anc

the ecucaticonal svstem. moves whicen the ifdoen finos threaterninc.
well before this, the poverrment saut acwn the urnilverelties.
ceorivimg the Tugen of ore ¢f 1ts most amportant areas for
recruitinpo. The party complains about how mispuicea yourno pecoie
ard workers are (i.e., not suplect to its influence) ang about
tne extent to wnich tne masses cantiriue to follow the (eacersnio
o6
of the mullans., Tne alliarnce with the IRF has put tne Tuoen in
ar  awkward position. It has little toc offer tTne secular
naticnalists who are ocissatisfiea witn tne IRF but, with 1ts
reputation as atheist angd Commurnist, Nas ilttie ta atfer tnose to
wnom Islam is imoortant. The only line on wniech 1t coces mot face
strong competition from otner parties 1s compiete supoort for the

Soviet Urnion, incluging over the invasion of Afoharnistan. Tnere

is a small audiernce for sucn ar appeal.

Mincrities

The Saoviets (arnd tne Eritish) have in the past used scme of
Iran’s ethnic mincrities to oressure the central poverrment and
pravide local enclaves of influernce. Since 1979, Moscow has
agairn beern actively opursuing influernce amorg the twce larpest
ethnic minorities, the Kurds (oernaos S millicm in Iram) ano tne
Azerpaijyani Turks (perhaps 14 million 1n  Lran). However. this
time 1ts pboiicvy is more ampivalent tnan 1t was 1in 1945 amc  1hece
wngn Mmoscow cpeniv  supported autoncmlist movemernts amona botn

pecoles. The main compblication vicw 1s tnat moscow 18 alsco

pursuing pccd relatiors witn the cerntral ooaverrimert ard reels 1t




has made av leasT sSame Drouress. ln the past. Th2 mincrities
were usec because Moscow’s relaticons witn thne central ooverrment
were DoOoOr. 1he pereral Soviet positiorm orn iranm’s mincorities
sirce thne revoiution 1s tnat thev have leplitimate ricnts to Tner
oun cultural exoression anc toc a share 1n the pernefits of the rew
coraer. However, tnis line 18 not cirecteod acairnst tne central
poverrnment., rRather, i1t 1s arpued tnet the minorities’ orcodlems
were caused by the shan’s repressicn. Therefore, the
instaiiation of the new repgime in Teheran marks arn end toa the
cppressive oolicies. Khomeini is orotraved as sensitive to tne
minorities’ prievantes and desirous of resclivino  them. ine
Saviets fault the central poverrment for rnot goine erncuph  Tor
the minorities but contirue to exoress the nope that 1t will see
the wisdam of conciliatian. The erux of the Saviet arcument 1S
that whatever hurts tne central poverrment aies the cause of the
caunterrevalution arg 1mperiaiism. anc that 18 against tne
interests of all lram's irnhabitants, whether PFersian or
=8

mincrity.

The Saviets seem toa have little influence amorp some
stratepically located mirorities, incluging the Turxmens in the
northeast, <the BRaluchis in the scutheast, and tne fAraos in the
scouthwest, members of these proups have eripaned in clashes witn
central authorities but he Soviet characterizaticns of these
incicerts is extremelvy riecative. Tne leaders cof these activities
are gcescribed as the local reactiorary elite, agents of
imderialism. anac. in the case ¢f the galucnis, Rfonam  erud

=
S5
smupolers, It 18 uniikely tnat this rnetoric 15 1ntengec to

conceal Soviet i1nmveoirvement amorig these PpeddDles, since Tthe tone 1s




s very hostile and since the sSoviets dio not use sucn larncuage

to geseribe tne kurds and tne RIerbalzanis it has wooed.

The Soviets mace a pernuine effort to reacn am  accommooat ior
witn tne Kuraisn Demcoceratic Farty of Irar. The orosoects seemec
oroamisiric, ©S0ecralliv piven thHe contacts bDetweern the two opetors
tne revolution ano tne years its leader. Rooorranmarn Lassemiu.
spent 1in exile 1n castern Eurcoe. However, relations petween
Moscow and KDY broke oown because of the kuras’ hastiilty towaros
the central goverrmernt and Moscow!s continuing subpcrt for cthe
rew repgime in Teneran. wnich has refusec to maxe concessions ta
the Kuros and has tried to subdue them by force. A mincority of
the #MDP leadersnip broke away ang maintains ties to the Soviets
and Tuoen bput Moscow!s relatiors witn the Gassemlu fact1dn are

6@
rcw bad. Kuros ewpageda 1n fipnting Teneran’s torces are
pelieved +to have not only Soaviet amd Czecn weaponms DUT  alSo
fAmerican ang lsraeli weaborns.

Soviet relatiorns with  iranian Hze&oalganls censtitute a
spnecial case. There are na particular tarcets 0% baviet wrath
among this proup. In fact. tne Soviets, iricliudino Scaviet
fRzerbaijanis, express enthusiasm for»tne resurpernce of Hzerbalan
since the revolution. A host of Azeri-larpbuage oublications have

beern estanlished anag tnere are fzeri-lanpuane tneaters bpoth 1n

Tabriz, the metrcoolis of Azervaijarn. and Teneran. The Tugen'’s
Azerbaijyami affiliate, the Hzerbaijan DLemccratic KHartv, 18
actively 1i1nvolved i1n such ventures. Soviet Rzerbailanis seewx

contacte with their Iranilan counterparts batn witniv  Irarn  anc
61
abroad. Pubplications from Saviet Azerbaijan are sent to Iran.
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Tne link betweern tne Fzerdaljlamis orn dotn siges of Tne porger 16
stressed in  Soviet parlavce in whicnh  Jraran  RKzerpailan 1S
invariably termed "Scoutherrn Rzerbaillar."

Yet aill tnis mavy be less sipnificant tharm 1t  seems. ne
Soviet message to tne Iranian Azerbaljanis has peern tnat tneir
interests are linked ta the survival of the revoiutionary repime
irn Tenerar. Azerpailjarnis were ncot ailone. it 1S Dointec Gut. 1n
suffering uricer the shan:; FPFersians suffered too, ang have oroxern
witn the past by means of thne revaiutian. Tnere are refererices
to mMosaagoea, but nrnever 1n the sense tnat Nne was reparoea as
sympathetic to Azerballani autoncmist cemanads. Corily 1n the sense
that the paramournt 1ssue is to save a central poverrnmernt opoosed

e
to foreion domination from the garpers of counterrevolution,

There wculo certainly be oproblems with encourapinpe an
RAzerbaijani autonomist  movemert analooocus to the one in 1945~
1946, ever apart from the possible international ramifications.
The Irarnian RAzerbaijani oopulatiorn is more ocispersec now than
then., with many Rzerbaijanis havinpg movea ta Teheran i1n searcn of
petter economic cpporturnities. Mmorecover, Mmoascow 1is concerrned
abaut urmnolesome Yehauvinism” amcono  Soviet RzZerodallanis.
gricouragivin naticomaiism  amorg irarniar Hzerpaijlanis ano  their
sense of kirnsnio witn their Saviet cousins coulo be a verv
cangercous move, especially sivice there are pernaps ten miilicon
Iraniarn Azerbaijanis. wnile <the tTotal pooulation of Sovies
Hzersaijar. 1ineiudin?  Russiarns  anc members of other ethnic
orguns, is anly & little over six milliorn. Finallv tnere are
indications that for ail their effarts, the Soviets arnc tThe

Azerbaijran Demccratic Farty simply have nat parrered mucnh susnport




&mcnp FZerballanl Natlonallsts. WIS SeEeM much more i1nterestec irn

Avatcollan Kazem wharilat-—-Macari’s Fecdle’s mMuslilm  RKeoudiioan
&3

Party. Whetner the ADw can DiCx UuD SUDDOrt 1m TNe wawe of tne

IRP's crackaowrn orn Shnariat-Magari amgd nis To.iowers remains to bDe

sSeeri.

Clancestine Activities

Reocrts nave surfacea in tne kest of Soaviet clarcestaire
activities in Irar. The very Tact tnat thev are claroestire
makes tneir existence oifficuit <tTo verify or cateoorically
gisorove. Rumnors of KBS 1nvolvement 1n SAVAM-, Tthe rmew recima2's
secret opolice, or the estaoiisnment of a Saviet listernirmd DOST in
Zahedarn, the main citv in BRaiuchestar. are counterec bDv rumors
wnich insist tnat suen events have not taxken place. Tnere are
alsa stories of Saviet infiltration of [ranm acroass tnat courtrv's
northwestern border but tnese toc are urconfirmed. R reoort fram
west Germary indicated tnat the Scviets 1rn Tenerarn faciiitated
the seizure of tne Americarn embassy there. This account pives no
specifics but arpues simply tnat the pecole who toax over the
embassy must have hao Saviet help because there is no other wav
they could have known about the empassvy's lavout and the locatiom

B4

of its starf. Wwhile this carnct be cisoraveo cutriont, ome can
at least speculate tnat since the pecole who too< over tTha
embassy hao the wnerewltnal to Diece tooetner  Nunmorecs  of
gocuments out throuch the u.5. empassy Shreacer. tney miont verv

well be abie to firo cut wnatever tney wanteog to Know asout tne

embassy's laycut without riecessarily peino handed the inrarmation




bv <the Soaviets. there are aiss rumors Thnat Tuoen memnsars ware
invoivecd 1rn thne occusaticon af Ttne embassv. burins toe fourteen
montns  the embassv was nelg, there seem To have pees aQlTFfsrant
Crouns wWhlicn  enterea tne embassy Canmoourt activic  Wlthaut  much
coordination amaono  tnem, TRus <tne DpDossibility of rugen
involvement carnnmcat He automaticaliv ruled cut, Sti11l. tnere 1s
stronb  evigcence that the take over was conceives DV vodrng
followers of Khomeinli ang oirvected by a cicose assaciate =F -is,
Hogat ol-Eslam Mmohammad Kno'ini. without any oromoting from the
&5
Tuoen. Morecover, in tne immediate arttermath of tne tawke cver,
the Tudeh, evern more emohatically than the Soviet Union,
exoressed concern that the matter woulo oo too far. that a
gemonstration at  the empassv nag oroduced poco resuits out  to
) 1)
continue the matter further coulc oo more harm than  o0osc.

Wnatever tne Soviets arnc the Tugen mav have ogore covertly i

Iran, so Tar, it nas oroucht tnem rvic ogiscernap:e berefits.

Military Interventicn
One of the tragitional tactics of Russianm arnc Saviet
involvement in Iran, military intervention. nas rot beern used

since tnhne fall of the manarchy, altnouoh cccasicral refererices ta

the 1921 <treatv petweeri the twce countries arnd to Saviet

(4]
i ]

occupaticon of the rnorth cduring world war raise tnis
aossibil}tv. horethneless, there arz reascrs Tor Qoudting suCch &
moave 18 likelv for the toreseeac.e tuture. Tne foviets 1ncicate
thét tney believe they nave gainec as a resuit of Tthe revoLus 1ov.

Tne coste of i1rvaginbD & cocuntry iec bv oecolLe tne Soviets stiil

feel tThney can geal witn would seem oromipitivelvy nioh. irean's




situation is verv cifferent from Rfocharnistan’s. by trmne sime of
the Soviet invasiarn., Afonarmistaw hnaa a oro-Savaert, Lammurii st
covernment. whicn nagc  Lost control of most of the countrvy To

anti-Commnuriist imsurnents. in adoitian. tne ULniteo States nao

mace 1t Mrnown ouring the first Sisernower aomimlstratior TNat 1T

-

comsigerec FRmerican oaetense of wmfonamistanm unteasaib.e. iy
iviterested as the Saviets are in  i1ran. tney nava nhioner
pricrities 1in otner countraes. wner vietrnam was EnDrdiied 1in a
war witn Campbedia amd Chiva in 1973, tnat seems to nave been

consigerea more imoortant tnan cevelocoments in Iran. jwoging by
Tthe amount of coverape civern botn supjpects in SPravda. since
1328@, arti-poverrmernt sentiment i1y Polarnd has beern a scurce of
particular concerrn to Moscow. The SHaviet Unian certainly has tne

means to invage iran. Rowever, 1t nas the . ans to co  many

thinps it has ricot oore.

Conciusians

Soviet efrorts to oromote its interests i1n Iran sirce 1979
have prcduced mixed resuits. wWhile the stvle 1s different. the
averall substance of relations betweern tne two countries Nas vot
charoed mucnh simce the late vears of the mormarchv. MOSOOW wWas
satisfied with its relations with Iran then arga row. Saviet
writivips or ivarn 1rn the orincipal riewspapers anc The Journals
where the exoert advisers on Iram publisnh continue to taxe &
nositive tone towarcs the revoliution and the rnew recime. The

economic relations betweer the two courntries arna Teheran! "ariti-

7
imoerialism” are consigered particuiarly oratifvino. in

man
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tnecretical terms, tne revoiutlicn Nas  DEern  DrOUressive  even

thourn 1t 18 Mot Marxist. Chamolors [siamiC VAalues, anc 1s lec ov
&8

mulilahs. In oracticai terms, the Islamic Renunlicans’ ho.io an

o v
s

power 15 deemed stanle ant is expectec to engure. Yyet Saviet

observers alsca see analogles betweern recernt everts in irarn  anc

earlier revolutions there ard 1rn XUSS1&. evern the Russia of
72

1917. Lmder such circumstances. furtner cnanges mignht coour,

put the SBoaviets have nct revealed armv expectatiorns of wnat tThose

cnanpes miont be or when tnev woula cccur.
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" THE SOVIET UNION AND THE PLO

by Galia Golan

Note: The body of this contribution was completed by the
June 19382 cutbreak of war in Lebariori. Despite the
still wvolatile situation as of late Rugust, the

author attempted to update events in a postscript.

1. Development and Nature of Relationship

The Soviet Union generally supports national liberation
movements on a tactical basis, i.e., viewing them instrumentally
as a tactical option in Moscow’!s pursuit of its more strategic
long-range objectives. Irdeed the commencemernt of Soviet support
often represents no more thar a Soviet decision to cultivate an
additional option or potential charmnel for the pursuit of Soviet
interests in a particular country or region. This gerieral
appraach has certainly been the case with regard the Soviet
attitude towards the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).
. The relationship is a tactical one, determined by the broader
Soviet-Arab and, especially, the Saviet-United States
relationships.

The Soviet Union apparently did not see even any tactical
valu® in the PLO during its first few years of existence (1364-
19€8), for it rejected efforts by the new organization toc make
contact and gain Soviet support. Typical of the Soviet’s almost
indiscriminate investing for the future, Moscow did permit
contacts with Palestinian youth amd labor groups, bringing a
small rumber of studernts to the Soviet Union for university
studies. Moscow continued, however, to view the Qrab—fsraeli

conflict as a conflict betweer states, and saw the Palestinian




problem only in terms of a refﬁgee problem (as stated in  UNSC
resolution 242) and made rno effort to compete with thé Chipese
support offered the PLO. This negative attitude began to charge
only late in 1968, early 13963, following Arafat’'s inclusion in an
Egyptian delegation, led by Nasser, to Moscow in the'summer of
19€e8. At this time the Soviets began to refer to the
Palestinians as a "people” calling the PLO (in 1263) a "National
Liberétion Movement". They began providing propaganda support
and by 1370, following ancther Lrip by Arafat to Moscow, gave
permission for indirect supply of arms and equipment to the FLO.

The major reasons for this change were: (a) the fact that
the Arab states, particularly Moscow's major Arab client, Egypt,
had begun actively to championm the PRalestinian cause, having
decided to make it a focal poaint in the Arab-Israeli conflict;
and (b) the achievement by the PLO of significant publicity in
the world as a result of terrorist activities.

The Soviets still had seriocus reservations about fully
supporting the PLO, as evidenced by the reprimand delivered the
Syrian Communist Party in 1371 for placing too much emphasis on
the Falestinians -- a reprimand which contaired criticism of
almaost avery one of the PLO? positions and policies.
Noretheless, in 1972 Soviet support for the PLO was raised,
following ancther +trip by Arafat, when Moscow agreed to the
direct supply of arms ard military equipment toc the £LO. This
"elevation” of suppert was the direct result of the deterioration
in GSoviet-Egyptian relations, i.e. an effocrt by Moscow to

compensate for its losses in Egypt Dy deepering its relations




with its other clients in the Arab world, including Syria and

Iraq. In the Fall of 19374, the Saviets came cut officially in
favor of a Palestinian state -— a reversal of its eariier
position and a significant stepping up in its support for the
PLO. This step was taken for a combination of reasons, coming as
it did Just prior to the Rabat conference of PArabs heads of
state. It would appear that the Soviets were aware of the
decision taken by the Arab leaders to pass a resclution in favor
of a Palestinian state (on the West Bank and Gaza) as had finally
been agreed in principle earlier that year by the Palestine
Nat ional Councili. By'supporting this idea, ¢the Soviets most
likely hoped to counter both the pro-American stance Egypt would
be advocating at the conference and the very real possibility of
continued United States’ progress in the region given the two
disengagement agreements regotiated by Washington and u. s.
efforts to open talks for a second Egyptian-Israeli agreement
.and/ar a Jordaniarn—Israeli disengagement agreement. Frabably
with the same objectives in mind, the Socviets had agreed a few
morithse earlier to the opening of a PLO office in Moscow, which
decision was finally implemented only two years later -— on the
eve of an official visit by King Hussein to Moscow.

It 1is possible that the decision regarding the PLO office
was also dictated by bilateral PLO-Soviet considerations in
addition to the broader regional and global calculations: in
1974, +the Soviets may have sought to strengtheri Arafat inm his
battle with Habash over various issues, including the issue of
limited demands for statehood; i 1976 the Scaviets have bheen

trying to mitigate Arafat's dissatisfaction over Moscow' §




position of ;estraint with Pegérd to the PLO in the Lebanese
conflict (Arafat did rnot visit Maoscow in 1376, reportedly bec§use
af this displeasure). Iv 1977 a temporary step up of Soviet
support cccurred when the Soviets, for a few months, placed the
return of the Palestinian refugees in their official siogan on a
settlement. This ‘“elevation" was in direct response tc a PLO
request, but Soviet acquiescence probably came to counter (in a
manner of one-upmanship) what appeared to be a United States
approach to the PLO, when President Carter spoke of the need for
a "homeland” for the Palestinians. More significant arnd direct
was the nfficiAI Soviet recognition of the PLO as the sole
legitimate representative of the Falestinian people in November
1378 -—- immediately after Camp David. And finally, in Qctober,
1981, the granting of diplomatic status to the PLO office in.
Moscow, which may have been prompted by Moscow’s renewed concern
over possible US-PLO contacts (encouraged at about this time by
varicus American figures). As in the other cases cormected with
" the PLO offices, this "step-up" may alsc have been an effort to
reassure the Palestinians in view of Mascow’s improved relations
with Jordan and -- again —— to placate Arafat over the Soviet
failure to supply all arms requested by the PLO in Scuth Lebanon
(the issue reportedly was Sam—-Es; and Arafat reportedly did rict
visit Moscow in 198@0 because of his differences with Moscow on
this and other issues).

From this brief history of Soviet-PLO relations, prior to
the June 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, it emerges that the

Soviets have used their stances on the Falestinian issue to




enhance Moscow®’®s position in the Arab world and, increasirngly, to
counter  U.S. inrcads, successes or potential successes in  the
Middle East. This use of sﬁpport of the PLO had been part of the
PLO had been part of Soviet tactics since the Yom Kippur War of
supporting the more radical Arab demands, sa as to prove Moscow's
usefulness in ther eyes of the drabs, and esserntially in the eyes
of the United States and Israel, with regard to the negotiating
process in the Middle East. Thus, the Soviets could claim to be
the only superpower interested in a comprehensive settlement
rather than the partial agreements offered by the United States;
at the same time they can claim to the letter that only Moscow
could control the war option, moderate the radirals or even bring
them to the nregotiating table arnd/or recognition of Israel.
Increased support for the PLO had been part of this tactic,
assuming over increasing impaortance ast the Palestinian issue
itself assumed the dimensions of super power competition. Yet
.the tactical nature of the relatiorship remaired, insofar as the
Soviets have nrever let their support for the PLO overshadow or
interfere in the pursuit of Soviet interests (such as the reentry
of the Soviet Unionm into the negotiating process), or
exacerbating the prospects of confrontation with the USA), or
charnge their basic positions, be it on the nature of an Arab-
Israeli settlement or other regional or global - issues. A
revealing ‘example of this oceccurred in the spring aof 1377 when,
rather than let the problem of PLO participation prevent the
plarmed reconvening of the Gereva confererce, Moscow agreed to
the formnulation of PLO participation only at scome, as yet

undertermined, "second stage" of the forthcooming conference.




Although the Soviets sought ‘some  formula for Palestinian

participation (yiz. the GSoviet-American Joint communigue of
October 1977 as a possible substitute for resclution 242), Moscaow
was nornetheless willing ¢o igrnore its formally proclaimed
commitment to PLO participation "from the beginning and on an
equal footing" S0 as to obtain its own return to the negotiating
process. In examining below a number of decisive factors in the
Soviet-PLO relationship, we shall see other positions which the
Soviets have refused to alter or compromise, despite opositicn by
the PLO and what PLO officials see as a contradiction of PLO

interests.

II. Devisive Factors

Those factors which provide for potential or actual
ccnfiicts between the Soviet Union and the PLO, or, at the veky
least, create problems in their aongoing relationships, can be
dividéd into two categories: factors cormected with the nature
of the PLO and factors commected with the positions or policies,
including methods, of the PLO. Within the first category, the
fact that the PLO is a roof-organization, encompassing several
varied, indeed divefse, groupings, often at loggerheads with each
other,-poses a number of problems for Moscow. The Soviets prefer
that all the national liberation forces be situated
crganizationally under one roof, for such a situatiorn eliminates
the nrecessity of supporting corne group to the exclusion of all
others, which would limit Saviet options and increase the risks

and future wvulrerability «f having banked on the wrong group.




Moreover, such a situaticn theoretically rules cut costly (in

energy and rescources) rivalries, while providing a clear address
for the channeling of Soviet aid and advice to a cleérly
identified, responsible decision-making urmit. Urnfortunately for
the Soviet Union, the PLO enly partially fulfills these
regquirements. The organization is torn by internal disagreements
and rivalries, complicated by the involvement of various ARArab
states, supporting ~- indeed directing -- one group or ancther,
Thus, the interfererice of Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Syria or Libya can
effect PLO decision—-making or behaviory, while the inherent
insecurity of the leadership grcup, specifically of Arafat,
places in Jeopardy what gains or concessions the Soviets have
often had to struggle hard to achieve with regard toc PLO decisons
and policies.

Within the irnternal kaleidescope of the PLO, the Soviets
have inm the past had no choice but to support Rrafat and his
Fatah organization, for it is by far the largest and most
domirnant group. Yet the Fatah is basically bourgecis in class
backgrourd and composition, permeated with religiocus Muslim
elemernits (who, like Arafat himself, sympathice to some degree
with the revival of fundamental Islam in Iran), and lacking in
any ideclogy, save what the Soviets view as bougeouis
nationalismn. A1l of these riegative characteristics are clearly

roted by the Soviet media, indicating the persisternce 2f these

factors . which operate against Soviet control or influernce over
Fatah in the long as well the short-run. Yet it is Fatah which
gives the tore ard major content to the PLO. The two Marxist

organizations -- Nayif Hawatmeh’'s Fecples Democcratic Front for



the Liberation of Palestire (PDFLP) and George Habash's
Democratic Frormt for the Liberation of Falestine (PFLF) are, at
least idenlogically, more acceptable to the Soviet Union, ’but
even combined, they represent ornly a very small proportion of the
PLO membership and stand no chance of taking control. Morecover,
while Hawatmeh’s extremely small PDFLP is very close to Moscow
and may even be counted upon, to a large degree, to do Moscow's
bidding, the somewhat stronger Habash is a much more radical ard
independent breed of Marxist, whose positions on policies and
tactics ara,‘ more often than not, diametrically opposed to those
of Moscow. Indeed, betweerr 1374 and 1978 there was an opern,
polemical split between Moscow and the PFFLP, with relations
improving -— and eventually deepening -- only after Camp David
and Habash's support of tﬁa Soviet invasion of Afghanistarn. The
other, still smaller, organizations, such as Sai’qa, the Popular
Struggle Front, the Falestine Liberation Front and the Arab
Liberationm Front are of little interest to Moscow, directly
conitralled as they are by various RArab states.

There have been various attempts by the Soviet to gain
greater influerce irn the PLO via a more dependable charmel, i.e.
a Commurnist charnnel, but the PLO has consistently resisted such
encroachments. Al Arnsar, created by the Arab Communist parties,
was disbarnded in 1972, having beer critized within'the PLO for
its position in favor of the continued existerce of Israel and
its appositon to the use of terror. Its successor, the Falestirne
Nat%anal Front, orgarized primarily for use orn the West Barnk, was

somewhat more successful. It achieved two places in the PLO




Executive Committée, but its chances for gaining any influence in

the P~PLO were severely hampered by the disintregration of the

organization on the West Bank due to deportations on the part of

2

the Israeli authorities. Moreover, the direct bid to place more
Communists in the PLO Executive at the most recent Palestine
National Council (1981) failed altogether. Moscow probably hopes
that with the creation of an independent Palestine Communist
Party on the West Bank, the Communists will have a firmer basis
for demanding direct representation in the PLQO. In 1974 the West
Bank branch of the Jordanian Communist Party was declared the
Palestine Communist Organization, subérdinate, 'still, te the
Jordanian CP; sometime in late 15981 this corganization became a
full-fliedged, indeperident Communist Party. The creation of such
‘a party probably had less to do with gaining influence in the PLQO
than with the goal of securing a more dominant position on the
-West Bank in anticipation of autonomy and the political jockeying
connected with the possibility of the creation of a Palestinian
state. The Soviet tactic is not to attempt to substitute the
Communists Fo? the PLOD or'compete with it; tactically the old
idea of a common "front! with norn—Commurnists has priority. But
the overall purposes are, on the one hand, to strengthen the
Communists by giving them an apen, publicly recognized rcle and,
orn  the other nand, to establish a basis for Soviet contreol and
thereby ersure Moscow's interests and lire.

In addition to the nature of the PLO and its contingent
parts, ather divisive factors in the Soviet PLO relationship stem
from differerces of opinion on certain substantive issues,

tactics, ard methods.




The substantive issues inclﬁde the existence of the state of
Israel, the locale of a Palestinian state (alongside or ins?ead
of Israel, either within its 1947 partition plarn borders or its
Jure &4, 1967 border); the return of the refugees; possibly the
issue of Jerusalem; southern Lebanon; and Afghanistan. The
Soviets have consistently argued with the Palestinians that it is
unrealistic, and therefore undesirable, to seek the destruction
of Israel -- either militarily or politically (by creating a
secular Palestinian state in all of Palestine) or even to try
drastically to reduce it to the 1947 partition plan lires.
According to the Scoviets, the only objective worthy of pursuit,
i.e., orne which stands a chance of success and which, most
important for the Soaviets, does not carry with it the certainty
of war and superpower military confrontation, is the creation of
a Palestinian state on the West Bank and Baza. This is the
posiion  implicitly accepted by Fatah and even the Palestine
National Council inscfar as the latter’s 1374 resolutions called
for the setting up of a Palestinian "authority" on any territory
liberated. The PLO, Fatah, and even Arafat refuse to go beyond
this explicitly because of the strong copposition within the PLQ,
and evert within Fatah, to accepting the existence of Israel.
Only Hawatmeh -—- and the Commurists —— explicitly and openly
accept the Soviet postion, although Hawatmeh occasicnally claims
that this is only the first step, presumably leading to the 1947
borders or all of Palestine (the Soaviets delete such comments
from  their own accounts of Hawatmeh'’s statements). This issue

has had a most divisive effect orn the Saviet-PLO alliarnce; tae




Soviets were not willing to support the demarnd for a Palestinian

state until there was at least implicit RPLO agreement to the
Soviet position; which agreement will probably remain so loné as
Arafat retains his power. The refugee issue is much less
important or pressing from the Soviet point of view, <though the
differences in their attitudes could cause some difficulties in
the future. Probably realizing that the PLO position favoring
the return of all the Palestiniamn refugees, their descendents and
families, to their former homes in Israel cculd be viewed by
Israel as tantamount to an attempt-to destroy the Jewish state,
the Soviet position (though rarely expressed) calls for '"return”
of the refugees to the new Palestinian state when created or "to
their homes in accordance with the UN resolution', i.e., UN
rescolution 194 of 1948 thch calls for "return” of those willing
to live in peace with their rieighbors. Similarily, Jerusalem is
not a borne of cantention between the Soviet Unmion and the PLO at
present, but a difference in positions -~ the Soviets being much
less committed than the PLO to Jerusalem, all of it, being the
capital of the Palestinian state —— could cause difficulties in
the future.

The FPalestinian struggle in southern Lebaron, first against

the Syrians and then against the Israelis, has been a serinus

source of incompatibility, for the PFPLO, particularly Fatah, has
long presed the Saoviets to take a more direct military role, or,
at the very least, ¢to provide movre advanced weapons. The
Soviets, for their part, have been relatively restrairned, out of

concern that massive Israeli retaliation could lead to a rew

Arab-Israeli war. Arafat reportedly refrairned from visiting




Mascow in 1976 and again in 1980 because of this issuey and bhis

second-in-command, Abu Iyad, has explicitly criticized the Soviet
Urnien for its reticence. There are other points of dissent on
the Palestinians’ part regarding issues not directly cormected
with the Arab—-Israeli conflict,. The change in the Soviet
position on the Fatah backed Eritrean liberatiorn struggle was
undoubtedly one of them. More important, however, was the Scoviet
invasion of Afghanistan. The PLO has officially, if
unenthusiastically, supported the Soviets on this issue, but
Arafat, unlike Hawatmeh and Habash, has been much more
synpathetic to the Muslim cause than Moscow would like. Although
willing to mediate betweeri the Afghanistan regime and Pakistan
and even Iran, Arafat has not endorsed the invasion or given
Moscow his full backing on the matter.

Numernus issues of methods and tactics are also the source
of controversy between the Soviet Union and the PLOD. The most
furndamental and important of these is the complex of issues
cormected with negotiations, i.2., recognition of Israel,
acceptarnce of Resaolution 242, (Gereva versus armed struggle,
specifically terraorism. While the Sovietg have, over the years,
tried to persuade the PLO to agree to the idea of Israeli-PLD
mutual recognition, they have irnvested much more erergy and time
in trying to get the FPLO to accept Resolution 248, with its
implicit recognition of Israel, thus paving the way for
Palestinian participation in regotiations such as Gereva. After
some initial hesitation, the PLO did unafficially accept the

Soviet-US statemert of October 1977 as a substitute for



resolution 242 and there are signs that in view of the gereral

Arab regection of this resolution (viz. the decision of the Arab
summit in Qmmaﬁ in 13981), Moscow has abandoned its diéect
pressure for 242 in favor of some other formula. Thus Moscow o
longer advocates the Gereva conference, based as it was on 242,
but rather some other form of international or multilateral

conference. Yet there are many forces in the PLO, even in Fatah,
which oppose rnegotiations, advaocating only armed struggle. These
forces came to the fore most recently onn the issue of the
European initiative, the acceptance of which some saw as
Palestinian capitulation. Arafat Just barely won ocut on this
matter (pro-negotiations) in the PNC of 1381, but his foes were
Jeined by Moscow and its supporters. While not essentially
opposed to PLO contacts with Europe, the Soviets construe the
Euraopean initiative controversy within the FLO as a prelude to
the most serious source of a Soviet—-PLO rift —— the possibility
that the PLO under Arafat might eventually copt for Westerr, and
behind it American, spovnisorship,. This has been, ard will
probably remain, the most serious dilemma for the Soviets, for by
attempting to persuade the PLO to accept the idea of negqotiations
and seeking to bolster the moderates within the organization,
Moscow is  strengthening the very elements which render a shift
towards the West more feasible. It is in this context that
Soviet cpposition, or at least discomfort, over such matters as
the Jordanian—-PLO rapprcachement or PLO support for the Saudi
Arabian peace plan must be seen. Even as Moscow improves its cwn

ralations with Jordan and seeks such an improvement with Riyadnh,




it has to combat fhese same tendencies within the PLO -— and they
are personified by Arafat.

Evenn though the Soviets find themselves in tempa;ary
agreement with the more radical elements -— against Arafat —— on
some matters, the basic Soviet support for the idea of a
negotiated settlement has placed Moscow at logperheads with most
elements of the PLO at one time or another on the issue of armed
struggle. While agreement exists with such as Arafat, at least
on the simultaneous use of political as well as military methods,
the iséue of terrorism has been a source of strain. While the
Soviets train Palestinians in the use of arms and armed struggle,
they grefer that this method be subordinated to political means
and limited to sabotage or resistance in the occupied
territories. Moscaw?s attitude towards operations inside Israzl
is somewhat more ambivalent, everni covidemnatory, though when the
operation is carried cut by Fatah, the Soviets generally try to
characterize it as an action against military targets, so as to
legitimize it as "resistance". International terror, however, is
not advocated or supported, ostensibly because Moscow considers
it counter—-productive, in reality, orobably, because the Soviets
themselves are vulnerable to, and have been victims of,
hijackings. Thus for all that the KGB is involved with extremist
groups around the world and does, in fact, provide training, one
of the issues won which Moscow and the PLO Have clashed 1is
terrorism. Along with the idea of a "mini-state'", the issue of
terforism was the point over which Moscow and Habash broke forces

in 1974, The Soviets wauld appear to have been less adament
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after Camp David; but PLO use of international terrorism also

declined after 1378.

I1l. Cohesive Factors

There are two types of factors which operate (or are hoped
by the Soviets to operate) in the direction of cohesiveness in
the Soviet-PLO relationship: the dependency of the PLO upon the
Soviet Union and the mutuality of interests betweerr the two. In
fact, however, as stated from the cutset, the real degree of
cohesiveness is determined primarily by factors ogutside the bi-
lateral relationship itself, i.e., by the state of Soviet-Arab

relations (and the position of the Arab states vis a vis the PLO)

-

and the state of Scoviet-United States relations (and the position
of the United States vis a vis the Palestinians).
The PLO is dependent upon the Soviet Union for the provision

of political support. This support consists of support for the
Palestinians' demands and for the PLO as arn organization on the
international scerne, e.g., in the UN and its affiliates; in
bilateral talks between the Saviet Urnicorn and ;epresentatives of
other countries, irncluding Western countries (mainly to have the

Palestinian issue arnd/or the PLO at least mentioned); in

conferences and meetings organized by the Soviets, Soviet fronts

such as the World PFPeace Council, or ather organizations,
specifically on the Palestinians or related, and ever unrelated,
subjects. Soviet political support comes in the form of opening

PLQ offices and providing official recaognitionm of the PLO as the
sole legitimate representative of the Falestinians. Assistarce

in the PLO's propaganda effort includes direct Soviet media




propaganda on the PLO’s behalf and on the Palestinian issue. In

all areas af political support Moscow’s allies, including Cuba
but excluding Rumania, follow the Soviet-lead.é Rumania, in
weeping with its generally independernt foreign policy starce, has
its own position on the PLO and provides political support in
other ways, independent of Moscow.

A second means employed by the Soviets to create PLO
dependency is military support, which consists of the provision
of training and arms and equipment. PLO people are trained in
camps located in the Soviet mion, Eastern Europe, Cuba and North
Korea. (The last is not necessarily part of the Soviet effort
inasmuch as the North Koreans ternd to be independent of Moscow,
leaning towards China, which, in any case, also aids the PLO).
While this training is military (use of explosives, conventional
warfare, sabotage, etc.), political indoctrination is also
provided, while traiviing in political intelligence, and
agitation-propaganda work is presumably also offered to certain
trainees. There is no evidence that Soviet or Soviet bloe
advisocrs have been sent to instruct FPLOC forces in the Middle East
asdfe from unconfirmed rumers in 1378 that 20-30 Soviet
inst;uctors were present in Lebanon along with some East Germans,
and later, Cubans.

On the other bhand, Soviet and East bloc “"diplomatic”
perscrmel in Lebarncon are in regular contact with the PLO, some of
them presumably operating as at least security/intelligerce

advisors, if rot nmore. The presence of Libyarn advisors in

Lebarion does rnot appear to be directly cormected with the Scoviet




Uriion. Arms and military equipment have beern provided sirce

1370, both directly and indirectly, through Syria, Libya and Iraq
(and possibly South Yemeni. The Soviet bloc is by far the major
gource of armaments for the PLO, with Saudi Arabia, and to a
lesser extent other Arab states, paying the bills. Chirna
provides some equipment and Western, including U.S., French and
West German equipment has been found amcrngst the Palestinians'
arms, presumably having been cobtained through international arms
merchants and/or provided through third parties. Other types of
Soviet support include medical, educational arnd ecenemic aid,
but nane of these categories is particularly large or
significant. According to Palestinian sources; the Soviet Union
does not provide any direct financial aid; Saudi Arabia is the
PLO’s main financial backer. Deperdency may also be sought by
Soviet involvement in internal power plays and politics, viz, the
effort to inject Communists intc the PLO's ruling bodies, to
increase Communist influence amongst the Palestianians in the
cccupied territories, and the attentiom given the PLO-Marxists,
particularly the pro-Soviet Marxists around Hawatmeh. Whether
the Soviets ‘have supported any of the efforts to replace Arafat
is not at all certain, however, inasmuch as the contenders such
Abu  Iyad wor non-Fatah pecople, have all fternded to be wmore
extremist in their views, sometimes critical of Saviet
moderati&n, and, in some cases, directly comnected with varicus
Arab goverrmerits (therefore offering little prospect for Soviet
contral).

Rll of the above types of dependency-creating tactics,

insocfar as they are successful, may also be used by the Scviets




as instruments of control and charmels for influerce.
Theoretically, at least, political support can be withheld as a
lever for bringing about charnges in PLO policies, tact;cs,
persornnel, etc. The Soaviets withheld support for a Falestinian
state until the PLO agreed to the mini-state idea, arnd Moscow for
quite a long time withheld official recognition of the PLO as the
sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian pecple.
However, neither of these Soviet "corcessions”", nor any others,
came abeout as a direct result of some charnge in the PLO, but
rather as a result of other Soviet considerations (growing U.S.
influernce and the coming Rabat decisiorns, Camp David, and so
forth). For all that Soviet histeorians try to depict Soviet
;upport as a function of the change in the PLO to a progressive
mass organization, bent on negutiations and reasons, other Saviet
writers have been sanguine encugh to admit that these attributes
are far from having been attained, and, implicitly, that Moscow
has rot succeeded in converting the PLO to a Marxist—oriented
ideology and the Soviets' various substantive and tactical
positions. As far as can be detzrmirned, Moscow has continuously
oressed its views without tying compliarnce to any threat of
cont inued Soviet.political support. Indeed, the picture which
has emerged is one more of the Soviet Unionn rather than the FLO
as the supplicant, and Moscow as being acutely aware of the
poterntial for a shift inm PLDO orientation.

I the area of military aid, the Soviets have achieved
somewhat more dependercy, ingsofar as the rnature of the aid

supplied can directly affect certain end results. Thus, the




Soviets have generally succeeded in controlling the combat
options open to the Falestinians in southerrn Lebanon, though it
is not certain that they have had similar success in influerncing
the PLO's decisions as to when, where and haow to use the weapons
that the PLO already possesses. While it is possible that the
Soviets have used types and dates of arms supplies as a lever for
influencing PLO decisions, much the way they tried to do in the
past with Egypt (1971-1973) and Syria (13768), there is nro
evidence that such arms blackmail has, in fact. succeeded any
more tharn it did with Egypt and Syria in the past. The facts
that the PLO can (and does) obtain much of its Soviet equipment
indirectly from variocus Arab states and that it can purchase
weapons with Saudi money, iimit the effectiveness of arms
supplies as a lever for control, N other charrmel of potential
central (medical, education, ecornomic support, or involvement in
interrial PLO politiking) has achieved sufficient dimension or
importance to be of any use to the Soviets, however, the last aof
these (involvement in internal PLO politiking), is probably most
cnnducibe to control or influernce. The recruitment of pro-Sowviet

PLO pecple, their elevation to positions of power, assistarce to

one group  against another in  internal political fights,
seretration amonigst the masses, as well as inside the
organizations and ruling bodies —— these are the means the

Soviets have traditicrnally used for achieving deperidercy and
contraol., The majm~ conveyer of Soviet wishes remains the Saoviet
ambassador in Beirut and cther Scoviet officials who meet with FLO

leaders; the pro~Soviet PLO Marxists or Soviet agents within the




PLO do not yet have sufficient power to dictate Soviet wishes to

the FLD executive.

The seccnd type of facter for cchesiveriess of the Scoviet—-PLO
relationship is the mutuality of interests betweern the twoa ==
which is, basically, mutual instrumentality or exploitation. The
fundamental mutual interest is opposition to the ascendency of
America’s influence at the expense of Moscow. The Saviet Union
can offer the PLO arnother champion in the international arerna —-
and a most powerful champion at that. Aside from serving as
another Soviet client in the Middle East, the PLO can offer the
Soviets certain services such as mediatiorn, to wit, between Iran
and Afghanistan, Eritrea and Ethiopia, Somalia and Ethiopia, as
well as channels for caontacts with variocus movements such as the
Sardanisti, the Italian Red Brigades, the Japanese Red Army and
others who have trained in PLO camps.

~The relationship, from the view of mutuality of interests,
is rwot entirely balanced; and we have already examirned the
divisive factors which render the mutuality of interests somewhat
vulrnerable. Yet for all that the FLO appears to be the greater
beneficiary, and the deperndency necessary for control is solely
lackirng in reality, so that the FLDO is still rcot the crganization
the Sﬁviets would have it be, Moscow obviously considers the PLO
a sufficient asset to warrant efforts to strergthen the cohesive

factors in the relationship.
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Postscript

This paper was prepared some time before the Israeli war 1in
Lebarnon in  the summer of 19828, but the events of the war have
Dorne out a number of hypotheses and trends already notec. The
earlier Soviet reticence to assist FLO military activities from
Lebanorn because of corncern that these actions might lead to an
Israeli invasiaon, became during the war, almost total Soviet
inaction on behalf of the PLO, lest the Scviet Uriion be dragged
into the military arena. Thus the tactical nature of Moscow's
interest in the PLO became blatantly clear.

Early in the war, Moscow used t@o separate charmels to make
the limits of its support understood to the FLO. In response to
what the PLO radim termed anm Arafat call to Moscow to "help stop
the Israeli aggression,"” the PLO representative in Moscow,
Miuhammed ash—Sha’ir, issued a statement on June 8 that the Soviet
Union would continue to send military supplies to the
Palestinians, but would serd no troaops, adding that no froocps had
been r*equested.4 None of the above appeared in tne Soviet
versiorn of the Sha’ir statement, but +this Saoviet »oosition

presumably was also conveyed to FLO political department chief

[
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Kaddumi ivi nis talk with Groamyko at the UN the ..ext day. Almost
immediately, Abu Iyad, a critic of the Saoviet Union in the past,
publicly expressed the PLO's disappointment with the Soviets,
saying that fram "the first hour, we wanted the Soviet position
to be more racdical, but our Sovist bhrothers have their own way of
acting."e Soviet sernsitivity to such cititicism —— of which this
was orly the begimning --— was orne of the factors prompting tne

Jurne 14, Soviet goverrment statemernt. Although its wording was
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to some degree the public expressicon of the note sent to Reagan a
. few days earlier (primarily from concerrn over Israeli-Syrian
fighting), the ¢tone and timing were clearly desigrned to resiare
the cease-fire, lest Israel take Beirut, but its warning to
Israel lacked the strong threat expressed at critical times in
previcus fArab-lsraeli wars. (Indeed, the PLO representative in
the Persian BGulf was to make just this point, critical of Moscow,
several days later.7) On the critical point of actual Soviet

assistance to the Palestinians (or Syrians) the statemernt was

vague, even defensive. It said only that "The Soviet Union takes

the side of the Arabs, not in words, but in deeds. It is working
8

to bring about the withdrawal of the aggressor from Lebanon.

The "deeds" referred to were limited to diplomatic action,

. although Soviet propaganda broadcasts implied, by reference to

past cases, that this alsc meant Moscow's role in the creation of
3
Prab military strength. Even this; however, said nothing of the

present, prompting increasingly explicit Palestimian coriticism

over the following weeks. Moscow?!s ally, Hawatmeh, callirng on

the Soviets to use "all possible means includivng military power, "

complained that Moscow was satisfying itself with diplomatic and

political pressures, the effect of which was "limited, if  rust
12

zerao, " The Scoviets were apparently no more forthecoming in  the

letter that "it contairis pretty words, but they have rno basis an

11
the ground." Abu Iyad had already termed Soviet "inactivity"
12
as irexplicable. Prior to his early July visit to Moscow, as
. part of the Arab League delegations desigrated to visit all the

permarient members of the Security Council, Kaddumi was gquoated as
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planning to ask the Soviets for "drasticqaction," saying that
condemning Israel was nct sufficient.lé According to  Arab
sources, quoted in the West, Gromyko told Haddumi (arnd - the
aceomparnying Morrocan and Kuwaiti Foreign Ministers) that Saoviet
military aid in the form of troops or combat ships was out of the
gquestion, refusing to change the Soviet position or increase its
role in Lebanon in any way.14 The Soviets offered little else in
answer to the Palestinians’ demands and criticism asice from
protestations of how much the Soviet Union was doing,
minimization of the Palestinians'! losses (meaning that their own
arms and training, like that of the Syrians, were well provided
by Moscow), and the more frequent argument employed imblicitly
and later explicitly that the Arab states were suppcocsed to be the
Palestinians’ greatest defernders. Citing help from their own
allies, South Yemen and Syria, aﬁd their potential ally, Iran,
the 8Soviets predictably tried to shift the criticism to the fArab
world, citing its lack of unity and failure to act.ls

While +the criticism of the Soviet Union came from almost
every quarter of the PLO, particularly Fatah, the aore surprising
exception was George Habash. Once the most cutspoken critic of
Moscow, Habash’s silerce regarding Moscow during the war, can
only be an indication of how far Soviet-PFLP relatiors did irndeed
progress after Camp David, and the degree of cocoperation Habash
apparently hoped <to mairntain with the Soviets in the future.
While Habash’s silerce may rnat in fact have been significant, it
is a strong possibility htat core of the outcomes of the summer's

confict will be a strengtherming of the radical winmg of the PLO,

as opposed to Arafat. Arafat will have still greater difficulty




in arguing that he was right to press for the political appreach,
the road of international pressures and state alliances, _the
option of negotiatiorns and implied compromise in view of 'the
Israeli government's choice of the military option. The
likelihood of the radicalization of the FLO, and its probable
returg to terrorism as its only mearms of operating, has alreayd
been perceived by the Soviets, but it is not nrecessarily a
pesitive development irn Saviet eyes.16 There remains a wide gap
between Moscow's poesition and that of the radicals, not only on
the issue of intérnationa1 terrorism, but on the whole spectrum
of qguestions related to an Arab-Israeli settlement -—-—- including
the very idea of a settlement. Bromyko, in his press conference
on June 22, reiterated this position, underlining the point of
greatest conflict betweer Moscow and the radical Palestinians:
Moscow’s recagnition of Isael’s right to exist.17

The radicalization of the PLO is but orne problem Moscow 1 ay
have to face. R nmore serious prablem for the Scoviets may be that
the americans will emerge the wirnmer from the whole conflict.
This, in fact, was crme of the major Soviet corcerns from  the
begirming of the war, probably the major corcern once the Syrian-—
israeli hostilities virtually ceased and the perind of
negetiations set in. From its first anrncouncements of the war,
the Soviet Urion sought to make it clear to the Arab world that
the United States was as much to blame and as deeply involved as
the Israeli attackers themselves. Moscow sought to exploit  the
conflict to hamper the Urnited States, both by drawing a straignt

lire between Camp David, the U.S.-Israeli "strategic alliarce"
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and the summer war, and by encouraging the Arab states to emplay
‘ the o0il weapon against America. Thus, as early as June 8, the
Soviets called on the Arab states to help the Palestirnians, - but
this appeal was not a call for Arab military aid, but rather for

the safer, but more effective -— from the Soviet point of view —-
18
use of the oil weapon. Berneath this perhaps far—-fetched hope

of achieving an active -- and significant —- anti-fmerican policy
from the Arab states, which might evern unite the more reactionary
Arab states like Saudi Arabia with the more radical ones, the
Soviets were most likely intent upon limiting American
exploitation of the cerisis to further improve its position. The
prominence of this global calculation in Soviet thinkirng was most
apparent in the warning senmt by Brzhriev to Reagam on July 8.19
For weeks the PLO had beern surrcurnded arnd bombarded in West
‘ Beirut, there had been the daily threat of Israeli occupation and
destruction of the PLO strongholds in the city. Yet during all
this tie the Soviets did little to nothing, choosing to respond
only when a rew element appeared: the possibility of U.S.
marines being sent to Lebanon to assist in the evacuation of the
PLO. The Soviet warning was couched mainly in terms of
preventing an Israeli move on West Beirut, and it was relatively
milder than the Jure 14 statement in that it cmitted any
refererce to the proximity of the area to the Soviet Union, But
it was quite clear in its opposition to any importation of U.S.
forces into the area, a step which the Saviets undoubtedly saw as
a seriocus change in the super power status quo in the area,

. remivescent of the days of powerful American interverntion im  the

Middle East (Lebarnon 19358) to prop up the regimes of its choice
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against the threat of pro-Soviet moves elsewhere in the area.
_the July 8 warning did not evern mention Israeli withdrawal from
Lebanaon, an omission desigred perhanps to lower the price
necessary for Anerican agreement to desist from sending troops, a
move obviously considered more threatening to Scoviet interests
than the continued presence of the Israeli army in Lebanon.

The American troop threat mitigated by their limitatiorn in a
mﬁlti-lateral supervisory force, the problem of an  American
diplomatic victory remained. The RAmericans having successfully
mediated the solution to the PLO presence in Beirut, the
possibility remaired that they might achieve a modus operandi
with the organization. Having rno diplomatic relations with
Israel, and no patron-client relationship with Lebanon, the
Soviets had wrv> way of challernging the Americarn—-conducted
regotiations. According to a Saudi scource, the Soviets refused a
Palestinian request to send a Soviet negotiator on the grounds
that the absernce of Soviet-Israeli relations would be arn obstacle
to the success of such an effort.:@ For a rcertain period of
time, it appeared that the Soviets encouraged the Palestirnians
and the Syrians, or anyore else approached as a potential host
for the PLO, to resist a settlement. The Soviets may have haoped
thereby to prevent arn American meditated solution, as well as ta
demonstrate that the Americarns, after all, could offer the Arabs
nothing, At best, the mnegotiations could be shifted to the UN or
a multi-natiornal forum which would include the Soviet Union, a

21

suggestion which was raised by the Saoviets late in July. Whenr,

however, Israeli preparedress to take West Reirut became more




than apparent, the ternsions on the Eastern (Israel-Syria) front,

Syria and others suddenly charged their positions regarding a
Palestinian evacuation. The sudden change, which irncluded Séuth
Yemen's agreement to receive Falestinians, strongly suggests
Soviet interventiorn, oresumably because the Soaviets became
convinced that Israel had reached the limits of its patience and
war was about to break cut again in full force.

There 1is always the pogssibility too that the conflict in
Lebarnon strengthered those persons or forces in Moscow which were
opposed to such massive Soviet involvement with the Palestinians
or ;n this area at all. It has beern argued over the years that
elements of the Soviet military copposed such invelvement on the
grounds that it was too risky, that the Arab clients were taoo
unstable and uncertain, and that war, including confrontation
with the United States, or at the very least, loss of modern
Baviet equipment, would be the result. Others were said to have
cpposed  supporting non—Marxist groups, believing the investment
tz he worthless aver the lorng run, while cocthers may in fact have
pressed for greater support, as part of the Soviet~Chinese
competition amongst the rnational liberation movenent s,
Conversely, there were those who preferred ocnly Gtate—-to-8tate
relations as the cornerstore of Soviet policy, no matter how
prmgréssive or Marxist the rnon—ruling client group.

There has alsc been scme evidence of persoms Q- gQroups
favoring detente as distinct from those who seek every
opportunity to denigrate the possibility of detente with the

United States. In the Lebarese crisis, there actually was a

divergernicel between the standard Soviet lire and the comments of




one Journalist, Izvestiia’s Middle East political expert, Bavin,

who at least twice sought to dissociate the United States from
2z '
responsibility for the Israeli action, © Bovin's rname has been
associated with that of Politburo member Ardropov, Just as
variocus personalities and institutions have been idemtified with
each of the above views. It has been speculated that the lack of
soviet aid to the PLO at this time was evidence of a change 1in
Soviet policy as a result of a shift asinongst the power groups in
the HKremlin, possibility in cormection with the death of Suslov
saveral morths ago. Given the closed nature of ¢the Soviet
political system, all this is but speculation, but the Soviet-PLO
relationship ard Soviet behaviour towards the FLDO have been both
clear and consisternt over the years. Soviet behaviour in this
erisis was indeed totally consistent with, and the 1logical
consequence of, the policies pursued by the Brzhnev regime over

the past ten years, if rnot langer.
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1. Habash, disapproving of the idea of declaring for a
state at the time, because of his cpposition to & mini-state on
the West Bank and Ga:za, refused to participate in Rabat, just as
he refused to go to Moscow in the summer of 1374 because of his
differences with the Soviets on this and other issues.

2. Its place on the West Bank was takernn by the more
radical National Guidance Committee, established after Camp
David, but-the Communists were unsuccessful in their efforts to
take over this group.

i The Soviet Union’s allies in Eastern Europe and Cuba
also provide the Soviet Union with a proxy for those occasions
when the Saviets do rnot want to act directlyy, e.g., stating a
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forth,
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On Jure 2@, radioc foreign affairs specialist Shishlin,
in an argument with Izvestiia political expert Bovin, remarked
that it was not now time for an international conference, though
this Saviet idea was a good one. This commernt, and the fact shat
this conference idea was in fact only proposed a month later,

. suggest that these differerces of opirion on the issue in Moscow.

{(Mouscow domestic radia, June 2@, 1382).




228. Soviet television, Jure 8, 1982; Moscow doamestic radio,
. June 20, 13825 the latter cormtained the argument between Baovin

and Shishkin.




LIBYA AND THE SOVIET UNION: ALLIANCE AT ARMS' LENGTH

By Ellen Laipson

Introduction

The relationship between the Soviet Union and Libya under
the leadership of Colonel Mu!amar Qaddafi has been enigmatic; its
financial and military dimensions are impressive, and have
expanded rapidly in the past six years, but the ties are clearly
less than a formal alliance or a conventional client/sponsor
relationship. In fact, while there are obvious convergent
objectives in particular areas, there is a noticeable
disassociation on general ideclogical attitudes and long-rance
goals.

On orne level, the Soviet Union finds in Libya a strongly
anti-Western state with an activist leadershio willing to use its
own resources to encourape weaker regional states to limit their
ties to the West. But at the same time, Qaddafi has proven to be
a reliable trading partner of major Western industrial states,
declares itself non—-aligned,cand has refused to consider a Soviet
base on its soil. The relationshio defies easy exolanations from
the Soviet perspective as well; the Soviets see only limited
opportunities in Libya, place restrictions on the depth and scone
of the ties, and may see Libya more as a wealthy trading partner
than a reliable political ally. There are indications, nhowever,
that changing regional dynamics of the past two years may be

tipoing the balance in the Soviets' faveor, and by resoonding to




. Libyan concerns, they may strengthen their military position in
thg area.

The Soviet connection to Libya cannot be seen as a model for
its Third World relations because it is unigue and unusual in
several respects. Libya is at once an extremely wealthy and very
underdeveloped nation. Its wealth affords it greater flexibility
than more dependent states; it can purchase the develoomental
services it seeks on the open market. But at the same time, its
internal weaknesses make it dependent on outside heln, and for
security and practical reasons, this help often comes from Soviet
or Eastern bloc states.

It is also unusual because the Soviets rely almost
gxclusively on the military dimension to define their role in
Libya. There are both strategic and economic aspects to the
military compénent, but more significant is the general absence
of other conventional tools and technigues of Soviet power and
presence. The sparse population and lack of major urban centers
greatly inhibit the kind of Soviet behavior common elsewhere in
the Third World.

The relationship, in its uniqueness, is nonetheless
important toc watch. Both nations have particular strengths and
special rneeds. There is reason to believe that in the past year,
both parties have been more willing to respond to the other’s
concerns, although there is not perfect symmetry here; Q(addafi
seems to seek greater Soviet military protection but is sore
pressed to pbrovide the Soviets with the hard cash thney want.

For the West, the relationship is an intriguing one and

merits special attention. Neither Libya nor the Soviet Union bhave




found in the other a panacea for all their oroblems, and same
argue that the achievements of this bilateral bond are indeed
modest, although others credit the Soviet-Libyan connection with
numercous instances of African instability in the past year. One
cannot quastion that the degree of Soviet military penetration of
Libya, the prospects for Qaddafi's radical transformation of
Libya into a new form of Islamic Arab society, and the future of
Soviet-Libyan energy and economic cooperation are critical
concerns for Western policy in the Mediterranean, and in the Arab

and African arenas.

At indeperdence in 1351, L;bya was described in  U.N.
documents as the poorest nation in the world. The circumstances
of its achieving independence, long before many other colonized
states with more advanced infrastructure and more abundant
resources, including its North African neighbors, pertain tc the
nascent East-West rivalry of the immediate post-war period. From
most accounts, U.S. strategic interest in establishino a major
Mediterranean base converged with British political interests.
Those two worked for the indeoendence cption over the Saviet-
backed alternative of placing Libya under a U.N. trusteeship.l
The Soviets were alsoc interested in developing a Mediterranean
presence, and saw in the well-located, sparsely bdopulated Libyan
coast an ideal site. When sopurned, they concentratec their
efforts on Egypt, which was politically more valuable but

required considerably more effort.




tboon independence, the oro-Western Sanusi monarchy was
installed, somewhat artificially uniting the country’s East-West
division of Tripoli and Cyrenaica. In Seotember 1963, a &7-year
old captain named (RQaddafi and seventy younag officers, following
in the footsteps of their spiritual father, Gamal abd al-Nasser,
seized power in a bloodless coup. The well-orpanized takeover had
been plamned over a period of years, when these Free (Officers
grew disillusioned with King Idris' ineffective reforms. The couo
was received calmly and without resistance in Libya and abroac.
By the end of the first week, Qaddafi emerged as the de facto
head of state, defining nis task of restructuring Libyan society
in terms that recall the attempts to create a Libyan reoublic in
the period 1916-13220.

Since 1969, (Qaddafi has exoerimented with three different
political forms., The initial ruling aopparatus was modelled after
Algeria's Revolutionary Command Council (R.C.C.), designea in
theory for informal, collegial decision making among militery
peers, with no dominant personalities. In addition, he organized
an Arab Socialist Union modelled after Egypot's mass party cum
social organization. In 1373, dissatisfied with both, Qadcafi
abelished the R.L.C. and organized tne country into 4350 opecole's
committees, establishing the base for nis theory outlined in tne
Green Book of 1376. He called for the transformatior of L(ibya
into the original jamaniriya, a coined onrase roughly translatec
as direct democracy. The Green Bcor descrives a new society that
straddles capitalism and Communism, with little institutional
structure. For Qaddafi, the ideal goal i1s a xinc of pure goouiar

soverelignty, where "fraudulent forms of cemocracy” like



carliaments are not necessary. O0On the foreign oolicy front, he
advocates positive neutralism as the sclution for all
underdevelooed states, and he begins to formulate nis poal of a
united Arab Islamic republic, post-Nasser pan—-Arabism.

Some sociolopists have seen parallels between the Soviet
system and the institutional forms of OGQadcafi's jamahiriya,
comparing the General Popular Committee to the Soviet Cabinet,
the General Secretariat to the organism of the same name in the
Soviet system, and the Permanent Secretariat to the F‘o].it:!:n.ww:u.'2
Part Two of the Green Book ocutlines "the solution to the economic
problem” in terms borrowing heavily from Marxist socialism.
Others have seen in the Green Book the contribution of Western
thinkers like Jean—-Jacques Rousseau.3

Two points should be noted: 1) Qaddafi’s political
theories, for all practical purposes, remain theories and have
not bDeen implemented or realized to a point where valid
comparisons to the Soviet system are nossible; and 2) Qaddafi
himself gives no credit to outside influences, and oresents nis
theory as indigencus, as emanating from his spiritual exoeriences
in the desert of Libya. Therefore, whether the current structures
nf the Libyan political system are akin to Soviet politicail
values and institutions may have little bearing on Soviet
influence or access to the Liboyan polity.

In practice, 'positive neutraliism’ as a foreign nolicy nas
meant considerable contact petween Lioya and the west. After tne

takeover of 1969 and tne abolition of the monarcny, Qacoaf:

closed the Americar and BEritish bases, out continuec to seex ang




receive military help from the West. The United States uroviqed
military aid uptil 1974. While Qaddafi began purchasing Soviet
weaoons in  137@, he considered France a more imoortant arms
provider than the Soviets until the mid-1970s. R diversified arms
supply strategy was more than just practical for (Qaddafi; it was
a reflection of his independence from any bloc, and therefore was
a matter of national security policy.

Over time, he has lost some of that maneuverability, and has
grown increasingly oriented to the East for arms suoolies,
training, and for ecconomic cooperation agreements, although he
has sought diversity even within the Eastern bloc, oresumably to
prevent Soviet domination. The United States began oslacing
restrictions on high technology sales to Libya in the early 1970s
because of Qaddafi's support for terrorism and other foreign
policies considered contrary to American interests. France, in
.the context of its Africa policy, has limited its arms trade with
Libya, although the Mitterand government is inclined to use arms
sale poiicy as a positive inducement in political relations, and
has not ruled out future contracts with the current government.

The reluctance of the West to trade with Qaddafi has pone a
sten further under the Reagan administration, and the
confrontational tone of Libyan-American relations has not only
reinforced the trend toward Libyan reliance on the East as
exclusive arms source, bdut may have induced Qaddafi to recefine
his security needs and his attitude about creat oower alliances.
In a significant speecnh on the anniversary of the Seotember !
Revolution in 13981, Raddafi onsroclaimed his willingness to

sacrifice his neutralism for a oprotecting alliance. "We




desperately need to be in military alliance with any ally who
will stand by us against the United States.“s

Other aspects of Qaddafi's Toreign policy activities of tne
past few years may directly or indirectly enhance Soviet
interests in the region. addafi has been rebuffed in his search
for political unions with Egypt, Syria, Tunisia, and Chad. But he
succeeded, in late 1981, to form an alliance with Ethiooia and
South Yemen (PDRY) that could be significant in the context of
his relations with the Soviet Union. Both of these states are
more clearly Soviet clients than Libya, and the prosoects to
coordinating shipments and transfer of arms within the alliance,
which forms an arc around pro—-Western Sudan and Egyot, could
facilitate Soviet repioral plamning and give the Soviets indirect
access to Libya via these more compliant states.6 The oresumed
Libyan financing of its pact partners also provides considerable
benefit for the Soviet Union.

Libyan involvement in international terrorism, through
financial supgort and through training provided in Libya to a
broad spectrum of terrorist groups, is another feature of the
Libyan landscape of special interest to the Soviet Union. Exoerts
generally concur that while the Soviets may not be responsible
for the growtn of poiitical terrorism that has nlagued mostly
Western societies for the past decade, they have benefitted from
its destabilizing effects and must at least passively suooort it.

Qaddafi's reputedly unmatched activism in this field is at a

minimum an unspoken dimension of the Soviet interest in Libya.




The climate in Libya im 1982 1is one of considerable
uncertainty. Many believe that Qaddafi's series of radiéal
internal measures have alienated groups that were once among his
supporters. Those who continue to back him are the have-nots of
Libya, those who did not have 5 stake in the dismantling of the
existing order. Some believe that the severe dislocations caused
in the economy by Qaddafi's rulings on banks, private ownershipn,
and income distribution will have seriocus repercussions for the
future‘stability of the country, even in a post-Qaddafi era. Two
military—-organized coup attempts have occurred between mid-1981
and mid—-1982. The second, in late April 1982, has been cited as
the reason for Qaddafi's last minute cancellation of a state
visit +to Greece. The o0il plut and U.S. boycott of high-oriced
Libyan oil have already created cash flow problems for Libya, and
this in turn has made more scarce within the country the consumer
goods and manufactured imports on which the oopulation depencs.
This state of flux is the climate which the Soviet Union must
consider when dealing with the present Libyan government and

predicting the long—term stability of that regime.

Given the unusual personality of the Libyan state and its
leader, the Soviet Union has ooted for a limited relationsnio
with the country, and has not socught a hign degree of association
or involvement in its day-to-day affairs. The Soviets aopear
reconciled to the sometimes strident stance of non-alionment

espoused by Libya, and have been willing to agree to disagree on




philosophical aquestions when more tangible interests are at
stake. .

Libya holds a number of attractions for the Soviets. Its
1120 mile Mediterranean ccast with a natural port at Tripoli has
considerable strategic importance. 1Its proximity to Egyot, the
heart of the Arab world, is significant, as is its location on
the Soviets' North-South axis to black RAfrica. Libya has also
been a cash-paying customer of Soviet poods of considerable
importance, and has certain political affinities with the Soviet
Union.

Western analysts differ dramatically on how to assess Soviet
priorities in Libya; some see them as overwhelmingly strategic in
nature, while those inclined to take a non-alarmist view of
Soviet intentions see the economic aspect of the relationshio as
equally important. The differences alsoc reflect diverging time
perspectives. The economic interests-first group tends to look at
the short-run, and point to the already realized dimension of
Soviet-Libyan trade as more important than the elusive and
continuing military alliance talks. But the stratepic camo takes
a longer~term view and ascribes considerable patience to the
Soviets, who cannot cverloock the advantages of close military
ties with Libya. For those who see the Soviets as reactive ana
opportunistic in the Third World, Libya has orovokeo resnonses
and orcvided opportunities in a pattern that suggest its

increasing importance to the Soviets.
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Strategic 0Objectives: The Soviets cannot overlook Libya's
location on the southern flank of the Mediterranean. A Soviet
presence there could cause considerable alarm in NATO circles. In
addition, Libya is located between two pro-Western states. Eoth
Tunisia and Egypt have e@xpanding military cooperation
arrangements with the United States, permit port of call visits
and have conducted joint operations. The Soviet desire to monitor
or counterbalance that presence is evident.

Libya is also strategically located from the Soviet
perspective along a North-South axis, to the degree that its
airfields could provide en route access for Soviet actions
{interventions, airlifts, etc.) to sub-Saharan states.7

Libya’s strategic attractiveness to the Soviets has grown
principally since Anwar Sadat expelled the Soviets from Egyot in
1372. They had virtually unlimited access there, with tens of
thousands of military personnel in residence and near-—-totail
control of parts of Rlexandria Harbor. Libya cannot comoensate
for the loss of Egypt, which was devastating militarily and
humiliating politically for the Soviets. According to some
accounts, Libya was initially seen as a place to store weaoons
for use by Egypt, should Cairo have decided to return to tne
Soviet-backed rejectionist camn. But with Epypt deeoly committed
to American diplomacy, Libya became by the late 197@s an
alternative, albeit inferior, and a place from which to oressure
Egypt-a

The Soviets have reportedly pressed the Libnyans for naval
and air base rights, but to date, bhave been more successful in

negotiating interim, more modest steos, such as landing rignts




and port of call visits. The Soviets have technical advisors ‘in

residence {(about 1,008), but for financial and ooliitical reasons,
the Libyans have balanced their numpbers with non-Soviet Eastern
bloe advisors. A considerable number are opresumed to be from
Yugoslavia and Romania, suggesting even less control from Mogscow
than is the case with the East German security and intalligence
personnel. Co—-production of weapons with Libya or joint exercises
with Soviet and Libyan troops do not seem to be hiph oriority
gocals for the Soviets, as they have become in U.S.-Egyotian
military relations.

There has been considerable controversy about whether the
Soviets have an understanding with Libya about their use of the
Soviet—-provided weapons stockpiled in the Libyan desert. Some
have seen the estimated $12 billion spent on arms since 1969, so
greatly in excess of Qaddafi's capacity to use them, as a Soviet
cache.9 But many dispute the usefulness of these weapons because
of deterioration in desert conditions, and the likelincod that
Raddafi would have accepted encumbering restrictions in
purchasing the arms.

On the other hand, it is not beyond the imagination to
contemplate circumstances under which Soviet-Libyan military
cocoperation could occur, involving the use of the Soviet-suoolied
equipment beyond Libya's borders. Soviets were renorted alonosice
Libyars during their Chad intervention (December 198é to November
1981), although only to repair and maintain equioment coperated by
Libyans. But other scenarios for this kind of comolementary use

of the SoViet supplied arms are plausible, particularly if the



current signs of Qaddafi altering his ideolopical position to
permit closer identifi~ation with the Soviet Union prove
accurate. Ivn sum, the use of the Libyan purchased weaponry can be
arranged on an ad hoc basis, and written apreements about sucn

use may not prove necessary.

Political:s Soviet political objectives in Libya are basead on a
vague ideological affinity that underscores the anti-imperialist,
anti-Zionist, anti-capitalist rhetoric of Col. Qaddafi. They do
not appear aimed at forging a more intimate political alliance,10
or at portraying Libya as a close protepe or client of Moscow.
This was demonstrated in the Soviet leader's remarks on the
occasion of Oaddafi’s last state visit to Moscow in Aoril 1981:
"o Our states differ largely from each other. There are alsc
certain differences of ideological nature between us..."11
Moscow's reluctance to deepen the political association with
Libya may reflect concern about (Qaddafi’s mixed reputation in the
Third World, anxieties about his Islamic ideas spreading interest
among the Soviet Muslim population, and a demonstratecd
willingness to accord rnon—aligpned countries a degree of
rhetorical independence. In the same Kremlin speech, Brezhnev
outlined the code of behavior observed by the Soviet Union in its
dealings with "the younp states of the three continents" and
included "respect for the status of non—aligrment chcosern 2y the
majority of Africarn, Rsian and Latin American states.
Renunciation of the attemots to draw them into military onolitical

12
blocs of bip powers." Some analysts think that this attitude

best serves Soviet political objectives by permitting them to




gdraw a stark comparison between the entarngling aliiances of the
Western states with their Third World friends and the Soviet
approach.

The disasscciation between the Soviets and Libya, however,
seems to betray past strains and problems in the relationshin.
The Soviets may have felt thwarted in past attemots to meove
closer to Libya, and are cpting for a more distanced oposture.
Another source of strain has been Libyan coriticism of the Saviet
intervention in Afghanistan. After abstaining on early U.N. votes
condemning the Soviets, Libya nas become more outspoken in
support of the strupgole of the Afchan people, and Qaddafi in
Moscow referred to the need ta ensure the independence and
nevtrality of Rfphanistan. The Soviets, in contrast, were
supportive of the Libyan intervention in Chad, and have called
the Libyan_action "a decisive factor in the restoration of peace
in Chad."lé

On a day-to-day basis, there is ample yrocom for vapue
statements of ideclogical affinity (opposition to Camp Davic,
support for liberation movements, etc) that do not entail cleose
coordination or scohisticated joint peclicy formulation. On a
large number of issues debated in the United Nations and in
regional fora, the Soviet Unior can be reascnably certairn that
the Libyans will work for positions and cecisions compatiple with
Soviet interests.

It is not clear whether they have the leverage to alter
Libyan positions on questions that may have lanp—-term

implications for the Soviet Uniom and where Libyanm ancd Scviet




pelitical ecbjectives may not coincide. An interestiro examole of

this is the guestion of the Western Sahara and Libyan supbort for
the Polisarioc. The Soviets have been noticeably cuiet on the war,
presumably tryinpg to aveid jeopardizing important economic ties
with Morocco, and viewing the conflict as a localized oroblem.
Prospects for a nepotiated sclution to the problem are riow bogped
down in Orpanization of African Unity (0AU) in-fighting, rot in
small measure created by Libya and its upcominp chairmarship of
that orpanizatiorn. At this point, and at other watersheds in the
war and its resolution efforts, orne can easily imacine diverging
Soviet and Libyan perspectives. Tne Libyans have been nighly
identified with the Polisario and may consider the bpolitical
price of making concessions for peace tco dear, whereas the
Soviets, looking at other repional dynamics, may make a different
calculation. What remains for further analysis is how much the
Soviets, in the context of their political relationshipo with
Libya, cculd influence Libyan policy om this or cther issues.
Libyan support for terrorism is another murky realm in which
Soviet interesfs may be served, but where the Soviets may be more
passive beneficiaries than active apents of influence with
decision making power. Some, however, believe that over time, the
Libyans and Soviets have learned to cooperate well in the
training of disparate groups of terrorists whose tarpets inciude
major European states as well as Israel arc conservative Arab
g_over*nments.l4 Soviet-Libyan cocperation alsc includes the
;eemingly more benign activity of setting up seminars and
politicai conferences to bring topether leftists of varicus
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nationalities to discuss the common strugnle.




Economics For many who see the Soviet cormmection to Lioya
plagued with a number of problems, only the economic relaticonsnio
can be explained in clear terms. The Soviets have found in iLibya,
perhaps‘more than any other Third World state, a hiphly valuable
trading partner. The arms for dollars trade has bprovicded the
Soviets with important amounts of foreiprn exchanpe wneeded for
their own balance of payments purposes.

Libya has not been ar important source of oil for the
Soviets, but those who predict that the Soviet Unior may be a rnet
importer of oil in the 199%s see Libya as & lopical and likely
ocoutside source. The prospect of an arms—-for—oil barter
arranpement seems more plausible now tharn in the mid-1370s,
because Libyan cash reserves are reportedly danpercusly low, its
oil output reduced by 6@ percent since 1981, its reserves dcown
from a high of $14 billion tc $9 billion. The Soviets mipht be
interested in pursuing such a barter deal for their Eastern
European clients, which is indirectly of econcmic benefit to
them, althouph presumably still less desirable than cash
payments.

Libya is alsc the site of a larpe continpent of Soviet and
Eastern bloc economic tecnnicians, who perform in both training
and advisory capacities and number cover Eé,@@@.ls Marny of the
Soviets fill the need fo» cadres in the civil service, comparabie
to French cooperants. Soviet technicians are alsce more hipnly
priced than the East European counterparts, ancd the Libyans have
consequently lowered the ratic of Soviet to non-Soviet economic

personnel.




Assessing Soviet achievements and setbacks irn Libya over the
past decade is best measured according to one's particular
perception of their objectives. Nevertheless, there is ample
evidence to document in a neutral fashion the real and recent
orowth of Soviet exposure to Libya. In the military field, the
ties have grown cualitatively and cuantitatively, and are likely
to expand more in the near future. In political terms, the
relationship remains more or less constant within its specific
limitations, while in economic terms, some detericration of the
Soviet objective has cccurred with the dramatic decline of Lioyan
cil sales in recent months, but may be restored with riew

adjustments in the worid oil market.

Stratepic Achievements: A wmajor breakthrough for the
Soviets occurred in July 1981 when Libya granted port visiting
rights for the first time since the 1969 Revclution. It has been
reported that several follow-port calls have taken place, and
thus the Soviets have auietly normalized an important aspect of
their naval opresence in the Mediterranean. Similar rights to
Libya's airfields nave not been pranted, éccording to information
available on the public record.

There nas also been progress toward the achievement of a
Soviet-Libyan Friendship and Cooperation Treaty alono the lines
éf the Soviet-Syrian treaty. Although no date has been sunpested,

many analysts believe the treaty could be realizec in the coming

year. Such an event may be contingent upcn Qaddafi's perceotion
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af the threat from the West, notably the United States. One

measure of this positive trernd is (Qaddafi’'s remarks toc a German
Journalist: "...in its present situation facing tne enemy, Syria
had the right to establish such anm alliance anc conclude such a
treaty. Syria is not the only country to do so....we too might
find it necessary for us to conclude such a treaty."17

Developing Libyan conventicnal military capabilities for its
own national defense and as a deterrent apainst Ecypt and otner
regional rivals has alsc met with considerable success in the
past decade, Dboth in terms of accumulatinpg advanced weaponry and
training personnel. The intervention and airlift into Chad, while
not providing combat experience, proved consideranly more
effeétive than Libya's past adventures beyond its borders, and
gdrew many analysts to the conclusion that Libyan military
capabilities have improved. The short border confrontation
between Epypt and Libya in 1977 is the other major measure of
enhanced r~onventional capabilities of the Libyan state.

A few essential features of the current scone of Libyan
military capabilities, which in larpe measure can be considered a
Saviet contribution, include:

-— The RArmed Forces of 55,000 have one of the hiphest ratios

of military eguipment to manpower in the world.le

-— It 1is estimated that Libya has spent $12 biiliom on

defense sirce 1969.

-= The Rir Force consists of four souadrons of MIG-23s, MIG-

25s and Mirapes. Libya has been amcng the first non-

17
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Warsaw Pact countries to receive the most acvairced of the
MIG line.

Libya's arsenal of missiles 1is diverse, incluping
British, Frrench and Soviet ecuipment. Reports tnat Libya
contracted with a West German firm for medium-range
missiles capable of carrying nuclear warneads were denied
by the company, OSTRAG, in late 1981.

Libya has over 2502 tanks,‘including the Soviet T-585s, T-
é2s, and T-72s.

Several thousand Libyan officers have been sent tca the
Soviet Union for training.

The ARir Force remains dependent on foreion opilots,
including Pakistanis, Palestinians, ang Soviets.19 North
Korea withdrew a2 prouo of its pilots in early 198a.

There are reports that the Soviets are helping Libya
construct a major naval facility in the eastern part of
tne country.

Libya's domestic manufacturing capability remains
limited; Libya exported an estimatedpﬁBS million in
defense articles for the period 1‘974—78.“:':0

There have been reports of Libyan interest in setting up
co-production facilities with Turkey, as well as a MIG
assembly plant in the country.

There are an estimated 1822 Scoviet and Easterrnn bloc
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military advisors in residence in Libya.

The trends clearly demonstrate that the military component

provern to be an effective instrument of Soaviet influence in

Libya,

and has succeeded in achieving one strategic zujective by

10




making Qaddati a force that Egyot, Sudan, Turnisia arne other
regional states must reckon with in their defernse olarminp. EBEut
French and Italian sales as well as Qaadafi’s wariness nave
prevented the Soviets from achieving total domination of the
Libyan market. There 1is also nc clear indication of wnat
understanding the Soviets have with Libya about the cocperative

use of the Libyan arsenal.

Economic AQAchievements: The Soviets have found in Libya an
important trading partner, and have benefittec erormously from an
ironic triangular relationsnip: major Western powers; including
the United GStates, have been paying in dollars for hiph-prade
Libyan oil. Libya in turn has purchased Soviet arms, and naid for
them in doallars, which the Soviets have used for balance of
payment purposes. The Soviets may have received as much as $1@
billion since 1969 in this way, aporoximately the level: of U.S.
arms agreements to Iran 1973-77, and roughly cne-fourtn the tctal
value of U.S5. arms agreements to Saudi Arabia since 197S5.

In addition, the Scviets are paid for orovidine technical
and advisory services to Libya, both military and ron-military,
and for other high technoleogy items. In the nuclear field, the
Soviets offered Libya a research facility in 1975, a power nlant
irn 1978, and a power station in 1981. Of these, oniy the research
facility is presumed to be under zZonmstruction, and the financifi
details of the orcject are not available on the public recorc.hd

The small Libyan ponulation {(urider three million) makes it an




unlikely market of significant oranortions for Saviet
manufactured poods.

At present, it appears that tnere is not sipnificant rcom
for prowth in the Soviet-Libyan ecoromic relationship. With
current world oil market conditions and the state of Lioya's
liguidity, ¢transactions on a cash basis are less likely than
before, and may inhibit Soviet trade plans of both a military and
commercial nature. Rfter the last summit between Libyam and
Soviet leaders in Rpril 1981, a cooperation apgreement pertaining
to oil, pas, non-ferrcus metals and irripation was sipned. fpain,
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its finmancial dimensions were not disclosed.

Peolitical Achievements: If one acreots the oremise that
Soviet political objectives in Libya are modest and are not aimecd
at coreating a Libyan society modelled after the Soviet Union,
then the achievements should be measured by examining the
coincidence of Soviet and Libyan views on major woric issues.
There is a general identity of the positions of the two states on
foreign policy questions in the short-run: U.S. pelicies in the
Middle East, contindéd resistance to nrnepotiated pesace with
Israel, Epyptian—American Joint military exercises, etc. But many
cﬁnsider the political "affinity" urmatural and not based on any
profoundly held convictions. For John Campbell, Soviet pelitical
in Libya "is a pure pamble, for any resemblance between Scoviet
aims and theﬁ consecuences of Qaddafi's foreipn policy is
cbincidlntal.“dA

Radcari's chairmansnip of the DAU in 158&8-83 may orovide the

Soviets with certain political benefits in Africa, as compared to




a more Western—oriented state in the chair. FBut the cuestion of
the Western Sanara has split that orpanization into mccderate arnc
radical camps, and Qaddafi's ability tc polarize regional prouns
may limit the political gains for the Soviet Union in having cne
of 1its closer African partners directinpn the debates irn the
coming montns.

There is no indication that the Soviets have succeeaced in
altering Qaddafi’s political thinmking vis—a-vis Islam and Arabism
as bases of a future unified Arab Islamic state, or that they
cqnsider his stated poal desirable. But wnile considerable
ideclopical distance remains on lonp-term political objectives,
their ability to agree to disagree on important issues has
improved. Ironically, a case cari be made that the main political
achievement of the Soviet Urion in Libya in the past five years
has been to become reconciled in the likelihood that no preater
political affinity can be achieved with the oresent Libyan
repime. The record indicates that in the early years of Soviet
approaches to Libya, the pclitical expectations were higher and
the disappointments preater. The Qaddafi visit tc Moscow in 1981
suggests a political disassociation that can alsc be viewed as a
maturing of the political relationship into something more

realistic.

There are three majcr constrainte om the Soviets finging in

Libya a receptive partner in economic, military, and political




arenas as well as effective agert at promotinc oro-5Soviet
pclicies and practices in the Arab and African worlas.

ideolopny, poth political and relipgicus, is a major cbstacle.
Libya and the Soviet Union do not view the worlc in tne same way.
Gaddafi finds the Communist model as abnorrent as the caoitalist,
although socialism and collectivism are intecral parts of his
social ideal. His 1981 decision to ban free enterorise from the
ideas contained in the Green Eook, Part Twe, incicate
considerable sympathy for and attacnment to Marxist economic
theory, but the Soviet experience does rot seem to provide
answers for his restructuring of Libyan society, and its atheism
is abhorrent to him.

Islam is a central aspect of Gaddafi's experierce, and he
hags mobilized relipion in a more dynamic and fundamental way into
his political thinking than have other Arab revcoclutionaries, who
have used Islam more as a slopan than an operatioral set of
princioles and values. For Qaddafi, Islam does orovide some
important.answers to how society and state should funmction, and
he has even attempted to spread Islam in Africa through
conversions of ARfrican Ieaders.es For the Soviets, this is
anathema. It runs contrary to the orofourdly secular nature of
their system, and touches a sensitive nerve because of the larpe
number of Soviet citizens who are Muslim. This diverpence between
the Soviet and Libyan persoectives cannct be resolved.

The second major constraint is @addafi's rercutaticr. The
éoviets have to assess whether identificaticn with one of the
most controversial figures on the world political scene today is

too costly for them. This would be a major consideration in the




event a heavy commitment through a lonp—-term frienogshio treaty
were consummated. Qaddafi's imape as a maverick mipht cause tne
Soviet some loss of prestipe amonp countries tnai are rnon—-alipnec
and that might be prospective Soviet treaty partners.

Because of what some consider Qaddafi’s openchant for
unpredictability, the ©Soviets alsc risk investing in Libya anc
losing control over their investment. Their experience in Egynt
under Sadat, beinp abruptly expelled from a country in which
their presence was extensive, by a stronply indenengent
nationalist leader, may pive them pause. Qaddafi could turn his
back on the Soviets, causing economic ancd stratepgic dislocations
for them, and could conceivably use Soviet—-suppliec arms in
situations where other Soviet interests ccoculd be ecpardized.
While there is nothinp to date tc lend credence to the nrotion
Raddafi might cut ties with the Soviets, his past benhavior may
make Soviet planners cautious abcocut the depree of involvemert.

The third major constraint is the nature and size of the
Libyan pclity. This constraint is operational for the more
conventional kind of Soviet penetration strategpy. Libya does not
orovide the standard vehicles for the Soviets to subvert the
political views and attitudes of the Libyan pooulation. The small
press establishment 1is strictly censored and functions as a
government agerncy, there 1is ro trade union movement in the
traditional sense, and the current povernment structure of
people’s committees arnd congresses canmot be compared irvn a useful
way to classic political party orpanization. There has never been

a Communist party in Libya, and the prounds on which it wmight

-




have taken root nave oeen ore-emoted by Raddafi’s efforts to
26
radically transform the state.

Predictions about the orospects for a change in Libyan
leadership in the not too distant future have srown more frecuent
and more fervent in the past twelve months. Col. Qaddafi’s abrunt
cancellation of a plammed trip to Greece in late April 1962
fueled these fires. Some analysts have concluded from the
increasing number of dissident proups abroad and from the
presumed feelings of grievance and disillusicnment among Libyans
subjected to extreme economic disruptions that GQaddafi's demise
mey be imminent. Yet others point cut that his East German
security apoparatus has served him well in the past, and his
concerns for his own personal safety may orevent him from
exposing himself te risks. Some analysts also believe that when a
change occurs, it may be a more random event, more comoarable to
Sadat's assassination than a well-orpanized uprising. The
consideraple speculation about the survivability of Q[Qaddafi's
regime ciarrants $aking a look at such an event's consequences for
the Soviet Unior.

At present, the Soviet Union is oresumed to be firmiy
supporting Qaddafi and not actively involved with any of the
organized dissident proupns. The larpe Libyan community in Italy,
in Enpland, and in cther Western canitals is comorised of many
Qho left Libya when King ldris was deposed. They are persons

whose economic fortunes were adversely affected by the Ccolonel's




coup, and whose general background, it is oresumed, wouid favor
restoration of a free market economy. |

Qnother major oppesition figure is Dr. Mconammed VYusuf
Macaryif, whose remarks to a Saudi newspaper in March 1982 show
that some opoonents of Qadhafi stroncly believe that Libya's
future will be in the forefront of Arab and Islamic solidarity.
Drganized into the Libyan National Front and based in other Arab
countries, they criticize Q(addafi for havinpg been a divisive
rather than unifying factor in the strupple for the Palestinian
cause. R post-Qaddafi Libya, for them, could heal the wsunds
RQaddafi has caused in the Arab, African, and Islamic worlds.:7

If Libya enters into a pericd of turmoil, with different
factions jockeying for leadership, the Soviets may well find the
second group relatively more attractive., although there may not
be any greatér ideclopgical affinity than witn the present recime.
The Soviets may become convinced that Raddafi is ne longer a
viable fipure, and may try to affect the outcome of such & oower
struggle in its early stapes. It does not apopear that any current
group of dissidents would present the Soviets with a radically
improved position in Libyay more likely would be a continuation
of current conditions, if nmot a slipht deterioration.

The prospects for a very activist Soyiet resoanse to Libyan
instability, comoarable to Afphanistan, seem imnlausible. The
Soviets have not demornstrated tc cdate that they consider Libya of
a comparable depree of stratepic value, and the chances for
éuropean and PAmericar opposition are pgreat. While the United
States is no lonper critically involved in the Libyar ecconomy,

the proximity to Egypt, a close ally of the United States, NATD




considerations, and the prospects of a stronp Eurpean reaction

should inhibit such a Soviet aporcach.

Lonclusion

Soviet~Libyan ties continue, on the balance, t¢ be of mutual
penefit. Until recently, one could arpue that the Libyans were
able to use the Soviet Uniorn without comoromising their poclitical
or ideolopical integrity, while the Soviets were receiving
somewhat less than they sought. The balance may be shiftirng, with
greater Libyan dependence on the S;viet Union militarily, as
European states restrict arms trade, and psychelogically, with
American—-Egyptian military cooperation and current U.8. policy
toward Libya causing considerable alarm in Tripoli. One carn
imagine the two states prowing closer on the military front, with
expanded Soviet access to Libyan facilities and a possible long-
term friendship treaty.

At the same time, the political association between the two
states remains limited, sometimes strained, and unlikely ¢to
change. (Qaddafi has moderately altered his stance on alignment to
rationalize Soviet protection, but has accuired new confidence
and independence throuph his role in Chad, his anticipated OAU
leadership, treaty with Ethiopia and PDRY, support for Iran, and
rontinued leadership of the anti—-Campo David radical fArab states.
While any or all of these positions may coincide with current
Soviet objectives, they contain regional and Islamic dynamics

that may not always be of use to Soviet policy interests.




The economic state of affairs, over time of preat bpenefit to
the Soviet Union and its need for foreign exchanpe, apbears to be
in a state of decline., Whether Libya will cortinue to be a
customer of various Soviet oroducts on a sipnificant scale will
be determined by its pricinp decisions and conditions in the
world cil market. Opportunities in the nuclear techriclcpy field,
potentially 1lucrative for the Soviets, have not been opursued
actively in Libya. The lonp-term Soviet economic interests in
Libya may not exceed its current dimensions.

Ultimately, the assessment of what the Soviets have
achieved, what they have scupht to achieve, and what they will
seek in the future is a subjective judoment. The Soviet nosition,
as measured in concrete terms and physical manifestations, has
improved remarkably in the years since Col. Qaddafi came to
power. The relationshio with Libya, however lucrative, is not an
adequate strategic substitute for Egypt, and clearly contains
many oitfalls.

If oné believes that Soviet policy in the Third World is
reactive and opportunistic, then the Soviets are currently in a
phase when they should be responding actively to new Libyan needs
for security and protection. AR Libya threatened by the West and
leading the orogressive consensus of Africa may oprovide some
excellent coporturnities in the near future.

The Soviets snould remairn interested in Libya rerarcdless of
its povernment, and may not choose to get involved in the
;uccession cuestion. They have a foothold in a critically located
state that at least in part fille their needs vis—a-vis NRTO and

Egypt. The current state of affairs for the Soviet Union could be




‘ the foundation of an exnanaed oresence, essentially military in
character, if circumstances oermit and if the Dowers in Moscow

deem it desirable.
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Getting A Grip On The Horn
The Emergerice of the Scaviet Presserice and Future Frospects

By PFaul B. Hen:ze

Historical Roots .

Russian strategic concern about the Horm of Africa has much
deeper roots than that of the Urnited States, which 11s almost
entirely a post-World War II develocpmernt. Russians became
curiocus about Ethiopia as far back as the 17th cer-tury.1
Curicsity was abetted by the appeal «f ar exotic, distarit land
inhabited by Orthodox Christians. In the mid-19th cenrntury, a
dedicated Russian monk, Forfiry Usperisky, who cultivated
friendships with Ethiopiam clerics during several years of
service in Jerusalem, wrote enthusiastically and at length about
the possibilities which the ancient Christian kingdom offered the
Tsarist empire as a base for expanding influernce throughout

Africa. The Imperial Russiar Geographical Scociety had already

sent the HMovalevsky expedition to Ethicopia in 1847 tao look for

-
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the scurces of the Nile.
Some Ethiopians were aware of Russia tco. “In the 183@'s
Emperor Tewodros sought support from the tsar for a projgect to

liberate Jerusalem from the Turks. The Russiars demurred but in
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the last quarter of the 19th century they became more
adventuresome. After the Suez Canal was wpered, they felt the
need to secure their sea rcute through the Indiarn Ocearn to  tne
Far East. Rivalry with the British in Certral Asia —- the Great
Game was begirming tc be played in earrmest -— stimulated Russiarn
ambitions for a foothold in the Horn,

There were riumercous initiatives in the 188@'s and 183@'s.
An attempt t¢ set up a Russiar colonv cn the BRay of Tajura (in
what is row the Djibouti Republic) ended in failure, but Russian
missions to Ethiopia which followed established close relations

3

with Empercor Menelik's court. This great emperor, thern in his

prime, was feeling Italian pressure and urcertainty about the

British, He was eager to find Eurcpean allies and warmly

welcomed the Mashkov delegation in 1889 as "military
*

representatives of my brother, the Negus of Muscaovy.” Other

Russians followed ~— military men, church representatives anrd

diplomats. Military aid and techrnical assistarice were provided.

These activities have rnever been fully studied, but orne of the

most recent scholars to investigate them concludes that the role
of Russian advice in the great Ethiopiarn victory over the
Italiang at Adowa in 1896 may be much greater thar was realized
at the time.4

Russians continued to be prominent among Menelik's advisers
into the early 20th century. Russian officers helped Merelik's

armies cornsclidate contral over the country’s southwestern

regions. Russians led the Ethicpiar expediticr to the Nile which

S

preceded the Fashcoda crisis of 189S. The Russiars built and
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staffed a hospital in Addis Ababa which operated for several
years. Church links were cultivated but came tc little.

After the 1985 Revolution the Tsarist poverrmert was beset
by mounting problems at home and irterest in the Horm of Africe
waned. Several dozen Tsarist officers found refuge in Ethicpia
after 1917, but the country attracted ric attenticornn from the
Soviet government until the 1930's, when it became the center of
internatioral diplomatic corcernn as the Italiarns prepared to
invade. The Soviets, characteristically, played an equivocal
role during this pericod —— actually supplying Italy with a pgoocd
share of the grain and o©il she needed to pursue the war apgairnst
Ethicpia, but in the end refusing, 1like the United States, to
recognize the lItalian conquest. This put the Russians in a
position to claim to be special friends of Ethicopia after it was
liberated and Haile Selassie restored to power in 1341, through
the war in East Africa was over several weeks before the U.S5.S.R.
was brought into it by Nazi attack.e

Histaory had not beern forgotter. The groundwork far
resumption of Russian irnvolvement in the Horn was laid with the
establishment of a Soviet embassy in Addis Ababa in 1943. The
U.S.8.R.'s first post-World War Il foreign aid project followed
in 1946: a '"reopened" Russian hospital, decléred to be a
continuation of the ore established in Merelik's time. This was
a remarkable example of humanitariarnism on the part of a courntry
which itself lay devastated by the German invasion arnd five years

of fighting. Like its predecessor at the turrn of the certury,

khe rnew Russiann hospital in Aduis Ababa did net acquire much

status as a medical establishmernt but came tc¢ be regarded as




primarily of political sigrificance.

They saw clearly the advantages of gettirg a grip on the
Horn in the period immediately followirng World War 11, but
opporturiities were limited and sc were their resources. Dre long
shaot was to try to get some depree of hold over Eritrea, as the
former Italian coclony, under British admivistration after 1941,
came ontc the U.N. agenda. Haile Selassie wanted Eritrea
rejocined to Ethiopia. Westerr strategic irterests made that
highly desirable. The Russiars played a part in the U.N. effort
to dispose of former Italian colanies, but their first priority
was Libya. The story of the diplomatic maneuvers that led to
independence for Libya, an Italian trusteeship for Scmalia with
firm commitment to early independernce, ard federation of Eritrea
with Ethicopia is too complicated to reccount here, but it is
worthwhile reflecting on the fact that as we look back aver the
subsequent history of each of these colonies thirty years later,
we find that the Scviets have played (or still play) a major role
in all of them. This demonstrates how persistert Scoviet irnterest
in this part of the world has beer and how they have persevered
in seizing opportunities to expand influence.

For more than a decade LLibya has been a major Soviet ally
and, morecover, almost unique ir that it is firnancially profitable
for the Russians, urilike most of the other allies they have
acquired. Long & major channel for destabilization of Ethicpia

by suppotrt of the Eritrean insurgercy, Libya after 197& became

an enthusiastic supporter of <the Soviet-leaning Ethicpian




revolutionary goverrment. It appears to be easing the Soviet
ecorncmic burder now by providing some finarncial aid to Ethiopia.

For nrearly a decade and a half, wher they could naot do
better, the Russiarns tacitly encouraped Scmali irredentism by
pouring arms into the country and thereby buildirng a positicon of
military strength for themselves in the region. ODperr Somali
attack on Ethiopia in 1977 saw the Russians in a no—lose
situatior. If the attack had succeeded the Russians would have
deminated both countries and thus played a decisive role in
restructuring a trurcated Ethiopia shorn of the territories
claimed by Somalia and, perhaps, of Eritrea as well.7 If the
Scomali assault on Ethiopia failed, the Russians had the cption of
changing sides and gaining the greater prize they had 1lorng
sought, Ethicgpia, in the framework of a rescue operation. It is
difficult to imagine that the Kremlirn leadership envisioned such
a disorderly process, and a price sco high, as was the case.

Some observers have seen events in the Horn during the
latter half of the 197@'s as the crowning phase of a Soviet
master plarn that had been devised in the final days cof World War
Il arnd systematically implemerted ever since. Others see them as
the outcome of deeper processes in Russian history that car  be
traced back to the 189@'s, or perhaps ever: the 185@'s. Histcry
is relevant, but as much as they talk about historical
inevitability, Communists are taught not fo rely on history to
produce the results they desire. The =nly master plan that can
be discerried in the Scviet apprcach to the Horr during the past
EB years is persistent, aggressive opportunism: a steady

recognition of the strategic importarce of the regicn and a



determination to expand influerce in it by whatever action is
likely to be effective wher uopernings develop. The Soviet
apprcach inveolves: 1) a preparedress tc act; &) a predisposition
to advance 1ts power interests without ideclogical restraint; and
3) & steadiress of ultimate purpose. But at the same +time
caution has always played an importamt role, as became evidert in
the pericd following the advent of the Revoluticrnary goverrment
to power in Ethicpia.a

Successes in the Horn have not come cheap for the Russians
and expansion of influernce has brought brocadened resporsibilities
and greatly increased demands or rescurces. It remains to be
seen how severe the strains which these pernerate will be for the
Soviet system. How they will respornd to incoreasing costs and
strains in the Horn canrnct be determirned by judgments that apply
only to this region. All these power equaticons have many
variables. Future Russian decisiorns orn the Horrn will be made in
the context of competing demards and strains irn other areas where
the U.S.5.R. is heavily committed: Cuba, Poland and elsewhere in
Eastern Eurcpe, Afgharnistar. Just as in the late 19th century,
what happens in the Horn has a relationship toc the Great Game in
Asia. Before we examine locoming challenges and choices which the
‘Soviets must face in the Horn, let us examine in greater detail
how they operated in the 136Q@'s and 197@'s.
Making the Most of the Least

The Soviets had to conternt themselves with a learn situation

din  the Horrn during the 1352’ s. Only Ethicpia was indeperdent.

The 25-year U.S.-Ethiopian mutual defense agreement of 1953




formalized the evolutiorn Ethicpia had already made toward the
Free World defernse system. Haile Selassie had demcrstratec his
commitment to the concept of collective security by sigrnificant
participaticon in U.N. forces in Korea.

The Soviets maintained an embassy ard built a large cultural
center in Addis Ababa, cultivated relatiors with the Ethicpian
Orthcdox Church and did some scholarly research or Ethiopia, but
there was no opportunity for any major initiative. Until Sucan
(1956), Somalia (19€0@) and Keriya (1962) became irdeperndent, there
was no basis for Soviet presernce in these countries. Only Sudan
had a native Communist movement, the Sudarn Communist Farty (SCR),
founded among Sudarnese students in Cairo in 1940. Illegal baoth

before ard after indeperdence, it coffered little scope for Scoviet

-initiative. Essentially the 1952's were a time of modest but

steady investment for the future ard the Russiarms had to bide
their time.

Things began to change in 1953 when the Russiarns realized
the advantapes of ecornomic aid. Haile Selassie was invited to
Moscow and came back with a $1@@ willion coredit. Ecernamic
assistance became an important irstrument of Soviet policy in the
Hern in the 196@'s, though the publicity about it always exceeded
the services or goods delivered. A Russiar vocational training
inrgtitute was opered in the provincial Ethiapian town of Eahr Dar
in 1962 and work got under way on a petroleum refinery. Ar
ocbsolescent facility which had coriginally beern taken out of
Romarnia irn 1344 and set up at Raku was generously donated to
Ethiopia ard went into cperation at the scutherrn Eritrean pcort of

RAssab in 1967.




The Soviets lost no time ir getting ecoromic aid programs
dunder way in Somalia and Kenya, undertaking a port expansion
survey of Eerbera in 196&. Soviet aid ta Henya included a
political training institute which cpered in late 1964 but was
closed after six months when an anti-Kenyatta plot was discovered
amonrig the students. Only slightly less blatantly political was
ancther Saviet pricority for the hospital alsa fell arnd it was
actually not completed until 1973, Mearwhile Kenyans had become
alarmed by Soviet arming of Somalia and the Russiarns wasted no
further economic aid on Henya, whose free-market approach to
economic development had attracted a steady flow of foreign
investment from America arnd Europe.

Somalia needed economic development more urgently than any
other Horm country and both the Soviets and the West vied for
proJects.g Few develcoped very promisingly. Politically Somalis
were obsessed with gaining their "lost" territories -- Djibouti,
the Ethiopiam Ogader and the N.E. Frontier Provirnce of Henya.
They developed plarns for a strong military establishment which no
Western rnation was willing to support. This gave the Russians a
welcome cpportunity to move into the Horn militarily. They acted
quickly, providing Somalia with arms worth $320 million in 1364
and 1965, a level which even at that time exceeded average armual
American military aid to Ethiopia.

A& parliamentary demccratic system revertheless praduced pro-
Westerr elected governmerts iv Somalia until the fall of 1969,
when & coup by Mochammed Siad Barre, thern chief of the armed

forces, brought a pro-Soviet revolutionary socialist regime to
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power, The Russiars were pleased arnd showed their pleasure by

launching a massive build-up of both military and security
forces. Compeaetitiorn with the Chirnese Communists gave them
additioral incerntive.

Soviet military aid, which had beeri at modest levels in the
late 1362's, increased rapidly in the 197@'s. Scmalia’s armed
forces had already exparnded from 4000 mern in 13961 to Z0,R20Q by
197e. Orn a per capita basisg, Somalia already had nearly five
times as much manpower under arms as Ethiopia did ard in absolute
terms, her army was four times as large as Kenya's.11 Since
Somalia was threatened by nrorne of its neighbors ard had nrno
sericus internal security problems, expansiorn of its armed forces
had to be a direct functiori of its irredentist ambitions. The
Soviets could have had no illusions about this. Nevertheless
they poured more tharn $4@0@ milliorn worth of arms inte Somalia
during the eight years of their relationship as principal
supporters of Siad Barre's regime. During the final part of this
period, Soviet advisers in Somalia, military arnd civilian, rose
to 40020, There were several hurndred Cubans and East Eurcpeans in

addition. Economic aid played a minor role in the Soviet build-

up in Socmalia and pressure for large—scale Russian help did not

develop because Somalia continued to attract Westerrn and

multilateral aid and after 1972 began to receive Arab
12

assistarice. Available statistices indicate that per capita GNF

in Somalia declived during the decade 136€3-78 from $13Z€ to
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Somalia was not the only recipient of major Soviet

investment in the Horn regiorn in the pericd. There was a briefer




‘ time of high advernture in Sudan which started when Colorel Jaafar
Nimeiry seized power in the spring fo 19673, He loocked like a
classic Arab radical wmilitary man: anti-Westernr, talking

socialism and eager to be embraced from the East, he scught the

co~operation of the Sudanese Communists. The Soviets responded

quickly, rushed in advisers and large quantities of military aic.

At a time when Arab/Black African feelings were strairmed and the

Russians had equities to protect with bath groups, they cpted for

support of the northern Sudarnese, who were Muslims ard Arabs, in

the war agairnst the Black Christian scutherners. This war had

taken on a semi-genccidal character even before the Scoviets got

into it. Their military support brutalized and broaderied it. In

the end, Hhowever, it was not the scuthern rebelliornn but the

. preserice of a native Communist movement in Sudan which proved to
thé Russians’ undoing.14

Irn the summer of 1371 the Sudarese Commuriists came within a

hair's breadth of custing Nimeiry. It is still rnot krnown whether

=

the Sovigts kriew of, or abetted this plot beforehand.ig It

proved enlightening for Nimeiry, for he decided to disengage from

the Soviet embrace. He sought Haile Selassie’s help in mediating

a settlement with the scutherners. Ethicpran good cffices were

effective. By the summer of 1972 the reconciliation praocess was

larpely complete ard Nimeiry reorganized his governmert to pive

the southerners real participation irn Khartoum and autarcomy in

their ocwn region. The Russiavis had delivered more than_ $80Q

fmillion worth of military aid to Sudan during this two-year

. pericd. It was difficult for them to give up so promising an

|



opening and Nimeiry could find no other arms source, SO soHIe
deliveries contiriued after 1372, Faollowing the 1372 Egyptiar-—
Israeli war, Sudar’s recrientation toward the West acceleratec.
Perindic Qaddafy plots apgainst Nimeiry, which the latter
suspected of being Soviet-erncouraged, and Egyptian influence, as
Sadat broke with the Russians, encouraped the process.

The Russians had rnot forgotten that Ethiopia was the most
important country in the Horn, ‘but they lagged i competitiom
with the West during the 196@'s. This did rnot deter them from
maintaining a large embassy and trainirng a sizable group of young
officers in Amharic. But Communism had little apoeal to young
Ethiopians, who took scholarships for study in the'U.S.S.R. cnly
if they could not qualify for the U.8S. Peace Corps had more
voelunteers irn Ethiopia than irn any other single country. Most of
them were teaching in secondary schocls, by far outdistancing any
comparable influence the Russianms might hope to exercise.

Haile 5Selassie had recovered rapidly from the coup attempt
of December 136Q@ and consclidated his leadership of the country
during the remainder of the decade.16 A modest but steady level
of U.8. military aid was a key factor in modernization of
Ethicpia’s 45, 800-man armed forces, Jjudged the best in Africa at
the time. Russian ecornomic aid was eclipsed by dozens of
Americary, Eurcpean, Israeli and international projects.
Ethiopia, in contrast to Somalia, made good use of economic aid.
Modernization was advancing as rapidly iw Ethiopia as most
thought ful observers, Ethiopians and foreigners alike, considered

desirable in view of the strains the process could {aric
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occasionally did) cause inm a country so steeped iw traditicon ard
exhibiting s many regicnal differences.

One of the most sigrnificant changes during the 136Q's was
the entiry into poverrment service armd public life of thousands of
young mevt and women with moderwv educaticon. At the upper end of
the spectrum these ircluded several dozern mern with advarnced U.S.
and European university degrees wha rapidly rose tao sup-
ministerial ard ministerial rank in major goverrnmert departmernts.
At intermediate levels thousands of rew graduates of the
Ethiogpian university system staffed mnmiristries, develcpment
projects and the rapidly expanrding schosl system. All these
peuple provided the basis for more effective goverrnmental
performance during a pericd when expectations were risimg
rapidly, but they alsc represented a scurce of discontert and
frustration when modernization did not proceed as rapidly as they
expected.

While maintaining a scolid facade of good formal relations
and respect for Haile Selassie, the Russiare had their sights on
a future period of ferment ivi Ethiopia which from the vantage
point of the 196Q's must have seemed ever to them much farther
ahead than it turrned ocut ta be.17 But patience and persisterce
have always beer the hallmarks of Russiarm foreign operations.
They did their best to haster the advert of basic charge. The
Soviet agerda for gaining greater influernce in (arnd/cr  on)
Ethicopia had three aspects:

(a) the first and most expensive was support of Somalia as

an eventual avernue of pressure on —— o evean

dismembermert of ~— Ethicpia. The other two were:
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(b) enccouragement of Eritvéan rebellion, and

() development of an internal radical movement, based

primarily on students.

Eritrean separatism, which ivicludes many disparate currents,
had v original leftist orientatiorn and seems to have been Jucgecd
by Mascow as having low potential until the late 196@'5.18 There
are, it is true, indications of a few East Eurcpean arms and
furds finding their way into Ervitrearn hands in the mid-19€6@'s,
but it was only in the wake of the wave of anti-Westernn feeling

that ergulfed the Arab world after the 13967 defeat that Eritrean

insurgericy appears tc have risen from a low position on Muscow's

priority list. By this time the Chinese had become irnterested in

Eritreans, took some to China for training and begarn serding aid
through South Yemen. During the 1967-6%9 pericd, arms and money

flowed in from Eastern Eurcope through radical Arab goverrments

and yeoung Eritreans fournd copportunities to train in  several
countries with close ties to the Scoviets: Syria, Iraqg, North
Korea, Cuba. There 1is little evidevice of training in the

U.S. 8. R. The Russians kept their distance until Qaddafy came to
power in Libya arnd Nimeiry in Sudan.

The preserce of a pro-Scviet governmernt irn Khartoum operned
up support possibilities for the Eritrean insurgents which had
hithertc beern inconceivable. During 19€9 amphasis shifted from
assassinations, raids, kidrappirngs and aircraft hijackings to
sericus military operaticons as weapons and supplies poured in
;cross the Sudarese border and the insurgents were able to use

Sudarn as a safe haven. The total amount of support Eritrears



received during this pericd is unkricwable with arny exactituce,
and nrnot all of it can be charpged to the Soviet or Chirese
accounts, since some Arabs (e.g. Raddafy) had resaurces of their
Qwn. Sudan, however, did not, and reither did prverty-stricken
South Yemer, which became a major furmel for both Saoviet and
Chinese assistance.

The Eritrearn insurgericy was not as immediately destabilizing
for Ethiopia as those who underwrote it must have hoped and,
curicusly enaugh, it was rnot targeted directly against the U.E.
preserce in Efitrea, the complex of sites which constituted
Hagriew St:‘at:icm.l‘3 Nevertheless by 137Q@ half of Ethicpia's
military manpower was tied dowrn trying to keep ports and
communications lines opern and the central governmenf’s authority
in several rural areas was sericusly challenged. Corditions
favoring expansion of insurgercy in Eritrea reversed again in
137171972, Nimeiry's shift from the Soviet embrace ard
enlistmert of Ethicpia as mediator with the scutherrn Sudarese
brought a sharp reduction in Sudarnese toleration of Eritrean
suppart operations. Rt the same time Haile Selassie was able to
secure from Peking a commitment to abarndoning support for the
Er?treans in return far recognition and acceptarce of Chirese
assistance for Ethiopia itself. With help from Israel:
counterinsurgency experts, Ethicpia was able to bring insurgent
advances to & standstill and regair ground i Eritrea cduring
1972. Raddafy and the Scuth Yemeriis, as well as the Syrians arnd
fraqis, continued to support the Eritrean rebels and served as

charmels for Soviet and East Eurcpean assistarice. Cuba cortinued




its support too, and was of ccurse completely deperdert upon the
Russiarns for the weapons and furds that were required.ao

An avowedly Marxist group, with more Christians thar Muslims
in its leadership, split off from the Eritrearn Liberaticr Front
in 1972 ard since this time varicus leftist currerits have beer an
important aspect of Eritrean separatist politics. The net result
of being linked to an international leftist ideclogy has been to
encourage factioralism in an always divided movement.

The Eritrear rebellion, which continues to bedevil
Ethiopia’s revolutionary leadership, is a fascinating stucdy in
itself and a subject worthy of more cobjective historical research
tharm it has received. For purposes of this discussion let us put
it aside and examine arncther aspect of the Soviet effcocrt toward
Ethicpia in the 19€60's and early 197@'s: studerits. This was a
pericd of student agitation throughout the ertire nror-Commurnist
world, 8o it is riot surprising that Ethiopian students, eager to
imitate Western models, became engaged too.

In reality Ethiopian university students had few real
grievarices. Haile Selassie tocok a direct personal interest in
development of education and with the aid of Western adviserg and
furids expanded university education rapidly. Any reasonably able
and conscientious high schocl graduate stood an excéllent charice
of being giver: free college education either in Ethicopia or
abroad ard had fair reasorn to assume that the povernment would
pravide him with employment after he received his depree. But a
;inderella syndrome set in. So paterrnalistic a system 1ivn  a

society where the broad horizons of madernizatiornn had only

recently opered up was bound to generate expectaticns that could




not be fulfilled. Sirnce the first mer who came back fron
education abvroad socan became‘ministers and ambassadors, students
assumed they would all advarnce as rapidly. Law arnd humarnities
courses were coverflowing; erngineering and scierce were less

appealing. Jobs teaching in the provinces were not popular.

Strains and minor grievances became magnified in the permissive
1

U

university atmosphere and politicking became a habit.

The Russians were quick to reccognize this as a fertile field
where modest input in the form of money, tactical enccuragement
and help in preparing propaganda materials could produce
impressive dividerids. After the Ethicopians expelled several
Soviet and East European embassy cofficers in the late 139€Q's,
technigques were refined. Students in Ethicpia were supported
through Ethiopian student organizatiorns ir Eurcope arnd America
which blossomed at this time ard became hotbeds of Marxism and
charmels for funneling money, prcapaganda  and orpganizational
guidance into Ethiopia. Security authorities discovered, e.g.,
that money was coming into Ethiopia in the guise of contributicrs
from student organizatiors inn places such as Berlin, Paris,

Londorn and Washington to charitable groups in Ethicpia, the

national literacy campaigrn and cther worthy causes.

During the period 1969~1372, university and ever seccorndary
school instruction was frequently interrupted for lorng pericds by
student demonstrations and boycotts. Each cutbreak of viclence
led to charges of palice brutality and the accumulaticorn of rew
grievances and charges. Security authorities were relatively

mild in dealing with students, for the old empercr would not
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permit severe punishments ard regularly forgave arrested studert
leaders. The most dramatic effect of all this commoticr was the
virtual elimirnation of the U.S. Feace Corps from Ethiopian
educatior. Feace Corps volunteers, who were located in all parts
of the country, had gererally beer warmly accepted by studenrts
and the communities in which they lived and they made a major
cantribution to Ethiopian secondary education. Some Peace Corps
volunteers affected cournter-culture lifestyles and strovg arnti-
u. S. government attitudes and a few became i1rivolved irm student
agitation against the Ethiopian authorities, but most kept a
lower profile. Within a surprisingly short periocd of time, in
much of the country, students turned orn Feace Corps teachers,
prevented them from teaching ard hounded them out of many
provincial centers. In the course of 197@, most Peace Corps
valunteers were withdrawn from the Ethicpian seccondary school
ze

system.

Student agitation had little effect on Ethicpian
goverrmental processes or daily life, but the educational process
was set back and more families who could afford the expernse sent
their children abroad where some of them became ever more
directly exposed to Marxist influernces from the now well

2
established ESUNA and ESUE : arnd their subgroups. These groups
had funds available for travel from ornie university to ancther and
subsidized productiorn of propagarnda whicﬁ was mailec into
Ethiopia iv large quantities.

In the larpger serse, student apitation both at thome ard
:abroad resulted in creation of a politicized ycunger gereration

oriented exclusively to the left which cculd help accelerate the




destabilization process that Moscow envisilicorned -—- and aimed to
encourage —— ivn Ethicpia when Haile Selassie’s long reign came to
an end. It was a good investment. Furids and marnpower expended
by the Russians for encouragement of student political activity
can never have heen very great, wherever and by whatever
circuitous chamnels they were brought to bear upor the situation.

To summarize the Russian approach to getting a grip en the
Horn until the eve of the Ethiopian Revolution, of a situation
that offered little promise of rapid gains in the Horn region as
a whole, it is remarkable that the Russians spent lavishly, in
terms of material, morey ard marpower, on Somalia and this to
maximize a situation. Possessing not much more than a fraction
of Ethiopia’s population and much pocrer in resources, Somalia
was rated sufficiently valuable by the Russiarns t¢o merit an
cutlay in 15 years of well cver half a billion dollars, the
equivalent of everythirg the United States spert on Ethicpia in
32 years.

In comparisorn, even if all the pre-1377 support for the
Eritrearnn insurgency were ultimately to have come from Soviet
rescources (unlikely), it would still have been a low-cost
operation. Perhaps as much as $12 million per year of ultimate
Soviet origin went into this insurgerncy during the brief pericd
wher, support through Sudan was easy. At the ocutside, however,
total Soviet investment in the Eritrean rebellicn cduring the
period up to 1977 is unlikely to have amcurted to even a tenth of
the irnvestment irn Somalia. It was a more praductive investment

in the serse that the Eritrean problem contributed more to the




destablization of Ethiocpia during the trarnsiticrnal pericd after
the revolution tharn Somalia did.

Encouragement of student and intellectual dissidence arnd
radicalization of the educated yocurmper cilass can have required rio
more thar one ternth -- at the very most —-- of the rescurces that
went into encouragement of Eritrean insurgercy —— less than one
percent of the cost of the relationship with Somalia. This was
the most productive political investment, for the students and
intellectuals, actively infused with Marxism or at a mirviimum
incapable of thinking pclitically in categories other than
socialist-idealist nationalism, enormously contributed to the
ferment of the Ethicpiarn Revolutior.

In terms of risk the support of Scmalia was overt ard widely
publicized and caused periodic strain and embarrassmerit for the
U.S.5.R. The support of Eritrean insurgericy was extremely
discrete, thbough surrcgates, and was carried cut in such a way
as to minimize likelihood of frictionn with Haile Selassie's
goverrmment as well as with the Urnited States. Suppaort of
studerts was initially quite direct, later less so. It resulted
in expulsions and protesis arnd aroused Ethicpian distrust and
anger.

A final glance at Sudan is riecessary before we close
discussion of the pre-revelutiorary pericd in Ethiopia. The
Soviet irnvestmert in Sudan turrned cut to be urnproeductive except
inscfar as it made possible acceleraticon of the Eritrean
insurgency. The net impact of involvemert with the Scaviets was
%egative not only on Nimeiry but on the great majority of

Sudariese. No new pro—-Russian party was created, and the




existerice of the Sundan CF both complicated ard was complicated
by the Soviet relaticnship. Sudan, like Egypt, serves tccay as a
model of the disadvantapes of a close relationship with the
Russians. They, im turn, have rnever beewv able t2> forgive Nimeiry
for being successful in disengaging from his short, internse

Soviet love affair.

Empire in Ferment

Rs 1973 drew ¢to a close, there was a growing sense of
imperding change in Ethiopia but little cutward fear of it.
There was little basis for expectation that chanpe would erntail
drastic shifts ivn the course of development which the courtry had
long followed with considerable success or that Ethicopia's
foreign relationships would inevitably be affected. There was
almost ne assumptionm that charnge would result in revolutior.
Officially rion—-aligrned and particularistic in spirit, as
thoughout its long history, the country remained intellectually
and psychologically oriented toward Westerrn Eurape arnd American
and dependent on Free World ecornomic and military relationships.

It would have been impossible to identify any overt pro-
Soviet, pro—Commuriist or evewi vaguely pro-scocialist group among
officials or any segmernt of the population except students arnd a
few intellectuals within the country, a few more abroad. There
was na riew or urnusual tersion among naticrmalities. Muslims and
Christians 1lived side-by-side mnore amicably iwm Ethiopia than

anywhere else in the region. Insurgericy notwithstanding, large
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numbers of Eritrearns continued to live ard work in dedis Ababa
and participate in government and busiress irn all parts of the
country. That Russia armed Somalia and umderw?ote its forceful
transition to a Communist—type regime was well krowr, and repgarced
as a threat to Ethiopia. Twe decades of Soviet cultural center
effort irn Addis Ababa and various aid preojects had produced
almest no Ethiopians who advocated the Russian apprcach to
anything or any noteworthy intellectual interest in Russian
culture or language. The Communist Chinese, 'who had set up an
embassy in 1971 and embarked on a rcad-building progect, had more
appeal but primarily because their approach to Ethiopia was so
conventional and their conduct so gracious.

Only a year later, as 1974 drew toc a close, the country’s
palitical system had beer radically altered ard a mysterious
military committee -—- whose membership was urnclear and whase
workings wo ore understood ~— was leading the country helter-
skelter toward "Ethiopian Scocialism" (proclaimed on 2@ December)
and made rio secret of its desire to have a close relationship
with the Saviet Uriorn ard Communist states allied with it. Haile
Selassie had been deposed at the beginning of the Ethiopian new
year in mid-September.d4 His successor as head of state; the
Eritrean Gerneral Aman Andom, had been killed in a bloody shoot-
out at the end of November, some said perscnally by Magor
Merigistu Haile-Mariam, already reputed to be a key Derg mover and
shaker. During 1975, as Ethicopian sccialism was implemented,
Ethiopians experienced naticnalizaticorns, confiscations, rural and

‘urban land reformn, mass mobilizations and vast ocutpourings of



leftist pvoﬁaganda -~ a process as sudder: and sweeping as any
comparable society has undevgorie in mocdern times.

What had happened? Where had all this Marxism come from?
Why such a compulsion to emulate the Soviet Unien? Leftist
enthusiasts of the Ethicpian Revoluticon are categorical in
asserting that the Russians had absoclutely nothing to do  with

e

it.hd Otherwise there has beern little sericus scholarly effort
to examine the issue.

Orne needs postulate no Russiari hand to explair the effect of
a series of developments during 1973-which contributed to a
climate of uncertainty in Ethicpia. Fate geemed to have
conspired to confront the country with several awkward problems
simultanecusly. The Crown Fririce was crippled by a stroke at the
begirmivig of the year arnd flown to London for treatment with Ras
Asrate Kassa, FPresident of the Crowri Council and ore of the most
vigorous and prominent members of the traditonal robility,
accompanying him.he This opered up the whale question of
succession, settled formally conly after Haile Selassie declared
the Crown Prirnce's eldest son, g&g0-year-cld Zara-Yakob, rext in
succession to his father at Easter time, but too late to stem
widespread worry about <the future of the mornarchy which had
already developed.

Meanwhile famine had become sericus in the cerntral and
riorthern highlands. Irept hardling of the problem undermined

confidence in the goverrmert. Intellectuals ard officials became

outspokernly critical of goverrmental incapacity as did the

foreign press and foreign goverrmnerts. The October Arab-Israelil

war provoked questions about reliance on Israel! arnd the old
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emperor?!s subsequernt break in relations with Tel QviQ urnder Arab
and RAfricarn pressure raised doubt about his ability to manipulate
an increasingly complex intermnational situation. Fsycholopgically
more subtler irn its impact but more profourdly urnsettling was the
growing realization among the Ethicopian elite that the United
States, to which Ethicpia was lirked in s0 many ways that bhad
come to be taken for granted over more tham two decades, was in
the throes of self-doubt provoked by Vietriam and Natergate.c7

The most direct causes of the goverrmernt corisis that
developed early in 1974 were domestic price rises resulting from
the OFPEC price hike and restiveness amaong the military rank and
file in the south and in Eritrea. Suddenly the governmerit found
itself confronted with civilian and military demards from all
sides. 0On 28 February Haile Selassie dismissed his long—-standing
prime minister, Aklilu Habte-Wold, whao had held office since
1958. He appointed a progressive aristocrat, Erdelkachew
Makormen, in bhis place and orn § March arnmounced that the 1958
constitutiom would be amended to make the prime minister
responsible to parliament. In the whirlwind of events that
followed, this change never took place.

As political processes, long frozer, thawed and pcolitical
debate opened up, Ethiopiarms rejoiced in the short-lived hope
that perhaps the successiorn pericd many feared would go of f more
smocthly thanm anyone bad heretofore thought likely. There was a
sernse of a rnew birth of freedom and rapid progress toward mwnore
modern political institutions was expected even without a change

of monarch. Exiles begar to return to the country. Labor urrest
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developed. Students demonstrated. EBut there was almost no
serious violernce and the revolutionary process remaived gooc-—
natured, Nevertheless the goverrment always seemed to make

reforms and concessions too late and rnew demands constantly

welled up. Ferment irn the armed forces grew and led at the end
of April to orpanization of an armed forces coordirnating
committee. This committee wernt through several quick
=l
transformations before its consclidationm in June.hg Mergistu

seems to have appeared on the scerne only after the committee was
formed, but by late Jurne he was already an influential figure.
By July the Derg had become the dominant factor ¢ the RAddis
Ababa political scene. Haile Selassie had ompletely lost
control over events. The country’s traditiconal leadership -—-
both the established aristacracy and the young techrnocrats who
had risenn to positionms of responsibility and influernce in the
imperial goverrment —--— failed to pull itself together to
challenge or serve as a ccocunterweight tc the Junior and middle-
level army officers who syétematically took the reins of power

inta their hands and prepared to push Haile Selassie off his

throne. This was no casual, spur—-of-the-moment action. It was
carefully prepared. Opposition was reutralized, co-opted or
circumvented. The final acticn took place within the framework

of carefully thought~cut natioralist corcepts urder the simple
slogan "“"Ethiopia Tikdem” —— which cam merm a either "Ethicpia

United" or ‘"Ethicopia First" and ctherwise has nrnc political

implications whatsocever.

A comprehernsive study of events during Ethicpia’s urexpected
39
year of revolutior remains to be writter. Outside influences
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on the revolutiomary process are rnot  readily apﬁarent. The
United States stocd aside while Haile Selassie faltered ard was
pushed aside. MAAG officers seem to have krnowrn almost rnone  of
the Ethiopian military men who formed the De%g. USAID went about
business as usual. This was the summer wher Watergate reached
its culmination and Fresident Nixon resigred. Herry HKissirnger
had other priorities, irncluding Greek—Turkish cornfrontation aover
Cyprus. There was no corncerted or sericus U.S. effort to
influence the course of events in Ethicpia in any direction. No

other Western country seems to have tried to do so either.

Where were the Russians? Less diverted by crises at home
than the Americars. Preserit as usual in Ethiopia but very much
in the background. If some of the Junior military mern  who

played a rale in the formation of the Derg had beer recruited by
Soviet intelligence officers in preceding years and were acting
on the basis of Soviet guidance as they forged this secretive
military committee into an instrument of power and took charpe of
the revalution, the undertaking was accomplished with extreme
care and discretion. Clandestine encouragement and guidarnce -—-
if it were successful -- can hardly be expected to produce
evidence, especially when carried out by experiené;d Soviet- i

31
East Eurcopean operators.

Eager Derg - Reluctant Russians?

Like the viclent thurderstorms which pursue each other across

the Ethiopianm highlands during the arnnual great rains, the
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revolutionary process, crice bepgurn, seemed to gather irexcrable
moment um., The great rains cease after three or four mornths. It
took three to four years:.for the revolutiornary storms to  abate.
Each new "reform"” brought others in its wake arnd gereratec
varicus kinds of controversy and resistarnce, nct only amaong tne
"broad masses" but within goverrment and Derg too. Vialence
became the hallmark of a revolution which until November 1374 had
been almest without bloodshed. The workings of the Derg remained
cbscure. Evernn its exact size was unkrown, During the three
years 1975 through 1977 it was pericdically wracked by irnternal
upheavals which more often tharn not ernded with the death of the
losers. Gerneral Teferi Bariti, who had become head of state when
Gereral Aman was killed., survived urntil February 1377 whernn he
perished iw palace viclerce which took several other lives,
including at least crie Mergistu loyalist. As scoon as he emerged
the wirmer of this imbroglis, Mengistu received congratulations
from Fidel Castro and a personal visit from Scoviet Ambassador
Ratarnov.

'Like the élimination of Rtrnafu Abate later in the year, the
political ramifications of all these clashes remain the subject
of speculatior. The possibility of concessions in Eritrean
;alicy had been an issue ir the fall of Gereral Aman. The Dercg
adopted an uncompromising position immediately afterward. It has
never deviated from this hard wrnatioralist approach to  the
Eritrean rebell or. A major offensive was mounted iwn 137&. It

was an embarrassing failure, The end of that year saw over twice

as many Ethiopian troops committed there as in Haile Selassie’s

time and much less of the provirnce under central povernment
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control. By the end of 1377 almost all of Eritrea ﬁad beer lost
to irnsurgents who failed to capitalize onm their gains because of
factional rivalries., These, too, have remained a constant in the
Eritrear situation ever since. Ertirea was not the only regiaonal
revalt the Derg had to contend with. Lard reform provoked
disorders in several parts of the country. Students sent cut to
revolutionize the peasantry gererated ferment noa core could
control. Folitical commotiorn welled wup in many areas as
traditional leaders rebelled, fled or were drivern out.

In Addis Ababa several rival political parties, oY pouns
aspiring to political power, appeared on the scerne. In palitical
cocloration they ranged from moderate left to extreme left. There
was wnio center; no right —— in spite of constant cordermmation of
it im the press and by Derg spokesmer.. Returried exiles, several
of them Marxists who had made a name for themselves in the
student movement abroad iv the 136@'s or early 1378's, wernt to
work organizing factions. During 1975 the Ethiocpiarnn Feople's
Revolutionary Farty (EPRF) surfaced, claiming that it had already
beern irn existerce before the revolution. The claim appears
valid, for the party seems almost certainly to be the direct
descendant of a Soviet-supported student organization, the
Ethiopian FPecple's Revolutionary HMovement (EFRM) of the late
196@' s, It rapidly developed intc a major rival of the All
Ethiopin Socialist Movemert (better kruown by its Amharic
initials, MEISON) + 1ich enjoyed more Derg favor. Factionalism on
the cutside was reflected in the Derg itself —— or many, indeec,

have been larcely a reflection of Derg facticnalism o
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indecisicon. In addition to contirwing support durirng this pericd
for individuals and groups they had assisted in pre-revolutionary
times, the Russians appear to have given assistarce to rew
porlitical movements as well. There was a clandestine air about
maost of these competing pelitical factions, uricertainty about
their leaders, no information on their sources of furndes ard a
good deal of mystery about how they coperated interrally.
Provincial branches sometimes seemed to- be at odds with cerntral
organizations in RAddise Ababa. The official press was soon
tightly controlled by the Derg through the Ministry o f
Informatiornn and reflected little of this political controversy.
But there was a great cutpouring of leaflets and unofficial riews-
sheets and jourrnals which both reflected arnd helped gererate
palitical debate.

At a relatively low level of investment, the Russians and
perhaps some of their surropgates appear during this pericd to
have beern testing out various factiorms and leaders, cdifferent
pelitical formulas. Fart of their purpose may have beeri to keep
pressure on those who were their favorites or instrumenté in the
Derg and goverrnmental structure. But there may alsc have been
competing viewpoints among different elemerts in the Scoviet
operatioral structure in Ethiopia. Whatever all the causes were,
so much political ferment ard turmcil was gererated that no orne

3e
could eccntrol it.

The standard Scoviet prescription for socialist regimes is to

build a Communist-type party as the prime instrument for

advancing (and containing}) the revolutionary process, "educating

the masses”" and controlling society. The Derg -- apparently




including Mengistu himself -— »reached a very cdifferent conclusion
as a result of all this turmocil, They became frightered -f all
parties and feared a classic Communist-type party because it
might develop its own momentum and dilute their cwrn power; worse
still, it could be manipulated by the Soviets against Derpg
leaders themselves. S Mevigistu and his allies wha increased
their power after each internal Derg clash, resistec¢ Soviet
urgings to form a party -- arnd have contirnued to do so toe this
33
day.

Soviet erwcouragement of extreme factiorialism had the result

of frustrating application of a standard prescription for
consolidating domirnation of a courntry won to "socialism®. There
was a deeper problem too. Long Soviet support of radical

students and intellectuals had produced a hyper-politicized class
which had an almost unlimited capacity to debate and theorize but
little sense of crgarnizatiomal management and discipline.

The problem may nevertheless not have been as frustrating
for key Scaviets corcerned with Ethiopia as some analysts have
assumed. The Russiar approcach to Ethiopia through 1976 was still
essentially a spoiling policy. It was a continuation of the pre-
revolutionaty approach now at a greatly accelerated pace -- but
the aim was destabilization of Ethiopian society.
Destabilizaticorn has been the goal since the 196@'s when decisions
were made to support Eritrean insurgerncy, encourage student
dissidernce and permit the Somalis to harrass Ethiopia by arming
guerrillas in the Ogaderi and Rale. Gaining contral of the

Ethiopian revolution was a lorng-sought aim -—- but how cculd any



Russian yet be sure that this aim had really beer achieved? The
Russians were not deceived by the fleood of adulateary Communist
propaganda with which they had helped fill the Ethiopiarn media.
They knew that at heart most educated Ethiopiars were profourdly
Western—influenced and the rest of the populatiorn deeply anchored
in traditiornal modes of thought. Even the Marxists who debated
theory and constantly increased the tempo of factioral political
infighting were suspect as contaminated by exposure to Western
ways in Paris, Rome, and Washirngton.

But worst of all, the country remained dependernt onn the

Americans for military support and received large amounts of U.S.

and other Free World economic aid. Military force was more
important than ever for holding the country together. Ecoromic
aid could not be readily dispensed with. The Urnited States made

rio ccherent effort to influerce the course of events im Ethiopia
during 1975 and 1376€ other tharn to bemcan violence and timidly
protest propaganda excesses, but it substantially increased
military aid to the revolutionary regime. u. s. military
assistance in 1974 was already double the amount it had beern in
any previous single year. It increased by ancther 55 percert in
1975 and there were plans for further irncreases. In addition
purchase by Ethiopia of additional military supplies with its own
funds was facilitated ard the Derg expended $1@@ million in this
fashiorn. @A commitmernit to Haile Selassie to modernize the
Ethiopian Air Force was hornored. Ethiopia received its first FS-
E's in April 197€.

| There bad also beern arncther develapment which must have

seemed sinister to the Russians: Ethiopia had quietly resumed
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informal relations with Israel irvn the summer of 1973, Israel was
supplying both specialized military equipment and helping with
training. The internal turmoil which intensified steadily in
Ethiopia during 1975 arnd 13876 had two major consequerices for the
future, neither of which is likely to have been regarded as
undesirable by the Russians at the time: 1) it urndermined the
basis for a continuing military relationship with the Uriited
States; &) it whetted Somali desires toc strike while Ethicpia
was weak.

The Western press dramatized bloodshed in Ethiopia. Rri
increasing flow of refugees told horror.stories of cruelty and
oppression. Pressure built up in the U.S. to cut off military
supplies. Reports of the original geriocidal intentions behind
the great peasants' march into Eritrea in 1975 heightered

=
American :oncern.sd The U.S5. Seriate held externsive hearings in
August 197¢. The hearings were indecisive but a great many
different things were said with the result that commentators ever
since have drawn on the record of these hearings to demonstrate
what U.8. policy either was or was not and to make U.S.
intentions seem much more definite than they were -- in any
direction == during these final ! months of the Ford
Administration. President Ford decided that in light of the

continued violernce in Ethiopia the U.S. could rieither deliver ror

sell further ammurnition to the Derg. Delays which always occcur

in military aid arrarngements were misread by some Derg mewbers as

pfforts to pressure them. The Russians may have ercouraged such
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resentments with interpretations and disinformation. But they
were slow to move toward a program of their owr.

Constraints orn rescurces may have been a factor influencing
the Soviets to go slowly, especially in the wake of their recent
successful exertions in Angola. But they still had a case for
biding their time in order to get the best possible arrarigemernt
in Ethiopia from a political viewpoint and to be sure that the
Ethiopian rulirng team to which they eventually committed
themselves had a capacity to maintain its hold on power.

Americans felt weak and frustrated at the erd of 1376 and the

Ford RAdministration was smarting at the rebuff Congress had dealt

it on Angola. But the Russiarns could rnot be sure. The U.S. had
respornided urpredictably before. Angola had not been a primary
U.S. responsibility ard commitment. Ethiopia, on the other hand,
had, ever since the early 1350's. Too precipitate a Soviet move
for military domination in Ethicpia could provoke a surge cof
American reacticon which would urdermine the wheole steady Russian
effort to gain a grip on the country which had beer pursued for a
quarter of a ‘century at a time when it was coming closest to
realization. Patierice and caution were still in order,

Mengistu is reported to have been challenged by a group of
radical fir Foree officers at Debre Zeit in June 1376 on U.S.
aid. He replied with an air of anrioyance that he preferred
Soviet help and had asked for it, but the Russians were not
responding. There was na alternative but to remain deperdent on
the Americans.

Professions of friendship, laudatory socialist rhetoric, the

to-~and~fro of delegations and training groups notwithstanding,



the U.5.5.R. was still making its major imvestments.im the Haorn
in Somalia. Ethiopia was costing very little. Promises of
increased econcmic aid brought few deliveries. The $102 million
pramised to Haile Selassie in 1999 had never beern fully used.
The Derg would have appreciated gernerous Russian aid offers and
publicized them but such aid was not urgently needed for, in
spite of nationalizations,‘ aid continued to come from the U.S.
and Europe and the country’'s scound financial condition ernabled it
to satisfy many of its cwn import requiremehts.ss

The Scoviets sigred a frierdship treaty with Somalia in 1374

and fournd Siad Barre eager to do what ro one irn the Derg wanted

to risk: establish a classic Communist-style party. The Somali
party was proclaimed in 1976 with enthusiastic Soviet
endorsement. At the same time the Somali security service was
strengtherned along standard Soviet lines. Siad was a model

friend of the Russians who lavished military aid on him to ensure
that conservative fArab offers would be less attractive. The
Russians sert more thar 3220 million im arms to Somalia in  the

four years 1974-1%977 —-— i.e., after the Ethicpian reveolution got
37
under way. This is far in excess of the total of U.S5. military

aid and sales to Ethiopia during the same period —— approximately
$18@ million -- arnd, irn fact, more tharh the entire amount of

military aid the U.S. supplied Ethicpia during the 25 years of
38
mutual security relationship (1953-1377) -— %287, 301, 000Q.

Mearnwhile the Russians corntirnued to supply Somalia with only
’ 338
hodest ecoromic support and the country’s economy stagnated.




Russian military advisers worked directly with the Somali
armed forces down to battalion level arnd Russiarns, East Germarns,
Cubans and cothers worked closely with the Somali security
services. It is incornceivable that the Russians were rict aware
of GSiad's preparations for a major assault or Ethiopia, for the
Semalis had begun to expand guerrilla capabilities as early as
18978. Somali -- supported insurgercy in the Ogader,, Bale arnd
Sidamo would have arcused more Ethiopiarn coricerr in 1976 if the
Derg had rnot been so preocccupied with Eritrea and growing
resistance movements ivi so many more‘ highly developed and
populated parts of the courtry.

Sirce 1377 the Scviets had been encouraging the myth that
they opposed the Somali invasion of Ethiap:i.a\.‘Ha Western writers
inclined to be sympathetic to Soviet activities in ¢the Horn,
whether in Somalia or Ethiopia, have built up a whale body of
charitable speculatian about the extent to which the Russians
were allegedly unaware of Siad Barre's aggressive plans.41 At
the same time they credit the United States with resporsibility
for the full-scale Samali inv.asiom.".:-2 To say that such
interpretations are mistaker is to be much tco kind to them.
They are an egregious whitewash of Soviet conduct. One has to
postulate a phernomenal degree of Russiar ignorarnce of political

processes to argue that the Soviet Urion could not have seen the

implications of Somalia’'s irrederntism wher it began its military

aid program in the mid 1262's. Military aid was increased after
Siad Rarre came to power. Finally the Saoviets decisively
upgraded Somali military capabilities in the wake of the

Ethiopian revolutiorn. In view of this sustaired 2ffort to equip
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the GSomalis to move to satisfy their irrederntist amﬁitions, any
advice to the Somalis in the summer of 13977 has to be taken
lightly as a measure of real Soviet irtenticrs. Why did they rct
take military measures against the Somalis irn the summer of 15777
Or at least take the initiative themselves tc break relatiorns or
organize diplomatic pressure?

The most logical conclusion is that the Russians kriew full
well what they were about during 1975 and 197€. They were
capable of generating strong desires and demands in the Derg for
a comprehensive military relationship, and did. But they were
riot sure. Political ferment in Ethiopia and the inexperiernce of
many members of the Derg jgustified doubts about the wisdom of
trying for & firm grip on Ethiopia too scor. Rfter all, memcry
of the disaster with Nimeiry arnd the Sudanese Communist Party was
gstill fresh. And it was important tc get the United States cut
of Ethiopia as thoroughly as possible. The investmert im Somalia
was larpe. It was desirable to try to preserve it. Sa the
Russians played hard-to—get with the Ethiocpian revoluticnary
leadership as 1long as they could be reasonably sure that they
were improving their ultimate chances for hegemony over the whale
region by doing so.

Year of Decision - 1377

During the period between November 197€ ard Navember 1377
the HKremlin leadership had to take several major decisions in
respect to the Harn. Mcre tharn thirty years of Russian effort
and betwaen half a billion and a billion dollars of investment in

the region came onto the line toc be Justified, defended and




capitalized upon, or lost. There must have been sharp
differences of opinion on these issues in Maoscow arnd among
Russians in Horn capitals too -—-- factions favoring varicous
tactics and aims must have formed. We kriow practically nrnothing
about them.

All +that we can say is that if there was hesitatior to move
and act, it did not last long. The aging Soviet leadership team,
beset by mounting problems at home arnd in cther parts of the
Soviet Empire, was able to meet the challenge. Additional
manpower and resources were expended in the Horn or a prodigicus
scale and risks were taken. But in the ernd sizable gairns were
made.

The general outlivnes of the story are well known, but
highlights are worth recapitulating. The main features of this
sequence of evernts seem to be these: Angola was a necessary
preliminary to high adveriture ivi the Horn. Two important lessons
were learned: the utility of Cubans as mercenaries; the extent
tc which detente had succeeded irn inhibiting American ability to
protect seemingly marginal irnterests. The U.8. election of
November 1976 must have been an important milestone in the Soviet
decision process. The Democrats' victory convinced Moscow that
it was safe to move on Ethiopia. Mergistu was invited to Moscow
less than a month later (early December) and promised military
aid orn condition that he cut the Americar military cormection.
This caused dissensiorn in the Derg which led to bloodshed in
early February, the death of Teferi Banti and Mengistu’'s
;ssumption of the position of head of state. Carter

Administration criticism of the Ethiopian regime for human rights




viclations provided a convenient pretext for Mengistu te expel
all U.S. military perscormel and terminate the military aid
program in April, but had vothing to do with precipitating these
actions in any furdamental sense. Same ather.pretext wcould have
served as well -- such as failure to release ammunition or cther
"lethal"” military supplies or an issue relating to natiorialized
property.43 The human rights issue was more dramatic and
divisive, and Carter has been criticized ever sirnce, primarily by
conservatives, for undermining American foreign policy by
displaying excessive zeal on human rights. The fact remains that
humar rights were being grossly viclated in Ethiopia at that time
and the Ford RAdministration had already become deeply c¢concerned
about the violaticns. The situatior in Ethiopia worsenied durirng
the next year and a half. The time was long past in the spring
of 1977 when the U.S. might have tried wusing military and
economic aid as a lever for coercing the Derg intoc more moderate
44

behaviaor.

While Mengistu was busy in March consolidatirg his hold cover
the Derg and preparing for military disengagement from the U.S.,
the Soviets brought Fidel Castro onto the scene to try to
reconcile all the contradictions that resulted from the decision
to become Ethiopia's main military supplier. Castro’s March
vigit toc Somalia, Ethiopia and Aden may have beern a hasty attemnpt
to fend off impendirng disaster. It could also have beeri a more
carefully conceived scheme for maintaining a grip on both Somalia

and Ethiopia that had developed cver scme time. Castro proposed

federating the whole area, with autonmomy for the Ogaden and
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Eritrea, with the pessibility that Socuth Yemer would eventually
Join the federation tco. A political construct of this sart, if
it could have been braught into being, woiild have represented a
formidable Soviet advance toward corsclidation of cortrol over
the Red Sea approcaches to the Indian Ocear. The Soviet
investment in Somali facilities would &all have been preserved; a
heavy new investment in Ethiopia would have beer urmecessary.
Dyibouti, nrot yet independert, and the best port im the whole
region, might also have been brought into this rew political
entity. Last but not least the arrangement wauld have subsumed
the Ogaden and Erit;ean conflicts —— both to a substantial degree
the consequerice of Scoviet support cover a long pericd of time,
though many other factors bore on them as well. It was an
imaginative scheme and orne from which the clear ret gairer would
only be the Soviets.

No one bought Castro's proposition. All the other Horn
leaders saw more disadvantages than gains in it and preferred to
stick to courses they were already or. Faor the Soviets the
Castﬁo-propasitién probably seemed to be a no-lose initiative =—-
for if the nrow looming Somali assault on Ethicpia quickly
succeeded, the Russians could hope to dominate the whole area
an&way. It is important to remember that the Soviets made no
move at this time toward reducing their commitments to Somalia or
their persorrnel there. And Siad himself was patient. Castro,
goivg home disappocinted, dencuriced him as more of a nraticrnalist
than a soccialist. But the same could have beer said of Merngistu.
}here is nrno reason to believe that he committed himself to

surrendering Ethiopiarn sovereignty over either Eritrea or the
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Ogadenr. At this stage all the participants iﬁ the great
confrontation that was looming were holding firm and daring other
parties to act. Mengistu flew to Moscow in May, as socorn as the
American military installaticms had all beer closed, ard returned
with arn agreement for full military support from the U.S.S8.R.
The Soviets had already made modest shipments of military
equipment to Ethiopia, transferrirng some from Aderi. Some Russian
and Cuban military advisers arrived. But operatioris remained on
a2 very small scale until fall.

Meanwhile Siad's guerrillas stepped up operations. The
vital railway from Rddis Ababa to Djibouti was cut in early Jure.
Ethiopians now knew the Somalis were playing for high stakes.
Soon the distinction between guerrillas and Somalia regulars
blurred and disappeared. By August the Scmalis were in control
of large parts of southeastern and southern Ethiapia and the
country seemed to be on the verge of disintegration as other
regional insurgencies expanded, the exile—based Ethicpian
Democratic Urnion penetrated the courntry from Sudan inte  the
northwest, and factional political infighting raged inm Addis
Ababa and some provincial capitals. Siad had by this time
convinced himself that the ancient empire, if toppled, would
shatter like Humpty Dumpty and could riever be put together again.

The easterrn stronghold of Jijiga, with a rnewly installed
U.S.~supplied radar staticn, fell on the eve of the third
armiversary of the revolution irn September and opened the road to
Harar. Reminiscent of Iran ir 1981 ivn face of the Iraqi attack,

Ethiopia also experienced an enormous surge of patrictic fervor




and psychalogically the tide begarn to turn just when the country
=

appeared te have suffered a crippling blaw.4g

The Derg appealed to the U.S. for a resumpticon of a military
relationship that at the very minimum would permit release of
material that had beew irn the delivery pipelive when Ethiopia
expelled the U.S. military mission in the spring. The Carter
Administratiorn had made a very terntative tilt toward Scmalia in
June but quickly realized that the Somalis were actually
committing aggression with regular troops and backtracked.46 It
then fell back uporr what had always been U.S. palicy in the area
—— recognition of the territorial integrity of all countries in
the region, but with the added provisc that the U.S. would supply
no arms to arny party in the conflict.47 During Seotember 1377
both Soviet and U.S. official missiorns came to Addis Rbaba to
size up fhe gsituation. The U.S. missiorn reparted that Ethicpia
was not disintegrating but recommended no reversal of what was,
in effect, a complete U.S. arms embargoc ocn both Ethicopia and
Somalia. The Russians still delayed making a majocr commitment,
perhaps wanting to ensure themselves that Merigistu had the
capacity to hold the Derg together and to rally Ethiopians to the
defense of their country. Political infighting had reached a new
high during this very periocd, with the EPRF cpenly challenging
the Derg for leadership. A group of Marxist intellectuals led by
Haile Fida who had initially beer: treated with favor by some Derg
members and who may have appeared tco the Soviets to be the best
rucleus for setting up a Communist-style party, fell out with
. 48

Hongistu, fled to the provinces and were later captured.

Mengistu was the target of several assassination attempts during
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the fall of 1977. The Russians must alsc have wanted to  feel
sure that the U.S. would rot start providing military aid agair.
It was bad erncugh to have Ethicopia deperdent wupern Israel for
crucially needed specialized itews and an uncfficial Israeli
pclitical mission in Addis Ababa.

Siad Barre may have had as much impact oorn the Rucssian
decisions which followed as any ather factor, The Russians toak
ne steps to break with him and thought he had permitted Somali
mobs to attack Cubarns arnd Russians who were being withdrawr from
Somalia (sometimes coming directly to Ethiopia) in the late
sunmer, he had rot taken any prelimirvary measures toward a
decisive break. Russian military aid appears to have continued
to arrive in Somalia through August. Siad flew to Moscow late in
that month, in fact, to try to persuade the Russians to abarndorn
support of Ethicpia, which he pictured as beirng on the verge of
collapse. The Russians contirnued to equivocate. Siad could mot.
HMe had to follow up on his initial successes against Ethiopia or
risk fatal loss of momentum. Though by autumm he had captured
mast of the regicns with Somali populetiorn, he preseed on  into
Cromce—inhabited territory alerng the edge of the highlands,
beseiged the ancient walled city of Harrar and came close to
surrcunding the modern railrcad center of Diredawa, the cnly city

43
in Ethicpiza with a sizable urharm Somali populatior.

This was all that was rneeded to comsclidate +the great
upwelling of rnatiorval feeling +that row gripped Ethioplians
LZhroughout most of the country. The Derg was row recognized as

deferding the nraticnal interest in a way it had net previously



en)oyed. Lixe Stalir after the Nazi irnvasicon in 1341, Mergistu

mace appropriate covcessicns to national feelirg, Guietly

"moderated gome of the discrimiva@tory measures that had affected

the Orshodox  CZhurch, and eased the pace of implemertatiorn of

revoluticonary relforms. Nevertheless, while the Samali military

advarnce had slawec during October, the initiative still lay with
the irvaders.

Mergistu flew to Cuba and Moscow at the end of October.
Thern Raul Castro flew to Moscow in early Navember, accompaniecd by
t5e same [Cubarn gererals who later figured promivently in  the
campaign ir Ethiopia. Saomewhere in this sequernce of visits, the
Saxviet decisior to commit massive riumbers of Cubans, & greatly
expanced Russian advisory group and unprecedented quantities of
Saoviet arms and equipment to Ethicpia was made. Siade Barre got
wirnd of it and arnrourced expulsion of the Russians and closure of
all their installations in Somalia on November 13 —-= but
diplomatic relaticrns were rnat brokern. Gerneral Petrov, who became
the sgenicr Soviet commander in Ethicopia, arrived ir Addis Ababa
o November 17,

In the last week of Naovember the massive airlift of troops
and supplies from the U.S5.S.R, to Ethiopia began. The decision
to ecommit the forces reeded to expel the Somalis from all
Ethiopiar territory had beewr taker. The high military cost of
the cpersation was clearly recogrized, for the air and sea 1lifts
that Tollowed cuwring December and into early 1378, and the
oszerations they enabled the Ethiopians to carry out, with direct
tuban combat participation and  leacdership and close Soviet

adviscry involvement, reveal no eviderce of skimping o
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. economizing. Everything that was rieeded to accc-mpiish the task
was provided ang a good deal of extra material and arms as well.
By <+the close of 13877, $44@ milliorn werth ofkmilitary assistance
had ailiready beeri delivered. The Soviets brought in a further
$2.1 billioenn in arms of all kinds in 1978 and anocther $210
milliom wortk in 19739 -—- $1,750,000,08020 in military aid for
Sthicpia in barely 2-1/2 years to secure the long-scought position
>f pre-eminence there that represerted the real prize in the

o
Harn.

Evernts in Ethicpia ard elsewhere iri the Horrn were headlires
irn the world press cduring the winter of 1377-78 and well into the
following summer. Cubarn marnpower, Russian advisers and massive
guantities of Soviet arms and supplies eriabled the Ethiopians to

. regain controal of all territory overrun by the Somalis. Siad
Barre was unwilling, however, to give up the fight and reverted
te a sustained guerrilla harrassmernt cperaticrn which made it
impossible fer the Urnited States to provide any military aid to
Somalia until 1381, Develcpments in both Ethiocpia and Somalia
durirng the past four years have entailed many twists, turns and
coritradictions. To review them is beyond the scope of this essay
which will rwow in conclusicorn be directed to consideration of two
basic sets of questions:

{a) What factors were most significant in Soviet advarces

irn the Horn?

(5) What have the Soviets gained? What problems must they

avercome to consolidate their grip on the region? What

. are their prospects?
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If w2 examirne Scviet actions in the Horn only irn the context
of  the late :197@'s, they appear daring, provocative and openly
cdisdainful of the United States. But this is tco narrow a view.
If we start with the 134Q0'’s, we see a slow, deliberate effort to
lay +the goundwerk for paining influerce based o a deeper
histeorical awareness of the intrinsic strategic value of the
regior. There was rnot much movemert until the end of the 1325Q's.
In the 196@’s a great burst of activity cccurred, some of it
naive and overly hasty. The Soviets did not do well in  Sudan
when cpportunities opernied up for theﬁ. In Somalia, on the other
harnd, they built steadily and came close to creating a model
client state. They were models of discretion in Ethicopia on the
overt plane, clever and creative cavertly.

Ecorncomic aid played vio significant role in their success.
They always pgave sparingly and reduced their commitments as time
passed. They were riot good at exploiting religion, evert in
Ethiopia, where old Orthodox Christian ties existed. Somalia,
too, is a deeply religious country, but Islam was nct a hindrance
to the Russians there. Russian culture had no appeal ta anyore
in the Horrn. Marxism irm the abstract had little appeal either,
but it provided slegans and a bady of doctrine that was
converient as a raticwmalizationm for radical intellectuals and
military mer alike who aspired to get a handle on their sccieties
ard exercisé power over them. The attractiveress of Marxist
gdeology as a basis for organizing a state-directed ecoromy alsc

appealec *o these same groups who were fearful of their own




ability ¢to compete in societies orgarnized according to  Westerr
principles of free erterprise and pluralistic interplay of
palitizal forces.

Twz factors stand ocut above all others as the key to Sovietd
success in the Horn: i) willirgness to supply large quantities
of military aid with little worry about how it might evertually
be used; anc &) capacity t¢ develop and sustain subversive
oragrans over long pericds of time to promcte political
destabilization and build pressures that cam be exploited to
Soviet advartage.

Patience and persisterce -~- evern a fair degree of
cauticusness —— are the main characteristics of the Scoviet effort
to get a grip on the Horn wher examined inn the perspective of
rnearly four decsades. Eut when the.pace of events quickened ard
threatened to get out of control, these same Russians
demonstrated remarkable flexibility and readiress to take rapid
and decisive actior. Neither ideclaoagy nor moral commitments
acted as a deterrent to acticon wher it became recessary in 198977,
The governmental decisiorn-making machinery obvicusly functicned
efficiently. Crass power considerations took priority —— risks
were takenr and rescurces expended daringly to maximize
cpportunities for expanding power.

It is important rot to idealize the Seoviet perfarmance,
however., We must keeo iv mind the fact that the Soviet advance
into Ethiop{a tosk slace at a time when effective ULE. power
Zhere had almost evaporated. Some of the reiative caution the

Russiars cisplayed during the first two years after the
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revolution can undoubtedly be ascribed to residual respect for
the high cdegree of influerce the U.S. ard its Westerrn allies hac
lonmg  exercised in the country. Ever, as it became apparent that

the L.S. was mx lovger interested in -~ or perhaps everi ctapable

T -~ maintaining its influernce, the Russians took ro charces of

e

arovoking arn urexpecited Americari response, Instead they
concentratedon encouraging circumstances to develop in such a way
that the U.S. was effectively blocked from acting in its own
interest by self-impased restrictions.

The prime feature of the U.S. predicament in respect to the

Horn during 1977 was an extreme lack of flexibility, compocunded

by shallowness of peoclitical perspective. The reoots of this
prablem all go back to ¢the pericd before the Carter
 Rdmivistration tock office. They lie in the deteriocration of

U. s. gaoverrmnental processes and the tersions which grew up
betweern legislative and executive branches in the early 1(97Q's.

They lie also irv the illusiorns of detente. Deterite as such,

ot

however, has little direct bearing on the situation as it
develaped ivn the Horn from 1977 corward. The Russiars did not
simply take advantage of operings created by detente to advance
in this region. Detente created no new cpenings for them there.
It was their owrn steady efforts that created them. Flexible
persistence paid off. 0Or the American sidey, however, and orn that

of West Eurcpeans with an interest in Ethicpia, deterte irhibited

« see the strategic significance of what

[x]

nwst  only the capacity %
wags happening in the Horn, hut ever dulled the sense of moral
commitment  te pecaple who had long placed their hope i the Free

World.



When Mengistu, Derg members and Ethiopian' goverrimernt
officials berate the Urnited States for having let their courntry
dowri in its hour of rneed arnd refer to American refusal to supply
spare parts and release previcus Ethiopian military purchases in
the summer of 1977 after the Somali attack, they are being very
selective, if not hypoeritical, for it was they who — with some
glee -- severed the Americar military relationship only a few

=9
short months previously.dh Scme of them would clearly have been
willing to cut it much earlier if the Russians had thern been
ready to step ir. In a larger serise, however, Ethiopians have
Justification for feeling let down by their Americarn and Eurcpean
friends who, after providing so much ecoromic aid, creating sco
marny educaticral apéortunities, and displaying so much siricere
uriderstanding and appreciation of the courtry and its problems,
largely ipricored it and let it drift into destablization and
revolution  without making sericus efforts to affect the process.
Lack of Western will, rmurtured by the illusions of deterte, had a
good deal to do with creating these circumstarnces.
Can the Grip be Maintained?

The visjitor +to Ethicopia toaday is struck by the relative
peace and order of the central part of the country, though there
are many outlying regions to which travel is riot permitted and
insurgency still affects life im Tigre and Eritrea, though it has
beer, much reduced ir the latter province from the level of 1577-

=
:978.du Arnd while on the surface -- red flags, portraits  of
Marx, Evigels ard Lenin, Communist sloganry everywhere -—-— the

country gives the appearance of greater loyalty to the Soviet
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gystem tharn the countries of Easterrrn Eurcpe where Russian
hegenony has long been established, cne does not have to
cerietrate very deep into the society to discover that Communicsm
iz far from consclidated. The visitor will alsc be surprised to
fird so little direct eviderce of Soviet and Cubarn preserce, for
at least 12,020 Cubans remain and there is a larce group of
=
Russian military and technical advisers.gk The Cubans are mostly

ivi camps in the countryside, trairnivg Ethicopian recruits, and the

Russians are much less visible thar the Americars were irn their

heyday. The Russians, particularly, seem uncomfortable in
Ethiaspia. Nz ftrend toward increasing Russian preserice or
influence is evident. Merigistu does rict rely on Cubans or

Russians for his ocwn personal security.

Cubans have stayed cut of the fighting in Eritrea and some
Ethicpians are begirming to complain about having to go onm paying
local costs for themn. At least 250,000 Ethicpians are under
arms, more than half of them fighting intermittently in Tigre,
Eritrea arnd elsewhere in the north. Others are still on the
alert ir scuihern and eastern areas which had beern overrurn by the

Scmalis, where rehabilitation arnd resettlemernt are proceeding

haltingly. Insurgercy in these regions seems almost to have
disappeared. Siad Barre ro  longer has the rescurces to
sustain —— or the palitical momentum to inspire —- insurgency in

the Cgaden and Rale. A large portion of the Somali population of
this regior —— ard some Orcomos as well ~-- are in refugee campe irn
Somalia. Siad’s political dilemma is more acute thar Merngistu's,

For any return to an aggressive posture toward Ethicopia will
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uncermnine his chances for comtinuing to receive. the madest
cc
rilitary aid that has firnally beern praovided to Somalia.dd

The southwestern coffee — producing provinces, with their
colorful  and polyglot populations, have beeri ore of the least
disturbed parts of the country throughout the revaoluticnary
pericd. These were among the last areas of modern Ethiopia to be
brought under imperial control in the late 19th and early 2@th
century. Their loyally to the Ethicpian state riegates theories
that disparapge the viability of modern Ethiopia as arn example of
African imperialist colonialism, an artificial polity that lacks
its own political dyrnamism.

Ethiopia is still governed by Ethicpians, as it always has
been. There is still obvicus pride in being Ethiopiam which
manifests itself in dozens of ways. O0ld patterns have reasserted
themselves. Mergistu’s style of goverring has a geod deal in
commar: with that of his imperial predecessors, The ecountry is
agair, as it was iv Haile Selassie’'s time, focusing on education
and economic development. A sustaired national campaign is said
t2 have raised literacy markedly. Several languapges are rnow used
for elementary school instruction, riewspapers, radic and TV, but
the status of Amharic, the rnational language since medieval
times, remains firmn. But there are alsc sh:rp cahtr;;ts with the
imperial era. Nome is greater tharn among students, who are now
perhaps the most docile element in Ethicopian scciety today --—
studyirna and aveaiding politics. Everycorne in Ethiopia avoids
politics now —— memories are too sharp of the political turmeil
BF the inmmediate paost-revoluticnary years, culminating ivw the Red

Terrar which raged irn 1978 as & deliberate Derg effort to bring




it under corntrol. Political life, such as‘it is, rnow revalves
arourd  marching and cheering and going to meetings ¢o study the
ideclogical pwoﬁmumcements af copws; the substitute party that
oooupies the elegarnt former parliament building in the center of
the capital. Ethiopia is rot only without a party, as it was
under the emperor, it riow lacks a parliament and a cornstitution
‘which it had then) as well. The goverrmernt's title remains
Provisional Military Government of Socialist Ethiopia (PMGSE).
The workings of the Derg are as mystericus as ever. It does not
appear to be evelving into either a parliament ar a party. It
may now consist of rno more thanm 3@ members.

Ethiopia’s real problems remairn: modernization, economic
developmernt, how to recognize ethric and regional diversify and
preserve national unity. To be dealt with they require money,
organizatior, patierce and political and administrative skill.
Noething that has cceourred in the past eight years offers basis
for belief that the Russiar—style "saccialist" apprcach to these
challenging tasks. promises better results thanm the pragmatic
"capitalist"” approach that was taken, with considerable success,
in the pre—-1974 pericd. Quite the contrary, for it is already
becoming apparent that the Cubans and the Russians are much less
relevant to most of these problems tharm Ethicopia’s former friends
were.

Ethizpia 1is already begirming %o display many of the
ecornomic symptoms that are presernt ivn much more advanced form  in
courtries which have experiernced Soviet-style "sccialism” for a

much longer period of time: laggirg agricultural deliveries,




expanding black market irn basic commodities and key export corops
(coffee, ©. 5. )y low productivity in state-run industry,
skyrocketing coosts  in state-cperated agricultural ernterprises,
inefficiency and corruption in government bureaucracies, risirg
expectationse an the part of the population which carncot be met.
Far-reaching plans have beer developed for collectivization of
agriculture. None of these offers real promise of easing
prablens that are already apparent: peasants find the rigidities
of the present associations to which they all belong
uncomfortable and are holding back on deliveries of produce
because of low prices paid by state-operated purchasing agencies.
The Russian prescription for gsuch difficulties -- more rules and
regulations, rmore caeréion, more bureaucrats devising more
plans —-- compounds the problems. There has beeri na significant
incustrial development in Ethicpia since the revolution, little
rnew constructiorn. The ccuntry’'s limited rescurces are consumed
in maintaivning a military establishment that is at least six
timee its size under Haile Selassie.

Uriless Ethiopia car sharply reduce the proportion of reverue
that goes to support this vast military apparatus, prospects for
ary economic development at all are poor —-- barring, of course, a
majJor input of Soviet ecoriomic aid. The Soviets haQé beer
gernerous with military aid, but they have been parsimonicus about
econcmic help. Great plans for dams and irrigation schemes have
beert laid by eager Ethiopiarn bureaucrats before groups of Russian
techrniciarns. Nothipg has happeriecd. Modest Russian efforts to
;earch for petroleum, capitalizing orn earlier work done by

Western companies, have brought no results. The Russians have
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been unwilling to offer Ethiopia a long—term petroleum supply
guaraniee. Detailed recent figures are not available, but it
appears likely that Ethiopia is still receiving substantially
more economic development assistance from Europearn countries and
internatiorial lending apercies tharn it does from the Russians and
their friernds. With Soviet ecorcomic prospects as poor as they
now appear to be, how can Ethicpia expeect ta rank very hiph amarng
campeting demarnds: Poland, Cuba, Gfgﬁanistan, Vietrnam...?

Seeri in thirty-year perspective, the Russian effort to get
a grip on Ethiopia had few positive features and these became
less pronounced as the effort gaired momertumn. Religious and
cultural relations and economic aid were maintairned but not
expanded or increased, while pricrity went to effourts directecd
toward destabilizing Ethiopian scociety and putting increasing
strain on the established goverrmental apparatus. RAfter a pericd
2f apparent doubt about the most efficacious way of gaining the
upper harnd in Ethicpia, the Russiarns in 1376-1977 fourd
themselves with rnzx alternative but to play the fole of Ethiopia’s
deferder, scle scurce. of military support and direct spaonsor of
Cubar troop assistance to neutralize the Somali threat which the
Russians had themselves created -- in the sense that noc matter
what Somali irredentist ambitiorns might have been, they could
never have takern corncrete military form witheout massive Russian
armns and training assistarnce. The Soviet Uniorv was happy to
serve &5 & model for socialism in Ethiocpia through 1377 without
paying & price. The events of 1377 forced the Russians to shift

to a constructive posture -— if they want to turn Ethicpia inta a
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model of revolutionary success, Soviet-style, they must pay for

it. Bt how?

One expedient is viow working itself out. The tripartite

alliarce which was created in Aden iv Qugust 1281 (Libya,

Ethicpia,

Sauth  Yemen) represents an interim effort to bring

Qaddafy to the rescue. Reports of Libyan aid to Ethicopia have

subsequently run as high as $90@ million, but it is difficult to

fingd even

circumstantial evidernce that rescurces approachirg

anythivng comparable to this amount have beern made available to

Mergistu's

rapidly.

govervrment. Libya’'s available funds are contracting

If Ethicpia is to have any hope of shifting its priorities

te ecoriomic developmert and self-sustaining growth, it reeds

peace, both with its rneighbors and interrnally. Peace has proved

elusive and the Saviets have little leverage or the situaticrns

that cause

greatest strain: Eritrea and Tigre, e.Q. This is

particularly ironic, because both the Eritrean and Tigrean rebel

movemnents

claim to be Marxist. Mentgistu continues to take an

uncompromising positiorn on Eritrea. The latest offernsive

internded to elimirate Eritrean insurgency —~- during the first

moenths of
L4
relations

13982 -- has fallew short of its objective. Improved

-

with Sudan could help reduce the insurgent threat iwvn

Eritrea, but the Russians have always beenn leery of close

Ethicapiarn—Sudanese ties. They are alsc less tharn enthusiastic

abont too warm relations between Ethicpia and Kenya. From the

Russian viewpoint strain betweert Ethicpia and its reighbors

serves their advantage. But how 1long deoes it sevve the

Ethicgpians?

interest to let these strairns persist?




Military and economic factors form the corncrete issues
arsung  which the Ethigpian—Russian relatiocnship now revaolves.
The lixkelihood that these issues can be worked cut  smoothly in
the years ahead appears poor, and even those Ethicnians whao are
most  eager to turn their country intc a model junior partrner of
the Soviet Uniorn are bournd to be disappointed by Russiarn capacity
to meet Ethicopia's rieeds and expectations. But the problems are
not going to be confined to the material dimension. Ethiopians?
awareness of their history and traditiors is deep. Religions is
ar important part of this awareness. The Derg has been wary of
offending religious feelings. In the early pericd of the
revelutiorn, Orthodox Christianity was subtly downgraded amd Islam
upgraded, but the procese riever went very far, While the
Orthodox Chureh has  been deprived of some of its traditional
leadership, the heirarchical structure has remaired intact.
Among the population at large the Orthodox Church has lost ne
significant influence. There appears, in fact, to be a marked
resurgerce of religion in Ethiopia. Current goverrment efforts
to restrict evargelical church organizatiorns do not appear to be
having much effect. Churches of all dercominations are well
attended; so are mosques. Amorg both Christians and Muslims
identification with Ethicapian national traditiorns remains strong
and may evern be increasing. The fact that the country’s
sacialist leadership has felt compelled to communicate with the

population iv the old religious idiom is a measure of the extent

42 which religiocus habits of thinkivng remain embedded in  the

Ethiopian mind. But there is little reascon to believe that




effoarts such as the following poem do nat strike the Ethiaopian
mird as ludicorous, Just as they strike us:
THE TRINITY

The myth o- the old book reveals in the New Book

Three in Flesh but Ore in Scul.

Three in One and Orne in Three.

The Trinity in Unity for Man’s Liberty!

Marx the Father, Engels the Zuon

And Lenir the Holy Ghost

56

Mace the mnew Man free from Slavery!

The Russians have expended.close to €3 billion on the Horn
as a whole in the past thirty years: well cver half a billion in
Somalia and more than $& billion on Ethiopia, less on Sudar.,
Their efforts have given them a grip on the heart of the Horn ——
Ethiocpia, but it is far from cornsclidated. Only by expenditure
of large additional sums on ecoromic development —— the area in
which they have beern least willing to spend and in which their

owrt record is poorest —— can they hope to maintain their grip for

lorg. But ever with such experditure, the trip can handly be

regarded as assured.




FOOTNOTES

1. See Sergius Yakobsor, "Russia and Africa”, Fart I in the
Slavonic and East European Review, Vol. 17, Rugust 19233 Part 11
irn the same Journal, Volume 19, 1333-40Q.

2. The best survey of Russiarn invaolvemert with Africa in  the
19¢th and early Z@th centuries is Edward T. Wilsor, Russia and
Black Africa before World War I1I, MHolmes & Meier, New
York/London, 1974. Arn ofter~cited earlier work, Czeslaw Jesman,
The Russians in Ethiopia — An Essay in Futility, Chatto & Wirdus,
Londorn, 1958 is less camplete. A late Z@th cerntury author would
have to be more hesitant about subtitlivg such a book "arn essay
in  futility”. What seemed like a closed chapter in the 1935@'s
turned cut to be a prelude to a great deal more history.

3. These activities have beer treated inm lively detail by Carlo
Zaghi, ! Russi in Ethiopia, & Vzls., Guida Editori, Naples, 1372.
4, See Wilson, op. cit, p. 54, S8.

S. Fatricia Wright, Conflict on the Nile - the Fashoda Incident
of 1895, Heirnemarr, Lorndon, 1972.

6. Milere Charles, The Soviet Union and Africa, University

Press of America, Washingtror, 138Q, pp. 36~39.

7. It is hardly accidental <that the Soviets and their
surrogates appear rot to have terminated support for the Eritrean
insurgents until some time ivn 1977, for they wished ta keep cpen
the aptiornn of expanding their influence i the Heooere through
explaitation of Samali irredentism and Eritrearn insurgency until

they felt sure of paining a s=lid grip orn the centralized




Ethicpian goverrmental structure. During the first three years
' of the Ethicpiarn revalution, it was riot clear that a centralized
state would survive, though the Soviets opted for 1t cecisively
ir December 137& when they promised Mengistu major military
agsistance on corndition that the U.S. military relaticnship be
severec. It is possible that the Soviets reinsured themselves
ever after 1377 by contirued ties to the Eritreans with some
suppeort coming through East Europeans or the Italian Commuriists.
Such links could remairn to this day.
a. My study "Russians in the Horrnn - Opportunism and the Loang
View”, originally prepared for the Council orn Foreigrn Relaticons
and shortly to be issued in expanded form by the Wilson Cernter at
the Smithscoridian, deals with these questicns at much greater
length.

‘ 2. During the decade 1261~-1372 Samalia received by far the
largest per-capita foreign aid of any country in the Horn region,
while Ethicpia received the least. Fer-capita averages faor this
decacde are a&as follows: Ethicpia - $13.80; HKenya - $36.9Q;
Somalia — $9@.0@; Sudan - $26.62. Source as for footrote Number
11 below. |
i1@e. I.M.‘ Lewis, A Modern History of Somalia, revised edition,
Lovgmns,  New York/London, 138Q, provides the most comprehernsive
interpretation of developmerts in the country sirnce independerice.
Unfortunately, like most sympathetic treatmerts of modern Scomali
history, it deals with the breabk with the Russians at the end of
1977 with more insight and at greater length than the pericd of

clese friendship which preceded it.




1. These and most other military and ecornomic aid statistics in
this paper, urilese octherwise rioted, are derived from the armual
publications of the U.S. Arms Contraol and Disarmament Agercy,
World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, which have
appeared regularly for more than a decade, usually summarizing

cdata for tenm years previcus to the final date covered. I have
gathered and analyzed much of this data in a paper entitled
"Armivg the Morn", presented to the VIIth Internaticral Ethicpian
Studies Confererce, Lund, Sweder, April &-23, 198=z.
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. Exact figures on Soviet ecarnomic aid to Somalia are

.
-
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difficult 4o abtairn, Rs of 1974 the U.S5.S.R. had coffered
appraximately $32 million but less tharm half of this sum appears
te have beern drawn down. During the 16 years 19€2-1977 the
United States supplied Somalia and Ethicopia with economic aid as
follows: ($ millions)

Scmalia 73 S. 4 78. &4
Ethicpia 27%.1 33.8 3@28.9
Givenn the fact that Ethicpia's populatior was at least eight
times that of Somalia, per gapita U.S. aid to Somalia was at
twice the level of per capita ecoromic aid to Ethicopia. u. s.
economic aid to Somalia was prabably egquals to, and may ever have
exceeded, Scoviet ecoromic aid im value., Scurces as for footnote
Number 38 below.

13. Good assessmernts of develcoments during this pericd include
David Laitin, "The Political Ecoromy of Military Rule in Somalia”

in Jaurnal of Moderr African Studies, Vol. 14/3, 1976&; and Erian




Craozier, "The Soviet Fresence in Somalia”, irn Conflict Studies

February 1375.

14. See Gabriel Warburg, l1slam, Naticralism and Commurnism in &
Iraditional Scciety - The Case «f Sudarn, Cass, Lorndon, 1378, pp.
93-140.

15. Arnwar Sadat maintained he gave Nimeiry warning -— see

Warburg, op. cit., p. 135.

1€. The best account of the pericd is Christapher Clapham, Haile
17. The Russian approach to Haile Selassie is reminiscent in
marny respects of their approach to the Shah of Iran until his
fall.

i8. Fer background on Eritrea, G.K.N. Trevaskis, Eritrea, B8

Colony in Trarnsgiticon, OUFP, Lorndcon, 1968, is indispensible. No
study of the Eritrear rebellion which has appeared to¢ date could

remotely qualify as either objective or complate. The nmnost
extensive, Richard Sherman, Eritrea - The Unfinished Revclutign,

Praeger, New York, 138Q, pravides a great deal of data favorable

to the Eritrears and igrnores a good deal that is not. A study of

the Eritrearn insurgency by Haggai Erlich now in press at the

Hoover Institution is likely to prove mcre objective than any

cther which has yet appeared.

19. The U.S. MRAG iv Ethiopia refrairmed from direct invcalvement

in Ethispiam operations against the Eritrearn rebels, but U.S.

military aid arcd counterinsuwrgercy trainivnog of Ethicopian military

persornel were important in improving Ethicpian performance. The

Tritreans were well aware of thse activities but choase to avoid




attacks on Kagriew o confrontation with Americarns. Ircidents
which occurved were accidental.

2a. Bereke Habte-Selassie, Couflict in the Horn of Africa,
Monthly Review Fress, New York/London, 1383, proavides both

indirect and direct confirmatiorn of Soviet and other Commurist

support. So do Halliday & Moyrieux, op. cit.

My

i. Fer interesting data on student psychalogy see David C.

Korter, lanned Chanpe in a Traditional Sceciety = Psycholaogical

Problems of Mo

1o}

erpizaticop in Ethigpia, Praeger, New York/Londor,
1372, esp. pp. 2339-271.

2&. The Feace Corps became a special target of the left ir many
parts of the world about this time, a phenomericon which merits
more comparative study. From its inception the Feace Corps had
drawn intense hostility from the left in Lativ America. In
Turrey, the Peage Corps fell vicfim evern more rapidly than in
Ethicpia to mounting leftist agitation durinmg this pericd. There
was Dbitter irony in these developments in light of the great
lengths to which both Peace Corps leadership and rank and file
had gone to demarcate FPeace Corps urndertaking from all cther U.S.
Goverrment operations.

23. Ethicopiarn Students Unicorn of North America and Ethiopian
Students Union of Europe.

24. Though technically Ethiopia remained a monarchy, with Crowrn
Prince RAsfa Wossern, irncapacitated in Lovdon, declared king of
depositicr of the Emperor. The declaratiorn was revoked ivr March
13975 when all rayal titles were abolished.

ES. Sc mueh so, in fact, that some of them provoke doubt by the

very vehemerce of their derials. This is especially true of
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Halliday & Moyneus, 25. cit., p. 214, e.g., who maintairn that the
U.S. tried to prevent the Ethicpian revolution and po to  great
lengths to impugr American motives from a bewildering variety of
contradictory angles both before and after 1374, .Marina Ottaway,

Soviet ard American Influerce irn the Hornm of Africa, Praeger, New

Yk, 188z, pp. S0, 9!, & 103, jinter alia, makes the same
asserticns more naively, proncuncing the Russians blameless of
any iroclvement with the Ethicopian revolution until the end of
197¢.

26. There had long been doubt about the Crown Frirnce’s ability
to succeed his father, ancd about his father's willingrness to have
him as successor, but during the early 137@'s Haile Selassie had
taker siteps +o urderscore his commitmermt to his eldest sor's
success;an, a position he reiterated to Asrata Hassa whern he
appointed him President of the Crown Courncil in  August 1971,
There was a widespread assumption amorng the Ethiogpian elite,
including younger goverrment officials who were positive toward
him, that ¢the Crown Prince ocn accessiorn would take immediate
steps to share power with parliament as a committed
cornstitutiornal monarch and would permit political parties to

furictiaon. He described these intentions to me at length in a

private audierce I had with him in August 1387z.

27. This problem was compourded wher U.S. Ambassador E. Ross
Adair left his post in Januwary 1974 for medical reasons. He was
ot replaced and a weak embassy staff was hard put to maintain

rorntact with Ethiopian officialdom, let alorne influential private

Ethiopians, during the confusing and fast-moving situation in the




menths  that followed. There was ar RAmericar ambassador in
Zthiopia for ocnly 16 of the rext S4 months -- i.e. between
Jarntary 1974 and July 1978, whenr Frederick Chapirn, appointed by
Fresicent Carter and accepted by Mengistu, tock up his post.

8. For crie attempt at  unraveling the still! mystericus
manieuverings in and among various elements in the armed forces
that led *to the establishment of the Derp (which simply mears
"eommittee” in Amharic), see Marina and David Ottaway,

Revolution, Holmes & Meier, New York/Landon,

23. A Goggami Amhara, reputed tc be a cornservative nationalist
at heart, he playec a prominent role during the first three years
of the revelution and was regarded as second in power to
Mengistu. He was liquidated in November 1977, charped with
placing the interests of Ethiopia ahead of the interests of
socialism.

3e. I am currently involved in an attempt, in partnership with
Haggai Erlich of Tel Aviv Uriversity, to chronicle in detail the
year 1974>in Ethiopia i order to establish 1) what is kriowrn and
care be explainred and 2) what is not known and nrieeds to  be
clarified i respect to this hectic and dramatic year.

31. I was recently told by an Ethicopian now living in Europe who
was in continual contact with many leading figures irn Addis Ababa
during 1374 (but rot himself im a goverrmental position) that the
Hurigariarn embassy, and specifically tne Hurngariar cultural
gttache, had served as an impart;nt point of contact with Derg
élements during this time. The cultural attache is said to have

cultiated relationships with military arnd security officers who
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hacd originally beernn selected in the early 197@'5 for anti-
higacking and counter-~terror training anc came to form  an
activist eglique who members felt a strong link with each other.
I have beern wunable to confirm this information From other
sources, but nrote that Saviet use of satellite diplomatic awnd
intelligence persormel for poclitically risky subversive
sperations in many parts of the world seems to have exparded from
the late 19€@'s crnward. If the "anti-hijackers”, as the group is
said to have become krnowrn in 1374, actually fell under Communist
influernce and control, this ws arn ironic turn of events, for
originally Ethiopian personrel! were trairned in varicus forms of
counter—-subversion techrniques by Israel and the United States.
32. For a more externsive review of +this pericd, see my
"Commurnism and Ethicpia” in Problems of Communisn, May-Jure 1981.
Citations to this article include much of the published reporting
arnd source material on this pericd.

33. COPWE, the Commission for Organizing the Party of the
Werkers of Ethiopia, was firally set up at the end of 1979 and
held its first congress in June 1398Q, Though it performs some of
the furctions opf a Communist-type party, it has not been allowed
to develop an indeperident leadership structure —— its leadership
is identical with that of the Derpg and government.

34, It was these efficiert fighter aircraft, more than ary other
sirgle facter, that enabled the Ethiopians to stem the Somali

advarce in the summer of 1977. The GSoviet-supplied Somali

airforce was gquickly rneutralized by the Ethicpians whmse American



training as pilots was alsc superior to that the Scomalis had been

given.,
35. The reports were well fourded and stemmed from advarce
briefings piven by Derg members ¢to meetings of Ethicpian

diplomats in Eurocpe and the Middle East on how to minimize the
public relations cornsequences of the brutal and destructive
offersive that was plarred. Kissirnger, as & result of such
reporting, sent a strong persconal warning to the Derg which is
believed to have caused scwme mnodification of plans.

36. Revoluticonary Ethiopia irherited a well-manaped fiscal arnd
firnancial structure from the imperial regime and kept some of the
same men who had maraged it for the emperor in  authority. The
country’s financial situation was also aided by high coffee
prices during the mid-13728's.

37. In 1978 dollars, military aid received by Somalia during the
years 1974-1377, almest all of which came from the U.S5.5.R. or
allied Communist states, is calculated at %398 million by ACDA,
with a current (“"then-year") dollar value of $342 millicon, See

Wworld Military Expenditures and Arms Transvers, 1370-1973, ACDA

Fublication Number 112, Washington, 1982, p. 118.

38. The figure is from the USRID publicaticns, U

Loans and Brarts ... Obligaticns and Loan Authorizaticons, July

i1, 1345-September 30, 13981, Washirgton, 1982.

33. I have not gathered complete statistics on this subject, but
it appears probably from available data that the United States
alore actually supplied Somalia with mcore ecoriomic aid during the
pericd 1962-1377 thar the Soviet Union did -- $31.8 million

according to the USRID publication cited ivn the precedinp
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footriote. With the normous upsurge ivn refugee assiétance sirnce
1977, U.8. &lloeations roase dramatically, totaling $172.3 millicon
guring the pericd 1378-13581 (exclusive of $4@.4 million in
military assistarce, 1280-13281). It is apparert that the U.S.
has underwrittern much of the cast of the refugees resulting from

the Socmali attack on Ethiopia. Seen in a broader context, the
Soviet Urnion has poured in the armsy, and the U.S. (arnd c<ther
Westerrn countries) have paid for the consequernces of the over-
arming: the refugees. The Soviets are not known to hRve

cortributed anything ¢o refugee relief iv either Scomalia or

Ethiapia.
42, Saviet Ethicopianigst Maria Rait provided a summary of the
current Soviet line in a paper presented to the VIIth

Internaticonal Corference on Ethicpian Studies, Lund, Swedern, in
April 138z, "Peaceful Borders aorm the Horn of Africa". Ethiopiarns
present at the conference did not finmd the page cornvincing.

41. See, e.g., Halliday & Malyneus, op. cii., p. 242.

4z, Idem, p.2E&. '

43. This rather scholastic distinction loomed large in Carter
Admiristration decisions onm military aid to m any countries. To
nost  receiving countries it  appeared to be mere scophistry
desigred &t camouflage American desire to withhold aid for
various other reasons.

44, It can be argued that if the U.S. had withheld military aid
ir 1974 o 19795, instead of greatly irncreasirg it and
facilitatirng additional arms sales for cash, the Derg's already

strong pro-Soviet declaratory stance might have been modified.



Such an approach couild also have had the result of forcing the
Soviets much sconer to make binding commitments to the Derg on
military aid -- and perhaps ever ecornomic suport. In retrospect,
it is difficult to see how such an Americarn apprcocach could have
beernn effective ex~ept as part of a more coherent effort to
persuade the leaders of the Ethicpian revolutior that corientation
to the Soviet Urnion ws not in their country’s ultimate interest
—~~ the kind of scophisticated political initiative which the U.S.
seemed incapable of undertaking during this pericd.

43. There are remarkable parallels between the Iran -
miscaleulation, urexpected reallying of a country which seemed to
be cisintegrating, followed by better performarce militarily of a
country that hac beer. dependent upon American equipment and U.S.
concepts of military leadership. There are also interesting
parallels —— and substantial differerices —-- betweeri the Ethicpian
and Iraniarn revolutions. I plan to devote a future essay to some
compariscons.,

46, The assertions of many writters who have chosen to believe
ctherwise to the contrary (Halliday & Molyrneau, op. cit., give a
distorted account of these events on pp. 2283-231), no one irn the
Cabter Administration promised military support to Somalia for
anything other than defernse of its own territory.

47. If the Derg had rnot leaped to break the U.S. military
relaticnship in April 1977, it might have beer able to persuade
the U.S. to provide military support wher the Somalis attacked.
Here it might alsc be argued, haowever, that if the Carter
administration had had a larger view of U.8. strategic interests

in the Horrn/S.W. Asia/Indian Ocearn region and less precccupation
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with the morality of arms trarnsfers, scome degree af' flexivility
wmight have permitited supply of badly reeded spare parts for F-
SE's, 2.3.,y which had a direct and clear relationship to deferse
aof the country against aggressiaon. Though no  commitments to
Scmalia were made at this time or in the subsequent two years,
there was nevertheless a small oroup of short-sighted advocates
of  support for the Somalis in the Carter Administration. This

group,  suprisingly, included more men known as liberals than

conservatives. The principal result of its influerce at this
time was to discourape creative strategie thinking about
Ethicapia.

48. For additicrnal detail see my "Communism and Ethicopia“, loc.
cit.

43, Thought an  anciernt Muslim city with a distinct Semitic

population and language of its own, Harar has a special emoticonal
significance to Ethiocpians, for it was the conquesf of Harar by
the Empercor Menelik in Jarwary 1887 that completed the process of
restoring the Empire to what Ethicpians considered its ancient
glery, for the Egyptians had occupied Harar and A Largé secticn
of the adjacent ccastal region in the previcus decade. Ras
Makorrerr was governor of Harar whero his son, the future Haile

Selassie, was born in 183Z. The site of Ethiopia’s principal
military arcacemy, Harar played a political role in modern
imperial Ethicpia out of all praoportion tco its population or
economic  importance. Loss aof it to the Somalis would have

discredited Mergistu’s regime as unable to protect true Ethicpian
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national interests. See "The Frovince of Harar" in mv Ethicpian

Journeys, Lovndon, 13977, pp. 187-21&.

S@. These figwres are from ACDA, ob. git. in footrote Number

7, p. 93. Figures are not yet available for Russian military aid
deliveries to Ethiopia in 13812, 1381, ard 1282, but some have

continued each year.

St. The phrase is from Nimrod Novik, 0Or the Shcores of Eal-el-
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Mandeb —- Soviet Diplomacy arnd Regicral Dyrnamics, University of
Penﬁsylvania Foreign Falicy Research Institute Mancgram Number
2€, Philadelphia, 13279.

S2. I have experierced these complaints persorally bath as a
government official and as a private researcher on many occasions
since 1978. The Scoviets have exploited these Ethiopian feelings
-— whether genrnuine, naive or feigred, to encourage the conclusion
that the United States is a country on which rict a great deal of
reliance can be placed aver time. Nevertheless, the American
visitor +to Ethiopia is irnvariably currently impressed with the
vast amcocunt of residual pro—American feelirng which remains in the
country, much more sa, unfortunately, than in Scmalia, where the
country'’s political and military misadventures, and the resulting

refugee burdern, have encouraged some degree of dour xencphcooia.

v -
S2. See my "Communism and Etyhicpia”, log. git., as well as a
fortheooming article, "Ethicpia 1981" which chronicles some of my

experierces and impressions during a visit in February 19381.

S4. Russiars in Ethiocpia are currentl estimated to total
betweern 1,302 and 1,5Qd. Eroportionately this is a very small
group compared to the size of the Russiarn advisory contingent  ir

Egypt during the peek of the relaticnship with Nasser or ir




