Soviet involvement in Ethiopia and Somalia,
1947-1991

Radoslav A. Yordanov
St Antony’s College

A thesis submitted to the Board of the Faculty of History, University
of Oxford, in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

Trinity Term, April 2012

Supervised by
Prof. David M. Anderson and Dr Alex Pravda



Soviet involvement in Ethiopia and Somalia, 1947-1991

Radoslav A. Yordanov,
St Antony’s College, Oxford

Submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Trinity Term, April 2012

Abstract

Soviet-Third World relations during the Cold War are still not clearly understood. Largely
based on previously unused primary material, this study aims to fill this gap in knowledge by
emphasising the interplay between domestic, local, regional, and global dimensions in
analysing Moscow’s involvement in the Horn of Africa. By offering a detailed examination of
Soviet involvement in Somalia and Ethiopia during the Cold War, this thesis aims to shed light
on the factors, shaping Moscow’s policies in the area. While it does not lay any claim of
representativeness for other Third World regions, this thesis aims to highlight the intricate
interplay between ideology and realpolitik in the making of Soviet foreign policy.
Additionally, it tries to determine to what extent the ‘local pull,” exerted by both Addis Ababa
and Mogadishu, as well as by Soviet and other Bloc diplomats, informed the Kremlin’s policy
in the area.

This thesis shows that the two main strands of Moscow’s foreign policy, the pragmatic
statist line and the ideological Cominternist approach, were not in conflict with one another.
Instead, they were amalgamated into a flexible tactical approach, designed to maximise Soviet
influence by whatever means available, along the path of least resistance. Another strand in the
argument is interwoven with the pericentric framework for the study of the Cold War. While
accepting recent interpretations of superpower-Third World relations, this research develops a
more nuanced account of the centre-periphery interaction. The act of local engagement was
Moscow’s initiative, in accord with its wider geo-political plans. Once engaged, the local
actors proved instrumental in informing the Kremlin’s exercise of maintaining a presence. As
with its entry, Moscow’s disengagement was predicated on strategic considerations. The
period of perestroika, assigned the Third World lower priority in the Kremlin’s global agenda,
engendering a withdrawal from the Horn.
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Abstract

This thesis aims to bridge the gap in understanding of Soviet-Third World policy by emphasising
the linkage between domestic, local, regional and global dimensions in Moscow’s engagement
in Ethiopia and Somalia during the Cold War. In general, it seeks to cast light on the factors that
shaped Moscow’s policies in the Horn of Africa. While this study will not make any claims of
representativeness for other Third World areas, it will help to underscore the complex
relationship between ideology and realpolitik in the making of Soviet foreign policy. Last, but
not least, this thesis might throw useful light on the interaction between domestic groups and
interests forming policy in Moscow; the local Horn; regional, Middle Eastern and North East-
African; and global, Cold War, developments that motivated the Kremlin’s interest. This study
will attempt to determine the extent to which the local actors, understood by this thesis as both
Ethiopia’s and Somalia’s leaders, as well as Moscow’s and its allies’ representatives, informed
the Kremlin’s policy in the area.

This thesis offers an analytical account of Soviet foreign policy towards the Horn from
the entry into Ethiopia in 1947 to the disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991. In outlining

the factors that shaped Moscow’s policies in the Horn, this thesis integrates the story of Soviet
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involvement in Ethiopia and Somalia with broader trends in international history, particularly
with regard to the recent emphasis on ‘decentralising’ and ‘globalising’ the Cold War
narrative. By constructing successive narratives of Moscow’s responses to critical events in the
local setting, this thesis will offer an analysis, which illuminates the interplay between
geopolitics and ideology, using a pericentric interpretative framework for the study of Soviet
activism in the Third World during the Cold War.

While this study is based primarily on original sources, it acknowledges the value of
the voluminous literature on the Soviet-Third World relations and debates on the interaction
between the metropoles and the periphery throughout the Cold War. This thesis aims to
construct a multipolar diplomatic history of Soviet involvement in the Horn as told by
representatives of a wide array of actors, ranging from Washington to Moscow, and through
London, Berlin, Prague, Belgrade, and Sofia. Accordingly, it places the events in the Horn
within a wider international context in an effort to attain a better understanding of the global
tides of historical change, not only in the metropoles, but also at the periphery.

This thesis argues against the conventional notion that Moscow pursued an active
strategy of expansion in countering Western influence in the Third World. On the contrary, it
attempts to show that, in the case of the Horn, Moscow did not become involved in the
Ethiopian-Somali conflict for the sake of global ambitions. In contrast to previous
interpretations, the research will claim that while the Soviet Union attempted to embed a
presence in both Somalia and Ethiopia as part of the general low risk priority given to the area,
it, in fact, promoted stability for as a long as it helped reinforce its local standing at America’s
loss. The Kremlin perceived the escalation of neighbourly tensions as damaging to its high-
priority international interests.

This thesis shows that Soviet activism in the area combined elements of both
aggressive opportunism in establishing a local presence and prudence in maintaining it. In the

Horn, the two main strands of Moscow’s foreign policy, the pragmatic statist line and the
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ideologically-laden Cominternist approach, were not in conflict with one another. Instead,
these strands were amalgamated into a flexible tactical approach, designed to maximise
influence by whatever means available — ideological, military, diplomatic - along the path of
least resistance. Soviet tactics attempted to accommodate various institutional interests and
foreign policy approaches. Different actors in Moscow, such as the military and the military-
minded members of the Politburo, had activist preferences, whereas the Foreign Ministry was
more pragmatically-oriented.

This thesis will show that the Kremlin’s incremental and flexible behaviour showed
more pro-activeness towards those local developments that were seen to affect high-priority
international issues concerning the strategic balance of power or relations with the United
States. Where events of local significance, such as regime changes were concerned, Moscow
tended to adopt a responsive, rather than proactive policy stance. This pattern was further
strengthened by the local role of Moscow’s and the East-European allies. In their day-to-day
activities on the ground, the Bloc states were able to freelance in furthering the common
objectives, but when the local environment became more complex, Moscow assumed its
commanding role in order to maximise the result of their combined effort and avoid losses in
its local standing and prestige. We argue that Moscow’s East-European allies acted
accordingly in advancing Moscow’s endeavours by close communication and coordination
between them. Moscow needed the support of its Bloc allies as it had to keep a low profile in
Ethiopia and Somalia in an attempt not to aggravate the local regimes and the American
presence.

Another strand in this thesis’ argument is interwoven with the pericentric framework for
the study of the Cold War. It will seek to provide a nuanced treatment of the relationship
between the centre and the periphery. The thesis demonstrates that both US and Soviet initial
engagement was linked to their wider geopolitical concerns. Once the Kremlin engaged in the

area, however, the complexity of the local environment and the role of the local actors, such as
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Moscow’s diplomatic envoys, their Bloc’s associates, intelligence networks, and the local strong
men, proved important in helping Moscow’s leaders perceive the local developments through the
prism of their international, strategic thinking, justifying the exercise of maintaining a presence.
Just as with the entry, the withdrawal in the early-1990s was predicated on strategic, rather than
tactical considerations. The period of radical socio-political reformation of the Soviet system
assigned lower priority to regional strife on the international agenda; this facilitated Moscow’s
withdrawal from local hotbeds of tension.

This study offers a detailed examination of the Soviet involvement in Somalia and
Ethiopia in six chronological chapters, spanning the Cold War era. They construct a sequential
narrative of Moscow’s responses to critical events in the broader Cold War context, as well as
the narrower North-East African/Middle Eastern region, and the local Ethiopian-Somali setting.
Special attention will be paid to the interaction between the ideological and the statist approaches
in Soviet foreign policy. Last but not least, the role played by Soviet East-European allies will
form an important element in the historical narrative.

The first two chapters show that the Kremlin’s entry and its hedging policy in the Horn
was a motivated by American interest in the region, changes in the global setting, as well as on
the Soviet domestic scene. The increased international significance acquired by the newly-
independent states following the Bandung conference in 1955, clearly played a pivotal role in
modifying not only Moscow’s, but also Washington’s interest in the Third World. Changes in
the Soviet leadership also played an important role. While Stalin had already begun to seek
ways in which to amplify Moscow’s influence in the former colonies, Khrushchev turned this
change of thinking into action. A local initiative, launched in response to Kremlin’s previous
advances, allowed Moscow to improve its presence in the Horn. From the outset, Haile
Selassie launched a strategy to improve relations with the East, while being simultaneously

courted by the West. This offered Moscow an opportunity to improve its standing in Ethiopia.
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An additional opening for the Kremlin was provided by UN-sanctioned Somali
independence in 1960. While it touched off a protracted period of local strife by exacerbating
Somali territorial claims, it enabled Moscow’s military to find fertile ground for extending the
Soviet presence in the region. This exuberant approach, however, was countered by
Khrushchev’s sober assessment of the feasibility of African socialism after failures of socialist
experiments in Western Africa and Lumumba’s ouster. The Soviet leader’s rather flexible
approach underlined the dual nature of Soviet foreign policy, balancing between cautious
diplomacy and revolution. While getting involved in Mogadishu, Moscow, aided by its East-
European allies, launched careful propaganda efforts in Addis Ababa. As chapter two shows,
the relatively stable local environment in the 1960s emphasised the competitive behaviour of
the two superpowers.

Chapter three shows that towards the late-1960s, the wider Horn, including Sudan,
witnessed sweeping political shifts as leftist military regimes seized power in Mogadishu and
Khartoum. These developments seemingly occurred without Moscow’s active encouragement.
They ran almost in parallel with a gradual reduction in the Kremlin’s influence in the adjacent
Middle East region. During this period, the Soviet military-strategic complex played a pivotal
role in informing Kremlin’s Horn policies by emphasising the increased value of the Indian
Ocean for superpower competition. These years saw the departure of the British from Aden
and the US plans to launch a base on the Diego Garcia archipelago. Somalia therefore came to
occupy a central role in the Soviet navy’s regional designs, given its proximity to strategic ship
lanes in the Northwestern corner of the Indian Ocean.

In the first half of 1970s, Moscow’s involvement in the Horn, therefore, changed from
a low-key exercise into a more open engagement, exemplified by expansive projects of
military infrastructure along the Somali coast, aimed at serving Moscow’s regional aims,
instead of enhancing Mogadishu’s ambitions. Nevertheless, the pursuit of Soviet geostrategic

objectives in Mogadishu met strong Somalis opposition. At the same time, the Kremlin applied
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a combination of technical and legal measures, aimed at restraining Somalia’s expansionist
ambitions. Mindful of the hazardous nature of the local situation, Moscow ably maintained its
position in the country by adhering to incrementalist policies and taking a flexible approach.

While the Soviet Union got more deeply involved in Somalia, vast socio-political
changes in Ethiopia gathered speed and modified the Kremlin’s local outlook. As chapter four
demonstrates, Moscow, guided by its diplomatic representatives, who proved invaluable in
obtaining and sharing intelligence on the ground, was initially in favour of engaging cautiously
by closely monitoring the situation. Moscow appeared not to be ready to extend the support
requested by Addis Ababa. There was an obvious gap between local actors’ demands and the
priorities of the Centre. Actually, the Kremlin thought of its engagement in Ethiopia as a long-
term deliberation, while Addis Ababa’s new military command sought urgent solutions for the
survival of the Ethiopian state. Addis Ababa demanded vast quantities of military aid, and at the
time, Moscow was averse to the idea of heightening its risk taking in the Horn, taking into
account the American stake in the country and the need to keep Somalia in its sphere of
influence while minimising disruptive instability.

From late 1976, Moscow’s attitudes toward Ethiopia changed considerably. Taking
more of a Cominternist policy line, the Kremlin responded favourably to Mengistu’s pleas for
military assistance. However, in agreement with the flexible tactical approach, that
characterised the Narkomindel strand in its policy, the Kremlin persuaded Addis Ababa to
abstain from entering Somalia during the Ogaden war. Furthermore, external factors, such as
the increased involvement of other Soviet-allies, most notably Cuba, and Western actors, such
as the US, played an important role in shaping changes in Soviet attitudes towards the Horn
from the early-to-mid 1977. Following their recognition of the progressive persuasion of
Mengistu’s left wing military faction, Moscow’s leaders, in close consultation with their
diplomatic representatives, who took a positive view of Ethiopia’s revolutionary potential,

decided gradually to increase their political support for the new regime.
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Aggressive Somali attacks on Ethiopia in the summer, presumably indirectly instigated
by Washington’s regional allies — Saudi Arabia — required an immediate adjustment in
Moscow’s diplomatic approach. While in the spring, Kremlin relied on the power of
diplomacy, towards the autumn it opted for a diplomacy of power. Moscow chose to toughen
its stance towards Siad, whose aggressive actions severely threatened the Ethiopian revolution
and so played into the hands of Moscow’s international opponents. However, after initially
supporting a remarkable military operation against the Somalis, Moscow’s civilian leadership
reverted to its Narkomindel approach and sought to counter the ambitions of the Soviet
military who contemplated taking the fight into Somalia in the spring of 1978. The Kremlin
dismissed this idea, fearing that a Soviet-backed Ethiopian entry into Somalia would be seen
by the Western countries, as well as by the other African states, and by the international
community, as against the spirit of Moscow’s overall involvement which the Soviet leadership
wanted to appear as supportive of local stability. The Kremlin expected its moves to spur
widespread international concern, and to further complicate Soviet-American relations.

The analysis of Moscow’s road to withdrawal from the Horn showed that the
Gorbachev’s transformation led to a gradual normalisation of the relationship between
Washington and Moscow. The Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan was followed by similar
actions in other parts of the world. Still, in the Horn the superpowers’ endeavour to help settle
Ethiopia’s disputes with Somalia and Eritrea faced serious resistance from Addis Ababa.
While Moscow had fulfilled its previous obligations to Mengistu’s regime, the late-1980s saw
the Kremlin resolved to cease all military deliveries. American rapprochement with
Mengistu’s opposition forces and Moscow’s reluctance to provide additional military
assistance to the regime led to the Derg’s collapse. Siad Barre suffered a similar fate. He had to
flee Somalia after losing his power base. The last chapter of the thesis, therefore, aims to
provide a further insight into the manner in which superpower antagonism equipped the small

states with a key instrument they used to ‘pull’ Moscow and Washington. However, the period
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of significant socio-political transformation of the Soviet system in the mid-1980s drastically
lowered the periphery’s significance for superpowers’ international agenda, precipitating the
Kremlin’s withdrawal from local conflicts. Lastly, as we have shown, similarly to the entry
and unlike the daily tactical operation on the ground, the disengagement was predicated on
strategic considerations devised in the metropolis, thereby diminishing the impact of the

periphery over the centre.
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Introduction

Superpower-Third World relations during the Cold War:
Push from the centre or pull from the periphery?

Soviet-Third World relations during the Cold War are still far from being clearly
understood." The Kremlin’s pursuit of ideological and realpolitik objectives, in addition
to its complex decision-making process, made the study of Soviet activism in Africa,
before the availability of archival material in the post-Soviet period, like ‘palm-reading:
the lines are there, but their meaning is a matter for speculation.”® This study aims to
overcome the gap in understanding of Soviet-Third World policy, by emphasising the
interplay between domestic, local, regional and global dimensions in analysing
Moscow’s involvement in the Horn of Africa throughout the Cold War. While this thesis
makes no claim that the Horn was representative of policy in other Third World regions,
it might help to illuminate the complex interaction between ideology and realpolitik in
the making of Soviet foreign policy in the developing world. Last, but not least, this
thesis may throw useful light on the interaction between Moscow and the local actors,
both political leaders and diplomatic representatives.

The overall task of this research will be to shed light on what factors shaped
Moscow’s policies in the Horn. It will attempt to seek an answer to this question by

focusing on the interaction between domestic groups and interests forming policy in

! Various accounts stress this characteristic of Soviet foreign policy; See R. Menon, Soviet Power and the
Third World (New Haven: YUP, 1986), 21; W. Duncan and C. Ekedahl, Moscow and the Third World
under Gorbachev (Boulder: Westview, 1990), 9; W. Andersen, ‘Soviets in the Indian Ocean,” Asian
Survey 24, no. 9 (1984): 911; M. Webber, ““Out of Area” Operations,’ in Brezhnev Reconsidered, eds
E. Bacon and Mark Sandle (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2002), 115; cf. J. Valenta and W. Potter, eds,
Soviet Decision-making for national Security (Hemel Hempstead: George Allen and Unwin, 1984), and
H. Brind, ‘Soviet Policy in the Horn of Africa,” International Affairs 60, no. 1 (1983/4): 76; M.
Ottaway, Soviet and American Influence in the Horn of Africa (New York: Praeger, 1982), xi; 164; See
also S. David, ‘Realignment in the Horn,” International Security 4, no. 2 (1979): 77.

% A. Rubinstein, Moscow’s Third World Strategy (Princeton: P[rinceton] U[niversity] P[ress], 1990), 64.



Moscow; local (Horn); regional, (Middle Eastern and North East-African); and global,
(Cold War), developments that provoked the Kremlin’s interest. This study will also seek
to determine to what extent the pull, exerted by both Addis Ababa and Mogadishu, as
well as by Soviet and other Bloc diplomats, informed the Kremlin’s policy in the area. By
answering those questions, the thesis aims to provide some insight into the understanding
of Moscow’s activism in other parts of Africa. Eventually, this might allow us to develop
a more accurate explanation of how the Kremlin’s global priorities vis-a-vis its leading
international competitor — Washington — were overshadowed by its Third World
involvement. Arguably, the latter led to the demise of the detente and to the outbreak of
open superpower hostility in the first half of the 1980s that came to be known as the

Second Cold War.

1. Literature Review

While this study is based primarily on original sources, it acknowledges the
epistemological value of the voluminous literature on the Soviet-Third World relations
and debates on the interaction between the metropoles and the periphery during the Cold
War. Accordingly, this review will present some of the major strands in the analyses of
Soviet foreign policy, which will provide the context for this thesis. Additionally, special
attention will be paid to recent developments in the understanding of the so-called ‘local
pull’ in superpower-Third World relations, which will provide the interpretative
framework for the analysis. Lastly, this review of the literature will look into pericentric
analyses of Moscow’s involvement in the Third World in general, and the Horn, in
particular, and will offer a more nuanced pericentric interpretation of the Soviet-Horn

relations in the Cold War.



1.1 Soviet foreign policy

Within the study of Soviet international behaviour during the Cold War, the central
question most scholars have tried to answer was ‘What guided Soviet foreign policy?’
Two diametrically opposite schools defined the sources of Soviet foreign policy conduct
as justified either by ideological or realpolitik means, seeking to provide a better
understanding of the traditional strands in the Kremlin’s foreign conduct, mixing peaceful
coexistence and proletarian internationalism.” These strands followed Lenin’s views,
according to which Soviet activities on the outside should run along two lines: the
ideological - ‘Cominternist,” and the statist - the ‘Narkomindel’ line. In Lenin’s thesis,
these approaches should never be identical. However, when those two lines were in
disagreement, it was the state line, which always prevailed.’

The Narkomindel approach, which became MID’s’ responsibility, was essentially
pragmatic, and based on a prior assessment of Soviet national interests.’ Supporting
Communist movements around the globe, the Mezhotdel” of the CPSU CC took charge

of the ‘Comintern’ line.® The history of Soviet-Western relations abounds with examples

* For details on more general trends in Soviet foreign policy see G. Gorodetsky, ed., Soviet Foreign
Policy, 1917-1991 (London: Frank Cass, 1994); V. Zubok, A Failed Empire (Chapel Hill: The
Ulniversity] of NJorth] C[arolina] P[ress], 2007), see also V. Zubok and C. Pleshakov, Inside the
Kremlin’s Cold War (Cambridge: H[arvard] U[niversity] P[ress], 1996.), and J. Haslam, Russia’s Cold
War (New Haven: Y[ale] Ulniversity] P[ress], 2011). On Soviet-Third World relations see 1. Gaiduk,
The Soviet Union and the Vietnam War (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1996), O. A. Westad, The Global Cold
War (Cambridge: Clambridge] U[niversity] P[ress], 2005). See also A. Kalinovsky, A Long Goodbye
(Cambridge: HUP, 2011), G. Laron, ‘Stepping Back from the Third World Soviet Policy toward the
United Arab Republic, 1965-1967,” Journal of Cold War Studies 12, no. 4 (2010): 118, and J. Ferris,
‘Guns for Cotton?’ Journal of Cold War Studies 13, no. 2 (2011): 5. For an insider’s account see V.
Israelyan, Inside the Kremlin during the Yom Kippur War (University Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1995), 215, and Israelyan, Na frontakh kholodnoi voiny: zapiski sovetskogo posla
(Moskva: Mir, 2003), 363.
See Kornienko and Brutents, US-Soviet Relations and Soviet Foreign Policy toward the Middle East
and Africa in the 1970s, Lysebu, 1-3 October 1994 (hereafter, Lysebu), transcr. G. A. Kvam, ed. O. A.
Westad (Oslo: The Norwegian Nobel Institute, 1995), 43; 39.
> Ministerstvo Inostrannykh Del (MID), Russian for Ministry of Foreign Affairs, hereafter MFA.
® See Bessmertnykh, The Collapse of Detente: From the March 1977 Moscow Meetings to the December
1979 Invasion of Afghanistan, Pocantico Hills, New York 22-24 October 1992 (hereafter, Pocantico
Hills), ed. and transl. S. Savranskaya, N[ational] S[ecurity] A[rchive], 113.
7 Russian abbreviation for Mezhdunarodnyi Otdel, [International Department; hereafter, ID].
¥ Savranskaya, Pocantico Hills, 129.



of these two strategies competing with one another. In each case, the Soviet Union sought
the benefits of agreement, without giving up propaganda, aid to national liberation
movements, and other means of destabilising capitalism.” In the final analysis, the
understanding of the interrelation between these two seemingly contradicting foreign
policy approaches appears to be key to the analysis of the Moscow’s external relations in
the Third World during the Cold War.

The representatives of the ‘ideological’ school believed that Soviet foreign policy
was motivated not only by power considerations but also crucially by communist
ideology."” This interpretation saw the Cold War as inevitable, owing to the Soviet
Union’s constant pursuit of ‘security through constant expansion,’ in accord with the pre-
revolutionary proverb ‘[T]hat which stops growing begins to rot.”'' Hence the promotion
of revolutionary changes abroad became institutionalised as a permanent feature of
Soviet international behaviour.'> There is little doubt that the Soviet foreign policy was
profoundly affected by the original Weltanschauung (mirovozzrenie)”® of Marx and
Lenin. The latter’s prediction that anti-imperialist developments in the colonies were to
play an influential revolutionary role, defined the nature of Moscow’s approaches to less
developed areas, providing a significant source of regime legitimacy and international

stature.'* Soviet ideology was used to sanction the Kremlin’s behaviour as a global

? N. Gould-Davies, ‘Rethinking the Role of Ideology in International Politics During the Cold War,’
Journal of Cold War Studies 1, no. 1 (1999): 106.

1 F. Fukuyama, ‘Soviet Strategy in the Third World,” in The Soviet Union and the Third World, 25. See
also H. Adomeit, Soviet Risk-taking and Crisis Behavior (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1982),
319, and W. Duncan and C. Ekedahl, Moscow and the Third World under Gorbachev (Boulder:
Westview, 1990), 14-5.

"' “To chto perestaet rasti, nachinaet gnit’ is generally ascribed to Catherine the Great; A. B. Ulam,
Expansion and Coexistence, 377; 408.

2 T. H. von Laue, ‘Soviet Diplomacy,” in The Diplomats 1919-1939, eds G. Craig and F. Gilbert
(Princeton: P[rinceton] U[niversity] P[ress], 1981 [1953]), 237.

1 Worldview in German and Russian.

4 Cf. L. Tamarin, ‘Imperialist Calculations and Miscalculations in Africa,” Kommunist, no. 18 (1976),
cited in M. Rothenberg, The USSR and Africa (Miami: Advanced International Studies Institute, 1980),
1; see also E. Valkenier, The USSR and the Third World (New York: Praeger, 1983); J. Hough, The
Struggle for the Third World (Washington: Brookings, 1986), cited in S. Neil Macfarlane, ‘The Soviet

4



power, which assumed a right to intervene in any conflict in any part of the globe."> To
this school, the issue of ideology was essential to the story of Soviet involvement in the
Third World throughout the Cold War, which was aimed at gaining new ideological
adherents.'® Similarly, in the opinion of General Anatoly Gribkov, the then First Deputy
of the Chief of General Staff of the Soviet Union, ideology was present, and not only in
Africa, but in all places where states assumed a socialist path of development.'’

Other scholars tried to emphasise the realpolitik dimension in Soviet foreign
policy thinking. Triska and Finley, for example, understood Soviet foreign policy as
reactive in nature.'® Stalin was seen as a cautious, albeit insecure, opportunist, taking
advantage of tactical openings to enhance Soviet influence. He lacked any long-term
strategy or even interest in spreading communism beyond the Soviet sphere of influence.
Moscow’s ‘urge to the sea’ has been another significant geopolitical claim regarding pre-
revolutionary Russian and Soviet foreign policy.” The Kremlin’s awareness of the
destructiveness of nuclear war, which could jeopardise the existence of the Soviet Union
itself, has had a dramatic effect on basic Soviet doctrine. It engendered Khrushchev’s
revision of the doctrine of inevitable war and his tireless advocacy of the strategy of

peaceful coexistence as the safest and most reliable form of international class struggle.?

Union and the National Liberation Movements,’ in The Soviet Union in the Third World, ed. C. Saivetz
(Boulder: Westview, 1989), 22.

> A. B. Ulam, ‘Soviet Ideology and Soviet Foreign Policy,” World Politics 11, no. 2 (1959): 156; 158.
Cf. also D. Papp, Soviet Perceptions of the Developing World in the 1980s (Lexington: Lexington
Books ¢1985), xi-xii. Note also V. Aspaturian, ‘Soviet Foreign Policy at the Crossroads,” International
Organization 23, no. 3 (1969): 596.

1 J. Friedman, ‘Soviet policy in the developing world and the Chinese challenge in the 1960s,” Cold War
History 10, no. 2 (2010): 249ft.

'" See Gribkov, Global Competition and the Deterioration of US-Soviet Relations, 1977-80, Harbor
Beach Resort, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 23-26 March 1995 (hereafter, Fort Lauderdale), ed. and transl.
S. Savranskaya, NSA, 59; Cf. Haslam, Russia’s Cold War, 397.

'8 J. Triska and D. Finley, Soviet Foreign Policy (New York: Macmillan, 1968).

' See Pursianen, Russian Foreign Policy, 51. Cf. J. L. Gaddis, ‘The Emerging Post-Revisionist Synthesis
on the Origins of the Cold War,” Diplomatic History 7, no. 3 (1983): 181.

2 T, Wolfe, ‘Soviet Strategic Though in Transition,” in Détente: Cold War Strategies in Transition, eds E.
L. Dulles and R. D. Crane (New York: Pracger, 1965), 64; Cf. M. MccGwire, Military Objectives in
Soviet Foreign Policy (Washington: Brookings, 1987), 36-8; 44.



More recent studies, however, suggest that Soviet Third World activism was yet
another example of the complex interplay between security and ideology in Moscow’s
foreign policy. Moscow was motivated not only by its values and ideas but also by
factors, affecting the national interests of the USSR, its power and prestige, which,
according to Vladislav Zubok, were at the heart of Moscow’s revolutionary-imperial
paradigm.”’ This view posited that while Stalin successors’ vision of the world was
limited and distorted by Marxist-Leninist ideas, they were pragmatists bend on promoting
the Soviet Union’s national interests by pursuing the long-term strategic goal of
strengthening the international socialist system. This goal seems to have been defensive
in nature. Without increasing strength, there was evidently no backing for diplomacy, less
likelihood of prestige, and a diminished prospect of significant change in the world
correlation of forces.” Similarly, in Gaiduk’s account the events during the Vietnam War
illustrated the difficulties faced by Moscow as it tried to reconcile ideology with
realpolitik, continuing the flexible, yet profoundly contradictory, foreign policy that

Lenin himself advocated decades earlier.’

1.2 The Pericentric interpretative framework: from informal empire to
the Cold War in the periphery

While interpretations of Soviet foreign policy towards the Third World provides a
background for this thesis, recent studies of the centre-periphery relations during the Cold
War will offer the interpretative framework for our research. American in origin, the first

wave of Cold War studies and debates, led by the so-called ‘orthodox’ school of

*! Zubok, A Failed Empire, 249; see also Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin'’s Cold War. Cf. S.
Mazov, ‘Soviet Aid to the Gizenga Government in the Former Belgian Congo (1960-61) as Reflected
in Russian Archives,” Cold War History 7, no. 3 (2007): 425.

22 On this view, see F. Griffiths, ‘Ideological Development and Foreign Policy,” in The Domestic Context of
Soviet Foreign Policy, ed. S. Bialer (Boulder: Westview, 1981), 37, and Yu. Pavlov, Soviet-Cuban
Alliance: 1959-1991 (Coral Gables: University of Miami, 1996), 26.

2 Gaiduk, The Soviet Union and the Vietnam War, x.



historians in the late 1940s to early 1950s, argued that the Cold War was caused by
Stalin’s hostility towards the West and his intention of advancing the cause of world
communism.”* However, a ‘revisionist’ antithesis gradually emerged in 1959.%
Revisionists, or the New Left, argued that the US’ thirst for overseas markets - combined,
according to some, with its nuclear monopoly - forced Stalin to expand Soviet
domination to Eastern Europe. In an attempt to balance both opposing currents, a third
school of Cold War historical scholarship emerged in 1970s. The ‘post-revisionists’ were
interested in seeing how developments such as the Sino-Soviet split undermined the
notion of a monolithic Socialist Bloc. More nuanced and better documented than their
orthodox and revisionist counterparts, post-revisionists took account of the growth of
Cold War scholarship worldwide, fuelled by the opening of government papers in
Western Europe. 26

Since the 1990s, the opening of East European archives has revolutionised
opportunities for the study of contemporary history. This was a pivotal moment in the
evolution of the historiography of the Cold War international relations.”” As a result, the
subject of scholarly attention has moved from the United States and the Western camp to
the Soviet Union and its allies. At the same time, there has been a notable shift from an
emphasis on geopolitics to a stress on ideology and the role of personalities. This

interpretative framework led to the initiation of different approaches to the study of the

* See M. McCauley, The Origins of the Cold War 1941-1949 (London: Longman, 1995). Note also
Hanhimaki and Westad. eds, The Cold War: A History in Documents and Eyewitness Accounts
(Oxford: OUP, 2003), and G. Hughes and S. Dockrill, ‘The Cold War as History,” in Palgrave
Advances in Cold War History (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 5-6.

3 W. A. Williams, The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (Cleveland: World Publishing, 1959) is
considered a pioneer in revisionist scholarship.

% According to Hughes and Dockrill, ‘The Cold War as History,” 6-7, there are three good examples of
‘post-revisionist’ scholarship: Gaddis, The United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1941-1947
(New York: CUP, 1972); W. LaFeber, America, Russia and the Cold War 1945-1990 (New York:
McGraw Hill, 1991); and M. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power (Stanford: SUP, 1992).

27p, Grimsted, ‘Increasing Reference Access to Post-1991 Russian Archives,” Slavic Review 56, no. 4 (1997):
718. The situation with archival access in Moscow remains rather complicated as minutes from Politburo
and material on the KGBs foreign directorate, keeping answers to ‘questions that have profound implications
for east-west relations today,” remain closed; see A. Knight, ‘The Fate of the KGB Archives,” Slavic Review
52, no. 3 (1993): 582; See also Hanhimaki and Westad, eds. The Cold War, xiii.



Cold War, looking more into those factors that the traditionalist interpretation of
international relations rejected as unimportant, i.e. ‘the non-great powers, personality,
ideology, and domestic politics.’® Pericentric interpretation demanded a fuller
appreciation of the Cold War by shifting the centre of gravity away from a narrow
preoccupation with the struggle between Washington and Moscow to centuries old issues
on the periphery.”’

Pericentric scholarship has added to the Cold War narrative the significance of the
small peripheral actors to the East-West conflict, by consciously looking at nationalisms
throughout the world,™ giving more agency to the local actor. Building on the theme of
‘informal empire,” developed by John Gallagher and Ronald Robinson in the 1950,
which aimed to overcome traditional fixation on the metropoles, the Cold War
international history focused its attention on the peripheries. In accordance with
Gallagher and Robinson, it saw the real roots of superpower expansion in crises
engendered in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, far from the European imperial capitals.
Similarly, in Westad’s provocative thesis, the most crucial aspects of the Cold War were

‘connected to political and social developments in the Third World.”** The pericentrism,

3 Cf. Zubok and Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin’s Cold War and Zubok’s A Failed Empire; M. Leffler,
‘Bringing it Together,” 43. Cf. H. Harrison, Driving the Soviets up the Wall (Princeton: PUP, 2003),
231; Cf. for example, J. Suri’s Power and Protest, sees greatly expanded universities as instruments of
the Cold War, emphasising the transnational aspects of global discontent, while insisting on its many
national causes stemming from failures of national leader’s promises for more ‘progress’ - through
education, material consumption, individual equality...” See Power and Protest (Cambridge: HUP,
2003), 165.

¥ Cf. M. Berger, ‘The Real Cold War Was Hot,” Intelligence and National Security 23, no. 1 (2008):
115. Cf M. Beissinger, ‘Nationalism and the Collapse of Soviet Communism,” Contemporary
European History 18, no. 3 (2009): 331.

3% W. Kimball in L. Gardner, et al. ‘Responses to John Lewis Gaddis,” Diplomatic History 7, no. 3
(1983): 199. On contemporary uses of the term ‘pericentrism,” see also T. Smith, ‘New Bottles for New
Wine,” Diplomatic History 24 (2000): 567-91.

3. Gallagher and R. Robinson, ‘The Imperialism of Free Trade,” Economic History Review, 2d ser., 6, no
1 (1953); Cf. Gallagher and Robinson, Africa and the Victorians (London: Macmillan, 1961), 5, and ‘The
Partition of Africa,” in Cambridge Modern History X1, ed. F. Hinsley (Cambridge: CUP, 1962), 639.

** Westad, The Global Cold War, 396.



thus, attempted to understands the Cold War by studying how it played out in the
‘periphery’ rather than in the ‘centre.”*

Demarcated by détente diplomacy, rather than asserted by force, the instruments
of imperial power were to be replaced by an informal empire of fraternal influence. Soon,
the Kremlin realised that the conditions that had dictated a policy of informal imperialism
made its realisation impossible.34 Moreover, authors, such as Zachari Karabell, go even
further in the centre-periphery debate by emphasising the role of the Third World actors
as architects both of their own histories and the Cold War international system.35
Accordingly, the pericentric framework for the study of the superpower-Third World
relations highlighted the limitations of the powerful and the power of the powerless - a
pattern that Winston Churchill once referred to as the ‘tyranny of the weak.”® It revealed
the pragmatic approach, employed by African countries in actively engaging the
superpowers, taking full advantage of their idiosyncrasies, weaknesses, and ambitions.>’
Therefore, pericentrism asserted, the chief reason for the spread of superpowers’
involvement around the globe was the deliberate policies of the lesser actors who pulled
Moscow and Washington into situations they might have otherwise avoided. In the
pericentric debate, ‘pull’ from the periphery, not ‘push’ from the ‘centre’ usually best

describes what happened.™®

33 P. Chamberlin, ‘Rethinking the Middle East,” 317. One of the earliest calls for this new Cold War
history came with the publication of Gaddis’ We Now Know.

3 J. Darwin, ‘Diplomacy and decolonization,” The Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 28,
no. 3 (2000): 5; 22.

33 7. Karabell, Architects of Intervention (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999), 7.

3% See Laron, ‘Stepping Back,” 99 and Karabell, Architects, 225-6. Similarly, A. B. Fox termed it little man’s
Machiavelli.” See The Power of Small States (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1959). The literature on
power of small states sees US-Soviet competition as a condition for small-power influence. See D. Vital, The
Inequality of States (New York: OUP, 1967), 190-1, and G. Liska, Alliances and the Third World
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1968), 44; cf. R. Keohane ‘Lilliputians’ Dilemmas: Small States in
International Politics,” International Organization 23, no. 2 (1969): 300.

37 M. Matusevich, No Easy Row for Russian Hoe (Trenton: Africa World Press, 2003), 9.

3% Smith, ‘New Bottles,” 571-2.



1.3 Cold War in the Third World

For many years, the literature on superpower involvement in the Third World interpreted
Washington and Moscow’s competition in remote areas as sustained by indigenous
developments in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, which encouraged external
involvement in regional politics and was at the same time intensified by both fear and
ambition.”” US policy was thus driven by a series of amorphous - and largely illusory -
military, strategic, and psychological fears.* On the other hand, Moscow’s mantra
echoed similar tones: [i]n this world you must deal with capability, not probabilities.”*'
This prompted some observers to see the Cold War as ‘a surreal struggle fed by mutual

542

fear.”” In addition to global considerations with regards to Washington, the ideological

split with Beijing played an instructive role in Moscow’s Third World activism, as the
Kremlin had to prove that Soviet communism was better than the Chinese model.*’
Following the Bandung Conference in Indonesia of 1955, the notion of the Third World
was increasingly deployed to foster unity and mutual support amongst a growing number
of nonaligned states which were hesitant to take sides in the emerging Cold War.**

The end of the Cold War and the opening of East-European archives, however,

resulted in a marked increase in scholarly interest into how Third World objectives

3 R. Allison and P. Williams, ‘Superpower Competition and Crisis Prevention in the Third World,” in
Superpower Competition and Crisis Prevention in the Third World, eds. R. Allison and P. Williams
(Cambridge: CUP, 1990), 1. Cf. M. Leffler, 4 Preponderance of Power (Stanford: S[tanford]
Ulniversity] P[ress], 1992), 262.

0 R. McMachon, The Cold War on the Periphery (New York: C[olumbia] Ulniversity] P[ress], 1994), 344-5.

I See M. Kaufman’s interview with Soviet Ambassador to Seychelles, Yuri Velikanov, in ‘Ports and Oil
Spur Naval Buildup by US and Soviet,” New York Times, 20 April 1981, A12.

2 D. Everette et al, Introduction to Beyond the Cold War, eds. E. Dennis, et al. (Newbury Park: Sage,
1991), 2.

# Kalinovsky, 4 Long Goodbye, 3-4; J. Suri, ‘The Cold War, Decolonization, and Global Social
Awakenings,” Cold War History 6, no. 3 (2006): 353-63; Cf. Westad, Brothers in Arms (Washington,
DC: Woodrow Wilson Center, 1998) and Kanet, ‘The Evolution of Soviet Policy toward the
Developing World,” 36-7.

# Cf. M. Berger, ‘The real Cold War was hot,” Intelligence and National Security 23, no. 1 (2008): 114.
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played out within the global Cold War context.* The dominant Cold War narrative
suggested that whoever controlled the Third World, would eventually be crowned the
winner of the struggle between the two world systems.*® Gradually over the 1960s and
1970s, the Third World became a battlefield of the superpowers.”” The KGB director,
Andropov, and the Defence Minister, Ustinov, seemed to have been early spokespersons
for such views in Moscow. Later, at the beginning of the 1980s, Andropov proudly
declared that the KGB was playing its part in the onward march of world revolution,
increasing the diplomatic and military power in the conflict against the main adversary in
the Third World.*® For their part, Washington, always led to believe in the simplistic
notion that leftist movements and countries were manipulated by Moscow, failed to
recognise that such states might have a dynamic of their own. The White House also
seemed to dismiss the idea that the Soviet role in Africa depended on African initiatives,
and it was not Moscow, which set the rockslide in motion,* to use Kissinger’s idiom.
Accordingly, recent pericentric scholarship claims that Washington rather
habitually evaluated the interests of Third World states with ‘a Cold War yardstick that

distorted far more than it illuminated.”™® The competitive mind-set was justified by a

* Vijay Prashad, for example, claimed that the Third World was not a geopolitical entity; rather, it was a
project, conceived on less developed countries’ own initiative, and was not of Cold War’s making as
Larry Devlin, the CIA Chief of Station in the Congo in the early 1960s, suggested. See L. Devlin, Chief
of Station, Congo (New York: Public Affairs, 2007) and Vijay Prashad, The Darker Nations (New
York: New Press, 2008), 13. Additionally, Borrowing Sieyés’ famous pamphlet ‘Qu’est-ce que le tiers-
état?’, Alfred Sauvy concluded that similarly to the Third Estate during the French Revolution, the
Third World ‘also wanted to be something,” see A. Sauvy, ‘Trois Mondes, une Planete,’
L’Observateur, 14 August 1952, no. 118, p. 14.

% The accounts of two intelligence officers on both side of the Iron Curtain speak equivocally about the
state of competitive superpower coexistence in the third world. See N. Leonov, ‘Soviet Intelligence in
Latin America during the Cold War,” Estudios Publicos 73 (1999): 2 and Devlin’s Chief of Station.

" Brutents, Lysebu, 44.

* Andrew and Mitrokhin, The Mitrokhin Archive II, 471; 480, and 490.

¥ Cf. P. Gleijeses, Conflicting Missions (Chapel Hill: UNCP, 2002) and C. Clapham, Afiica and the
International System (Cambridge: CUP, 2002 [1996]), 142. See also R. Litwak, ‘Soviet policies in the
Third World,” in Superpower Competition and Crisis Prevention in the Third World, 29; See also F.
Halliday’s Cold War, Third World (London: Hutchinson Radius, 1989), 29; 31, and Soviet Policy in the
Arc of Crisis (Washington: Institute for Policy Studies, 1981), 98. Cf. R. Barnes, Ideology and the Cold
War (Brighton: Tresse, 1984).

%0 McMachon, The Cold War on the Periphery, 345.
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series of misplaced and exaggerated concerns about their vulnerability in the face of
presumed military and ideological threat, posed by their respective opponent. The
superpowers were, therefore, ‘enemies by position,” to borrow Raymond Aron’s phrase.’’
The demise of détente in the closing years of 1970s brought the nuclear arms race
between Washington and Moscow to a particularly dangerous level. Accordingly, largely
as a reaction to the Kremlin’s strategic modernisation programme, the White House
launched a substantial military build-up that was aimed at restoring the balance of power,
serving the objective to hamper Soviet Union’s international ambitions.

Similarly, Edward Luttwak, saw the emergence of a new stage in Soviet imperial
strategy prior to the invasion of Afghanistan, as representing a different model of Soviet
international behaviour.” This school of thought accepted a degree of common purpose
in Soviet activities directed at threatening Western interests in the Third World.”*
Therefore, Soviet policies at the north end of the Suez Canal could not be separated from
policies at the south end and in the Persian Gulf.” Michael Radu, Richard Lowenthal,
and Keith Payne continued this line of analysis by looking into Moscow and its allies’
Third World involvement as part of a wider geopolitical strategy of counter
imperialism.> In the area south of Sahara, strategic rivalry in the Indian Ocean and the

crisis in the Southern part of the continent loomed larger. Therefore, it was claimed,

' R. Aron, Peace and War (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 2003 [1966]), 282.

52 Cf. K. N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading: Addison-Wesley, 1979); R. Jervis, ‘Was
the Cold War a Security Dilemma?’ Journal of Cold War Studies 3, no. 1 (2001): 44. See also P.
Podvig, ‘The Window of Vulnerability That Wasn’t,” International Security 33, no. 1 (2008): 118.

%3 See E. Luttwak, The Grand Strategy of the Soviet Union (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1983).

M. Clough and D. Jordan, Introduction to Reassessing the Soviet Challenge in Africa, ed. M. Clough
(Berkeley: Ulniversity] of C[alifornia] at B[erkeley], 1986), 5.

 T. B. Millar, Soviet Policies in the Indian Ocean Area, (Canberra: Australian National University
Press, 1970), 2-3.

% In addition, Rothenberg maintains that Africa was perceived as the most promising arena for
enhancing Soviet influence. See The USSR and Africa (Miami: Advanced International Studies
Institute, 1980), 1; M. Radu, ed. Eastern Europe and the Third World (New York: Praeger, 1981), R.
Lowenthal, ‘Soviet Counter-imperialism,” Problems of Communism 25, no. 6 (1976); K. Payne, ‘Are
They Interested in Stability?” Comparative Strategy 3, no. 1 (1981): 16. Similarly, Aspaturian
maintains that the Soviet leadership under Brezhnev exhibited a generally expansionist predisposition
toward obtaining a position of global advantage over the capitalist West; see ‘Soviet Global Power and
the Correlation of Forces,” Problems of Communism 29, no. 1 (1980): 16-7.
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Soviet conduct in Africa could be properly understood in terms of Moscow’s global
priorities and the constraints of its objectives.”’

The expansion of the Soviet Union as a global power in the mid-1970s, therefore,
provided a rationale for Kremlin’s continuing quest to expand its authority in global
affairs.”® Importantly, segments of the military held a stake in Third World activism,
being attracted by the possibility of increasing revenues from arms sales.” Accordingly,
practical considerations often motivated Moscow’s military leadership’s in foreign
activism. For example, the Soviet ocean-going fleet needed remote maintenance, as it
was not cost-effective to call all the ships to port in the Soviet Union.” In the final
analysis, according to this view, the Soviet involvement in Africa after 1975 was a result
of an evolving propensity to seek geopolitical profit at US loss through involvement in

security concerns of Third World clients.®'

>7 See on Soviet-African relations R. Nation and M. Kauppi, Introduction to The Soviet Impact in Afiica,
eds R. Nation and M. Kauppi. (Lexington, Mass: Lexington Books, 1984), 4-5; G. Breslauer,
‘Explaining Soviet Policy Changes The Interaction of Politics and Learning,” in Soviet Policy in Africa,
ed. G. Breslauer (Berkeley: UCB, 1992), 202 and C. Legum, ‘USSR Policy in Sub-Saharan Africa,” in
The Soviet Union and the Third World, 228.

58 Bessmertnykh, Pocantico Hills, 111; See also Shakhnazarov, Fort Lauderdale, 83. See similar assessment
in Gaddis, Russia, the Soviet Union, and United States (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1990), 18. For
discussion on Soviet perception on changed correlation of forces and activism in third world see R. Kanet,
‘The Evolution of Soviet Policy toward the Developing World From Stalin to Brezhnev,” in The Limits of
Soviet Power in the Developing World, ed. E. Kolodziej and R. Kanet (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989),
45; See also Kanet, ‘The Soviet Union and the Third World from Khrushchev to Gorbachev,” in Soviet
Union, East Europe and the Third World, ed. R. Kanet (Cambridge: CUP, 1987), 5; 10.

% On the bureaucratic structures in soviet foreign policy decision-making see Westad, ‘The Fall of Détente
and the Turning Tides of History,” 19; See also Gelman. The Brezhnev Politburo; also A. Shevchenko,
Breaking with Moscow (New York: Knopl, 1985) and G. Breslauer, ‘Explaining Soviet Policy Changes
The Interaction of Politics and Learning,” in Soviet Policy in Africa, 204-5. See also M. Kramer, ‘The
Role of the CPSU International Department in Soviet Foreign Relations and National Security Policy,’
Soviet Studies 42, no. 3 (1990): 431-2.

60 Bessmertnykh, Pocantico Hills, 111; See also Shakhnazarov, Fort Lauderdale, 83. According to a high-
ranking Soviet Army General, A. A. Danilevich, in the 1960s-70s, twenty-three countries were
categorised as potential Soviet threat. Another forty states were seen as neutral, but their orientation,
especially in case of war, was uncertain. Quoted form an interview with S. Belanovsky in Ellman and
Kontorovich, eds. The Destruction of the Soviet Economic System (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1998), 41,
cited by Haslam, Russia’s Cold War, 397.

' Gelman, The Brezhnev Politburo (Ithaca: CUP, 1984), 165; Cf. M. Katz differentiates Kremlin’s
objectives in the Third World as positive (the acquisition of bases and resources, the protection of sea
lanes, etc.) and negative (the denial of these same benefits to the United States), Gorbachev’s Military
Policy in the Third World (New York: Pracger, 1989).
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Others, however, dismissed the ‘master plan’ interpretation as an exaggeration of
the Kremlin’s abilities to undermine the ‘free world.”®® Consequently, pericentric
interpretations came to focus more on the role of the lesser actors in the superpower
global competition. Initially, in the immediate post-WWII period, the Kremlin considered
the Middle East to be the most vulnerable area in the Third World, which was close to the
Soviet Union and was the most promising in a strategic sense. Subsequently, when the
Suez Canal boycott was declared, Moscow sent advisers to replace the Europeans who
quit servicing marine traffic, and a friendship with Nasser was forged.”® In the 1960s,
according to Ginor and Remez’s account, the relations between Cairo and Moscow were
so close that the two governments colluded in instigating the 1967 Arab-Isracli war.*!
However, a more recent investigation of the economic and strategic aspects of the Soviet-
Egyptian relationship in 1964—6, indicates that links between the two countries
deteriorated considerably, hitting a nadir on the eve of the June 1967 war. The hidden
crisis in the relations between Cairo and Moscow is a valuable case study of a broader
phenomenon. Egypt and other Third World radical regimes were not pliant instruments of
Soviet manipulation; rather, they were independent players with whom the Soviet Union
had to reckon at every turn.®

Therefore, it must be noted that as the dominant Cold War narrative neglected the
periphery by reducing it to a mere appendage to the post-WWII world order,” it gave us

an incomplete and misleading picture of what was happening in the vast regions of the

world beyond the metropoles — Moscow and Washington. On the contrary, by taking into

2 R. Garthoff. 4 Journey through the Cold War (Washington: Brookings, 2001), 376; See also Webber,
““Out of Area,” 116.

% See the interview with Leonov on 23 September 1998 in Estudios Piblicos 73 (1999): 21-2; see also
Israelyan, Inside the Kremlin during the Yom Kippur War, xvii.

1. Ginor and G. Remez, Foxbats over Dimona (New Haven: YUP, 2007).

% See Laron, ‘Stepping Back from the Third World,” 118 and Ferris, ‘Guns for Cotton?” 5. Note also a
similar earlier interpretation in A. Rubinstein, ‘Assessing Influence as a Problem in Foreign Policy
Analysis,” in Soviet and Chinese influence in the Third World, ed. A. Rubinstein, (New York: Praeger,
1975), 2.

% Karabell, Architects, 4.
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account the local factor, recent interpretations benefits from the sense of the tremendous
energy bestowed to the Cold War international system by agents, usually treated as
marginal to the superpower conflict. Similarly, even by his own admission, the influential
director of the Institute of United States and Canadian Studies in 1980s and member of
the CPSU CC, Georgi Arbatov, noted that the local developments in Angola, Ethiopia,
and Afghanistan were the key factor, precipitating the Soviet involvement there.®’
Moreover, Sergei Tarasenko, another MFA specialist on the US, remembered that while
the Kremlin was elated by the increasing number of states, embarking on the socialist
path of development, Soviet leaders fell victim to their own rhetoric.”® Indeed, a few
Third World states could be properly characterised as either pro-West or pro-Soviet.
Irrespective of their temporary alliances, all of them were ‘pro-themselves,” that is,
nationalist.” These states, however, used revolutionary slogans rather pragmatically to
inspire a sense of nationalism, to overcome forces inimical to social-economic progress,

and not least of all to obtain a firm hold on the spoils of power.”

1.4 The Horn and the Cold War: between local and global narratives

Nevertheless, while both superpowers had an interest in engaging in competitive
coexistence in the Third World, they sought to avoid serious escalation that might draw
them into direct confrontation, as well as being restricted by resource limitation and
domestic political considerations.”’ In the 1950s, the danger of confrontation between

Moscow and Washington appeared greater in the Middle East, Asia, and Latin America.

7 G. Arbatov, Cold War or Detente? (London: Zed, 1983).

% Sergei Tarasenko, Lysebu, 41.

5 C. Legum, ‘USSR Policy in Sub-Saharan Africa,’ 229.

7 While seeing Soviet hand behind every coup d’état on the African continent, Brzezinski nevertheless
admits that Third World states might have had an agenda of their own. See ‘Conclusion: The African
Challenge,’ in Africa and the Communist World, ed. Z. Brzezinski (Stanford: SUP, 1964), 205.

"' MacFarlane, ‘Taking Stock,” 22-3.
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On the other hand, the risk of superpower confrontation seemed to be smaller in Africa,
which explained why Khrushchev regarded that continent as an especially promising
national-liberation arena.”” Similarly, Peter Rodman’s historical analysis saw the
restraining effect of the American debacle in Vietnam as a potential external motivator to
Soviet activism in the Third World. In the aftermath of Vietnam, the Americans lost their
self-confidence and credibility and the Russians quickly rushed to fill this power vacuum
on the international stage.” As a result, the Soviet Union embarked in 1977-9 on a
number of ventures that departed from the rather cautious pattern of its foreign policy
during the early years of Brezhnev’s regime, overlooking the importance their activism
might have had with their American counterpart.”

While the Ethiopian-Somali conflict has often been regarded as a classic example
of a dispute caused, or at least seriously exacerbated, by superpower rivalry, recent
studies showed that Addis Ababa and Mogadishu were not passive victims of the
superpowers. Undeniably, while the conflict between them was made possible by the
quantities of armaments pumped in by the major powers,” none of the local leaders was
a puppet, controlled by either the Kremlin or the White House. In fact, both superpowers
were invited to intervene by regimes that they had not installed in power in the first place.
In other words, both Ethiopia and Somalia tried to influence the policies of the great
powers in the Horn in order to obtain support for their own agendas.’”® The literature on

superpowers’ involvement in the Horn of Africa widely accepts that Moscow and

2 Hosmer and Wolfe, Soviet Policy and Practice, 22.

3 P. Rodman, More Precious than Peace (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1994).

™ See A. Ulam, Dangerous Relations (New York: OUP, 1983), 177. Cf. Gelman, The Brezhnev
Politburo, 166.

7 C. Clapham, ‘The Horn of Africa: A Conflict Zone,” in Conflict in Afiica, ed. O. Furley (London:
Tauris Academic Studies, 1995), 77. In addition, during the 1970s, African states took advantage of a
marked upsurge in arms sales worldwide. From 1970 to 1978, global arms transfers increased from
USD 9.1bn annually to USD 19.1bn, it was burgeoning market with the United States providing 39 per
cent and the Soviet Union 29 per cent of the shipments. From 1978 to 1982, African nations and
movements alone imported USD 31bn in military hardware, reflecting a dramatic increase in purchases,
See J. Feffer, Beyond Détente (London: 1. B. Taurus and Co., 1989), 91.

7 M. Ottaway, Soviet and American Influence in the Horn of Afiica (New York: Pracger, 1982), 2.
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Washington’s primary interest in the area was geo-strategic, due to the Horn’s location at
the crossroads between black Africa and the Arab world, overlooking a network of
international sea routes.”’ In late 1977, Moscow’s weakened position in the Middle East
seriously eroded the foundation of US-Soviet relations, and the Kremlin turned its
attention to the opportunities, presented by the growing unrest in Southern and Eastern
Africa.”® The Soviet exclusion from the Middle East meant that the Politburo was less
hesitant in coming to the aid of the Marxist leader of Ethiopia.”” The complication of
Ethiopian-Somali relations over Ogaden presented Moscow with the prospect of losing
ground in the Horn, provided by its infrastructural installations on the Somali coast.

A corollary hypothesis of Soviet foreign policy towards the Third World, which
this thesis supports, posits that the Kremlin’s activism was further motivated by
perceived threats of imminent loss.*” Craig Nation, for example, argues that the Soviet
Union developed a fairly coherent tactical approach towards Africa, marked by short
term flexibility, and a careful evaluation of long-term structural tendencies.®' In the Horn,
Soviet-Cuban cooperation was not an outgrowth of a long-term politico-military strategy
to shape the future on the Horn. Rather, Soviet-Cuban policies were found to be rather an
ad hoc response,* delivering a spectacular quick fix,*> when the Soviets faced the

complete expulsion from the region. This hypothesis, which understands Moscow’s

" L. Grau, ‘Soviet Soldier-Internationalists in Support of Communist Revolutions,” in Mysteries of the
Cold War, ed. S. Cimbala (Aldershot: Ashgate, 1999), 186; Cf. Mesfin Wolde-Mariam, The Horn of
Africa and Poverty, 96; See also R. Kanet and M. Rajan Menon, ‘Soviet Policy toward the Third
World,” 258; C. Legum, ‘Angola and the Horn of Africa,” in Diplomacy of Power, ed. S. Kaplan
(Washington: Brookings, 1981), 607.

BCt. Dobrynin, Pocantico Hills, 104; See Gavshon, Crisis in Africa (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1981), 263.

”W. Loth, Overcoming the Cold War (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2002), 137-8.

8% Cf. S. Tillman, The United States in the Middle East (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982);
See also D. Ross ‘Risk Aversion in Soviet Decision-making’ in Soviet Decision-making for National
Security, and R. Herrmann, ‘Perceptions and Behavior in Soviet Foreign Policy,” in Classical Issues in
Soviet Foreign Policy, eds F. Fleron et al (London: Aldine de Gruyter, 1991). See also D. Kahneman
and A. Tverski, ‘Prospect Theory,” Econometrica 47, no. 2 (1979) and ‘Choices, Values, and Frames,’
American Psychologist 39, no. 4 (1984).

¥ R. Craig Nation, ‘Soviet Engagement in Africa,” in The Soviet Impact in Africa, 27-8.

%2 B. Dunér, The Bear, the Cubs and the Eagle (Aldershot: Gower, 1987), 44.

% Henze, ‘Marxism-Leninism in Ethiopia,” in Reassessing the Soviet Challenge in Africa, 46.
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tactical approach as a mixture of short-term flexibility and careful assessment of long-
term strategic considerations, proves useful in analysing Soviet’s activities in a fluid local
setting, such as the Horn where local developments and global objectives required

flexibility and reflexivity.

1.4.1 Kremlin pulled by the Horn?

Admittedly, in the Horn, Russia and then the Soviet Union were guided by their own
national interests, applying a great deal of flexibility, containing elements of prudence
and aggressive opportunism.* First, St Petersburg aimed its local activities at its regional
foes — the Great Britain and Italy. Then, in the 1950s, Moscow re-entered the Horn of
Africa, stimulated by the presence of its new arch-rival — the United States. The
traditional aspect of Russia’s interest in the Horn has been evoked on numerous
occasions throughout the diplomatic exchange between Tsarist and Soviet Russia and
Ethiopia. Historically, Tsar Nicholas II’s help to Ethiopian Emperor Menelik II at the
turn of the nineteenth century, as well as the Soviet Union’s diplomatic support in the
League of Nations to Haile Selassie during the Italian occupation in the WWII, are two
key episodes in the pre-Cold War era that highlight Russian interest in this part of Africa.
In both cases, which were equally pertinent to Ethiopia’s survival, Russia and then the
Soviet Union were guided by their own national interests. In either situation, Ethiopia had
been the fulcrum of Russian regional designs aimed at her greatest regional rivals — Great
Britain and Italy. Similarly, the picture had not changed radically by the 1950s when in

the Soviets’ eyes Washington sought to replace Britain in the North-East Africa. With the

% For this approach see S. Hosmer and T. Wolfe, Soviet Policy and Practice toward Third World conflicts
(Lexington: Lexington Books, 1983), xvii-xviii, 17; See also T. Wolfe, Soviet Power and Europe
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970), 138; Cf. W. Duncan and C. Ekedahl, Moscow and the
Third World under Gorbachev (Boulder: Westview, 1990), 16; Cf. R. Shultz Jr, The Soviet Union and
Revolutionary Warfare (Stanford: Hoover, 1988), 13.
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incorporation of the new Cold War world order with regional developments in the nexus
of North-East Africa and the Middle East, and the local Horn of Africa opportunities
further intensified Moscow’s ambition in the 1960s-70s to continue maintaining its
presence in the strategic Horn.

In addition, the level and nature of Soviet commitments, perceived by the
literature as shaped not only by strategies of power projection and proletarian
internationalism, but also by a diligent assessment, were based on the location of the
state, the nature of Soviet interests involved, and the anticipated reaction of the United
States.® Therefore, the USSR’s decision to intervene in the Ogaden war was seen as
different from the decision to switch allegiances. The latter was a tactical decision made
in an effort to maintain influence in the region. By contrast, the intervention as a means to
strengthen the Ethiopian regime,*® which placed ideology at the heart of its strategy of
state survival,’ was a result of long-term ideological and political calculation. Moscow’s
aging leadership was encouraged, not only by the possibility of acquiring new allies in
the Horn, but also by the desire to see the flag of socialist revolution waived in remote
areas.”® Moreover, Ethiopia was considered as resourceful enough to repay part of the
Soviet investment had the revolution succeeded. With proper investment and
management, Ethiopia could feed its people and still maintain an adequate level of

agricultural exports.®

8 See R. Menon, Soviet Power and the Third World, 88; Similar views expressed by F. Halliday, Soviet
Policy in the Arc of Crisis (Washington: Institute for Policy Studies, 1981), 29-30; Kanet, ‘The
Evolution of Soviet Policy toward the Developing World,” 36-7; M. Light, ‘The Evolution of Soviet
Policy in the Third World,” in Troubled Friendships, ed. M. Light (London: British Academy Press,
1993), 2; S. Mazov, 4 Distant Front in the Cold War (Stanford: SUP, 2010), 6. See also R. Patman,
The Soviet Union in the Horn of Africa (Cambridge: CUP, 1990), xiii.

% Cf. A. Bennett, Condemned do Repetition? (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1999), 14.

¥ Westad, ‘Devices and Desires,” Cold War History 6, no 3 (2006): 375.

¥ A. Brown, The Rise and Fall of Communism (New York: Harper Collins, 2009), 364. See also Westad,
The Global Cold War, 253, and R. Gorman, Political Conflict on the Horn of Africa (New York:
Praeger, 1981), 189.

% T. Farer, War Clouds on the Horn of Africa (New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
1979), 135.
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Previous studies of Soviet-Third World relations provide an insight for this thesis.
First, this study benefits from analyses of the influence of Soviet ideology, state interests,
and domestic politics over its external relations with the less developed countries. In
addition, this thesis accepts that the Soviet leadership’s activism in Africa was dependent
on Moscow’s global priorities and the constraints of its objectives. Accordingly, the
opportunistic school’s notion of Moscow’s tactical approach, mixing elements of
prudence and aggressive opportunism, while strengthened by short term flexibility and a
careful evaluation of long-term structural assessment serves as a starting point for this
study. In addition, this thesis profits from the literature on superpower involvement in the
Third World, which by taking into account the local factor, highlights the energy given to
the Cold War world order by actors, usually treated as marginal to the superpower
conflict. Lastly, this research benefits from recent studies which have increasingly come
to pay more attention to the close connection between domestic and foreign policy which
requires a deeper knowledge in the degrees of influence of various political and
institutional interests within the Soviet leadership.

Essentially, while this thesis will agree with recent interpretations of the
superpowers’ Third World conduct, underlining the role of the local factor in attracting
metropolitan interest, it will take a more nuanced approach in treating the interaction
between local and regional, on the one hand, and global and domestic considerations, on
the other, in the formulation of Soviet policy. Unlike previous studies of Soviet-Third
World involvement, this thesis will provide an insight into the role of Moscow’s East
European allies. According to the memoirs of Moscow Third World envoys,” the
activities of Soviet military and civilian diplomatic staff were maximised by the missions

of the other Bloc states. Soviet Bloc missions acted as the ‘front-line units,” carrying on

P Cf. A Kaznacheev, Inside a Soviet Embassy (London: Robert Hale, 1963 [1962]) and S. Sinitsyn,
Missiya v Efiopii (Moskva: Institut Afriki RAN, 2000).
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activities of penetration — political, economic, and cultural - thus preparing the ground
for future Communist take-over. Moreover, Bloc intelligence played an instrumental role
in assisting Moscow’s struggle against capitalism, in situations where traditional
diplomatic methods in pursuit of Soviet political goals proved to be useless.”’ This thesis
will aim to show that the assistance rendered by the East European countries, traditionally
perceived as forming the so-called Soviet Bloc, became crucial in Moscow’s activities on
the ground.”

More importantly, drawing upon the pericentric debate on the centre-periphery
relations during the Cold War, this research will try to offer a more nuanced approach
towards understanding the relationship between the local and the global. We understand
that the initial act of engagement in the Horn was on Moscow’s and Washington’s
initiative in unison with their global ambitions. Once Moscow became engaged in the
field, the complexity of the local setting, strengthened by the role of the actors on the
ground, such as the local leaders, Moscow’s diplomatic envoys, the Bloc’s associates,
proved more capable of helping Moscow’s leaders to see local developments through
the prism of their international, strategic thinking. On the other hand, Moscow’s
withdrawal, like its entry, was another strategic, pro-active, decision, which was
developed in response to the Kremlin’s global priorities and its relations with

Washington.

1 Kaznacheev, Inside, 79; 140. See also D. Dallin, Soviet Espionage (New Haven: YUP, 1955), vii; 15.
Cf. J. Frolik, The Frolik Defection (London: Leo Cooper, 1975), 115-6.

%2 While Albania and Yugoslavia are often excluded from discussions of East European international, the
latter has been a leader of the non-aligned movement and as such has had close relations with the Third
World. On the other hand, Albania’s role has been much less important and visible, but it still deserves
attention. See A. Korbonski, ‘Eastern Europe and the Third World,” in The Soviet Union and the Third
World, 94-5.
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2. Methodology

In tracing the factors that shaped Moscow’s policies in the Horn, this thesis aims to
integrate the story of Soviet involvement in Ethiopia and Somalia with broader trends in
international history, particularly with regard to the recent emphasis on ‘decentralising’
and ‘globalising’ the Cold War narrative.”” It offers an analytical account of Soviet
foreign policy towards the Horn from 1947 to the disintegration of the Soviet Union in
1991. By constructing ‘consecutive narrative’* of the Soviet Union’s responses to
critical events in the Horn, this thesis will offer an analysis, illuminating the
‘interdependence of geopolitics and ideology’”> using a pericentric interpretative

framework for the study of Soviet Third World activism in the Cold War.

2.1 The Method: Studying Soviet-Horn relations as a ‘multipolar
diplomatic history’
This thesis has a two-fold objective. One the one hand, it aims to present new evidence of
Soviet-Horn relations, and, on the other, it tries to utilise new approaches, developed by
recent scholarship on centre-periphery relations during the Cold War. First, this study
focuses on the interaction between the ideological and realpolitik lines in Soviet foreign
policy towards the Horn. Secondly, it looks into the role of the actors on the periphery,
combining the pull of the local leaders, the influence of the Soviet and Bloc diplomatic
and intelligence personnel in informing Moscow’s metropolitan thinking. Lastly, it takes
into account the perspectives on Soviet local policy of two sets of international actors -
the Kremlin’s East European allies, and the Western powers and their regional friends.

Ultimately, in so doing, this thesis will aim to contribute to the study of the Cold War

% Cf. with regard to similar approaches to study of relation between Cold-War objectives of superpowers
and Middle Eastern regional political dynamics - Byrne, ‘The Middle Eastern Cold War,” 320.

%% J. Haslam, Russia’s Cold War, xi.

% M. Leffler, ‘Bringing it Together: The Parts and the Whole,” in Reviewing the Cold War, 43.
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international history by offering a detailed historical revision of a notable case in Soviet’s
activism in the Third World.

This study aims to construct a ‘multipolar’ diplomatic history’ of Soviet
involvement in the Horn as told by diplomatic representatives of a wide array of actors,
ranging from Washington to Moscow, through London, Berlin, Prague, Belgrade, and
Sofia. As Bruce Cummings noted, the third round of Cold War history, which gathered
prominence with the opening of East European archives, is in effect an ‘international
history’ done ‘multiarchivally,” being quintessentially a ‘multiarchival diplomatic

history,”®” requiring in turn ‘multipolar analysis.”®

Nevertheless, weaving together a
‘multipolar diplomatic history’ of superpower involvement in a Third World setting is a
daunting task, calling for detailed knowledge of the local scene, as well as a firm grasp of
strategic ideas and perceptions devised in Moscow and Washington.”

Accordingly, this thesis will try to place events in the Horn within a broader
international context. This, in turn, will help us obtain a better understanding of the

‘global currents of historical change’'®’

as they occurred not only in the metropoles, but
in the periphery, as well. The analysis of the interaction between the actors in a
multipolar political environment will aim to cast light on Soviet, as well as American,

‘strategies” and ‘motivations’'’" in the Third World by enriching the dominant Cold War

narrative with a view from the periphery.'*

% Here, ‘Multipolar,” instead of implying the degree of autonomy and polarity of the actors involved,
signifies the inclusion in the analysis of various point of views and perceptions, in addition to the
participation of a number of different local and external players.

7 B.Cummings, ‘Revising Post-revisionism,” Diplomatic History 17, no. 4 (1993): 560.

% Westad, Introduction to Reviewing the Cold War, 5; Cf. Gaddis, We Now Know, 282.

% W. Wohlforth, ‘Superpowers, Interventions and the Third World,” Cold War History 6, no. 3 (2006):
365-71; 365; See M. Leffler, ‘Bringing it Together,” 58, and A. Hilger, ‘Sowjetunion, Realsozialismus
und Dritte Welt, 1945-1991 Einleitung,” in Die Sowjetunion und die Dritte Welt UdSSR, ed. A. Hilger
(Munich: R. Oldenbourg, 2009), 15-6.

100 Cf. P. Chamberlin, ‘Rethinking the Middle East,” 319.

1% Strategy here is used as ‘an imaginative idea that orchestrates and/or inspires sets of actions in
response to a given problem.” See L. Paquette, Strategy and Ethnic Conflict (Westport: Praeger, 2002),
6; Motivation is understood to be ‘underlying forces that activate a state in its political behaviour; they

23



In essence, this study is an interpretive, historical account of Moscow’s Cold War
relations with the Horn, resting at the nexus of the ‘pull’ of the ‘local actors’ and the
‘push’ of the metropolis. In analysing the interaction between the centre and periphery,
we see the local actors as a group of players competing, via their respective
communication channels, for the metropolis’ attention. On one hand, there was the Soviet
and the Bloc diplomatic representatives, whose role, as the Horn’s case demonstrated,
proved indispensable in matching the requirements of the Centre with the realities on the
ground. On the other hand, there were the local leaders, who attempted to attract support
for their respective causes. Finally, there was a third, ‘anonymous’ group of ‘local actors’
— the network of the Soviet Bloc’s security detail, with its roster of local informants, who
had a valuable role not only in intelligence gathering, but also in assessing the local
environment. Therefore, this thesis aims to provide a fresh treatment of the pericentric
debate, by developing a more nuanced perspective on the modes in which various local
actors came to influence the metropolitan thinking.

Existing scholarship and original multiarchival research in the partially open Soviet
archives, aided by more comprehensive access to foreign policy papers originating in the
former Czechoslovakia, PRB, Yugoslavia, and GDR, in addition to American and British
sources, are used in this research. East European archives proved very useful in outlining
the interaction and the level of co-ordination between Moscow and its Bloc allies. In
addition, papers from Prague, Sofia, and Berlin demonstrated that while the Soviet Union

and the East European states followed the same direction in their local activism, in their

are the driving power that energises the will to action.” See Aspaturian, ‘A Framework for Analysing
Soviet Foreign Policy,” in Classic Issues in Soviet Foreign Policy From Lenin to Brezhnev, eds. F.
Fleron et al (New York: Walter de Gruyter, Inc., 1991), 156.

192 Cf. similar approaches to the study of Superpower-Third World relation in M. Connelly, ‘Taking off
the Cold War Lens,” American Historical Review 105 (2000). See also Cemil Aydin, The Politics of
Anti-Westernism in Asia (New York: CUP, 2007). Cf. J. Byrne, ‘The Middle Eastern Cold War,’
International Journal of Middle East Studies 43 (2011): 320 and N. Citino, ‘Between Global and
Regional Narratives,’ International Journal of Middle East Studies 43 (2011): 313.
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day-to-day activities the Bloc states attempted to freelance in furthering the common
objectives. Nevertheless, when the local situation became more complex, Moscow
assumed its command role in a bid to maximise the outcome of their combined effort.

On the other hand, material from Western archives provided an important insight
into Washington and London diplomats’ views on Bloc’s activities on the ground, which
did not always agree with those of the respective metropoles. Former Yugoslavia’s
archive also proved interesting in providing an impartial account of a prominent ‘non-
aligned’ state in the international affairs. Enjoying a strong position within the Ethiopian
Imperial court, thanks to Haile Selassie’s desire to attach his country to the non-aligned
movement, Yugoslav representatives managed to avoid, to a greater extent, the
Emperor’s restrictive measures that were applied to other foreign actors. This allowed
them a valuable position to observe the processes within the country, as well as to assess
the policies of the two competing power blocs. All this came to paint a vivid picture of
what David Engermann termed ‘the Second World’s Third World.”'"

Last, but not least, the Soviet Union’s involvement in the Horn throughout the
Cold War amounts to an enthralling histoire événementielle, detailing the tensions
between superpower objectives and the Horn’s colonial heritage. While the interpretive
focus falls on the examination of the factors behind the Soviet Third World policy, this
thesis’ framework also aims to contribute to a better understanding of the complex
interplay between Soviet actions and the internal dynamics of Somalia and Ethiopia. This
will not only illuminate the case study at hand, but will also aim to contribute to
providing a more nuanced study of Soviet-Horn relations, in particular, and superpower-
Third World interaction during the Cold War, in general. In the final analysis, this thesis

understands the Soviet behaviour towards Somalia and Ethiopia as a ‘result of a process,

1% D, Engerman, ‘The Second World’s Third World,” Kritika: Explorations in Russian and Eurasian
History 12, no. 1 (2011).
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incorporating local and global perceptions,”'®

seen through the Kremlin’s ideological
and realpolitik optics, emphasising the limitations and the idiosyncrasies of the Soviet

Union’s journey from continental to global power.'®

2.2 The Argument

This thesis argues against the conventional notion that Moscow pursued an active strategy
of expansion in countering Western influence in the Third World. On the contrary, this
study aims to show that, in the Horn’s case, Moscow did not ‘engineer’ the main cause for
local distress, the Ethiopian-Somali conflict, for the sake of its global ambitions. In contrast
to previous interpretations, the thesis will maintain that while the Soviet Union attempted to
embed presence in both Somalia and Ethiopia, as part of the general low risk priority given
to the area, it, in fact, favoured stability as long as this helped to strengthen its local
standing at US expense. Respectively, the escalation of neighbourly tensions were seen by
the Kremlin as detrimental to its high-priority global interests.

Interestingly, this thesis will show that through the Cold War, Moscow’s actions
in the Horn developed a pattern, according to which the Kremlin reacted to events of
local significance, such as regime changes. On the other hand, as evidence suggests, the
Kremlin proved more pro-active in situations that might have affected high-priority
issues, concerning strategic balance of power and the relationships with the United States.
This pattern was further strengthened by the local role of Moscow’s East-European allies.
While, in their daily activities on the ground the Bloc states were able to freelance in

furthering common objectives, when the local environment became more complex,

1% Cf. G. Allison and P. Zelikow, Essence of Decision (New York: Longman, 1999).

195 7. Paterson, ‘Cold War Revisionism,” Diplomatic History 31, no. 3 (2007): 391. As J. Ziegler claims
the USSR has become a superpower defending its own interests in the Third World see J. Copans, ‘The
USSR, Alibi or Instrument for Black African States?’ In The Third World and the Soviet Union, ed. Z.
Laidi (London: Zed Books, 1980), 27-8; Cf. J. Ziegler, Re Lebelles (Paris: Le Seuil, 1983).
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Moscow assumed its commanding role in order to maximise the result of their combined
effort and avoid losses in its local standing and prestige.

This study will argue that Moscow’s European allies, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria,
and the GDR, who, unlike Poland, Hungary, and Romania, played a more active role in
the local setting, coordinated their actions to further the Soviet line through close
communication with Moscow. The Soviet Union needed the support of its European
allies as it had to keep a low profile in Ethiopia in an attempt not to irritate the local
regime and Washington. However, this jeopardised the standing and the limited
commercial stake of the Bloc states, who found themselves under close scrutiny from the
local authorities. Despite this, the role of the Bloc states in Ethiopia increased following
the 1974 coup. While Berlin entered the local arena in the early 1970s, Prague and Sofia
by then had already established trade contacts and engaged successfully in accepting
students to their universities. This provided the Bloc countries with a considerable ability
for obtaining information, which, once exchanged with the other Bloc representatives
during their regular meetings, helped enrich Soviet diplomats’ views and ultimately
Moscow’s perceptions on the ground.

Accordingly, this thesis will also show that local representatives’ information and
pro-active moves, enabled Moscow’s flexible approach, which combined elements of
both assertive opportunism in obtaining local presence, and prudence needed for
maintaining it. Therefore, this study sees the ideological and the statist approaches in
Moscow’s foreign policy, not in conflict with one another, but rather in combination,
incorporated into a flexible, tactical approach, aimed at maximising influence with
whatever means were available — ideological, military, diplomatic. The approach was
‘flexible,” as while it showed continuity with Leninist formulae for the role of the Soviet

power on the international scene, it was also adjusted to domestic political priorities that
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changed over time throughout the Cold War. In addition, while Moscow was concerned
in maximising its presence, it also showed considerable effort in adjusting its position in
relations with other external actors, most notably the United States. This provided the
Kremlin’s leaders with the room for manoeuvre they needed in a complex local setting
that included opposition forces, who developed considerable ability in exploiting the
Cold War international context to their own benefit.

Importantly, another strand in the argument made in the thesis is interwoven with
the pericentric framework for the study of the Cold War. The thesis shows that both US
and Soviet initial engagement was related to their wider geopolitical concerns. Once the
Kremlin engaged in the field, however, the informative role of the Soviet-Bloc
representatives proved instrumental in helping Moscow’s leaders understand local
developments through the prism of their geostrategic thinking, justifying the exercise of
maintaining a presence. As with entry, disengagement was predicated on strategic
considerations. The period of momentous socio-political reformation of the Soviet
system, which assigned to regional strife lower priority on the international agenda,

precipitated Moscow’s withdrawal from local hotbeds of tension.

3. Chapter outline

This thesis will offer a detailed examination of the Soviet involvement in Somalia and
Ethiopia in six chronological chapters, spanning the Cold War era. They will construct a
sequential narrative of Moscow’s responses to critical events, occurring in the broader
Cold War context, as well as the narrower North-East African/Middle Eastern region, and
the local Ethiopian-Somali setting. Each chapter will outline the impact of those
international developments over the policy responses and initiatives of the Soviet

domestic actors and diplomatic representatives. Special attention will also be paid to the
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interaction between the ideological and the statist approaches in Soviet foreign policy.
Last but not least, the role played by Soviet East European allies will form an important

element in this historical narrative.

3.1 Entering the Horn

The opening chapter will concentrate on the period between the establishment of
Ethiopian-Soviet diplomatic relations in 1947, and after the signing of military agreement
between Moscow and Mogadishu in 1963. This portion of the thesis will examine
Moscow’s reaction to crucial local developments, ranging from the exit of the colonial
power, following the end of the WWII to the increase of American interest in the North-
East Africa in the early 1950s. After outlining the traditional aspects in Russian’s interest
in the Horn, this chapter will trace the Kremlin’s immediate actions in the late-1940s,
through which it aimed to acquire presence in the area. As early as 1951, Stalin had
already begun to consider ways by which Moscow could increase its influence in the
former colonies. It was Khrushchev, however, who turned this tacit realisation into
practice: the Soviet Union had to go to the East; the great-power’s policies had to be
global. In the Horn, this chapter will hold, Moscow’s new approach to the East was
manifested by an increased interest in Ethiopia that at the time served Washington’s
regional ends by enhancing the Pentagon’s communication capabilities in the Indian
Ocean and the Middle East. Somali independence in 1960, on the other hand, triggered a
prolonged period of tension, exacerbated by Somali territorial pretences towards its
neighbours. This at first stimulated Moscow’s newly acquired superpower reflexes,
culminating with the signing of military and commercial agreements with Mogadishu.
The Kremlin’s initial enthusiasm was swiftly replaced by a more careful evaluation and

policy implementation which were aimed at balancing between Ethiopia and Somalia.
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This flexibility confirmed once more the validity of the Soviet foreign policy’s dualism,
locked between diplomacy and revolution and followed the gradual disappointment of the

Soviet civilian leadership regarding the prospect of African socialist transformations.

3.2 Hedging bets

The next chapter will argue that the presence of Ethiopian-Somali border issues was the
main catalyst for the shift in the Soviet’s tactical approach towards the Horn in the early
1960s. This corroborates the thesis that instability was considered damaging to Moscow’s
paramount national interests as it increased the likelihood of further antagonising
Washington. While the Kremlin’s military leaders’ opinion figured prominently at high
policy discussions of the 1963 military assistance, it ultimately gave way to the more
cautious assessment of the MFA. This translated on the ground into a milder political
course, aiming to strike a balance between the Comintern and the Narkomindel lines.
Therefore, as a result of the Ethiopian-Somali border clashes, to which Moscow showed
disagreement, and Mogadishu’s unreasonable demands for military and economic
assistance, the Soviet Union engaged in a hedging exercise in the Horn. While engaged in
Mogadishu, Moscow launched a careful propaganda effort in Addis Ababa. Soviet
actions in Ethiopia, however, were severely impeded by the Imperial Regime’s suspicion,
allegedly induced by America’s representatives. The relatively quiet local scene in the
1960s underlined the competitive behaviour of the two superpowers. Their efforts aimed
to check each other’s activities in an attempt to advance their own political means at the

expense of the other.
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3.3 The strategic Horn

Chapter three will show that towards the end-1960s the wider Horn witnessed sweeping
political shifts as leftist military regimes seized power in Mogadishu and Khartoum.
These opportunities, seemingly developed without Moscow’s active participation, run
almost in parallel with the gradual diminishing of the Kremlin’s influence in the Middle
East. During the period, the Soviet military-strategic complex played an important role in
informing the Kremlin’s Horn policies by emphasising the increased value of the Indian
Ocean for superpower confrontation. Somalia occupied a central role in the Soviet navy’s
regional plans, owing to its proximity to strategically vital ship lanes in the North West
portion of the Indian Ocean. Nevertheless, the pursuit of Soviet geostrategic objectives in
Mogadishu met the Somalis’ strong opposition. While noting the precarious local
situation, Moscow successfully maintained a presence in the country.

Arguably, the vast expansion of Soviet military infrastructural projects along the
Indian Ocean coast served more Moscow’s ends than Siad’s inward looking expansionist
plans. While it appeared that the Kremlin’s informed Mogadishu on a need to know basis
regarding the nature of its infrastructural installations, the Somali president skilfully
played this card to his own advantage. Moscow’s own ambitions in Somalia were used
by Siad as a bargaining chip, used to woo the Americans. Importantly, this chapter will
emphasise that, while Moscow aimed to advance its regional plans by installing facilities
furthering its regional, and ultimately global plans, locally it opposed Somalia’s
aggressive plans against Ethiopia. Therefore, the Kremlin’s task in this direction seemed
to be almost impossible, owing to the amounts of weapons shipped to the country.
Consequently, the Kremlin had to exercise a mixture of technical and legal constraints in
order to control Somalia’s expansionism. As a result, this added an additional strain to

Moscow’s already untenable position in Mogadishu.
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3.4 Walking the revolutionary tightrope

Chapter four will look into the sweeping socio-political changes in Ethiopia that took
place following the February 1974 coup and will examine the evolution of Ethiopian-
Soviet relations until the end of 1976. At the beginning of 1970s, the aging Ethiopian
Emperor reacted inadequately to the complex domestic environment aggravated by
severe drought, followed by wide-spread famine, and social unrest in the provinces.
These events were closely watched by the KGB, whose operatives proved highly critical
of Haile Selassie’s internal conduct. Throughout the spring, Moscow warily observed the
rapidly transforming domestic scene. Similarly, the ascendance of the radical group
within the military junta in the summer did not produce immediate, positive reaction
from the Soviet Union and its East European allies. On the contrary, Bloc diplomats,
while acknowledging the revolutionary zeal of Ethiopian progressive forces, watched
with a great concern as the manifestation of internal conflict and discontent spread to the
edges of the empire. Arguably, the unstable situation in Addis Ababa provided the forces
of ‘reaction’ with opportunities to suffocate the processes of social transformation.
Cautiously, Moscow’s representatives and their East European colleagues offered tacit
diplomatic support.

A major turn in the Bloc state’s attitude towards Ethiopia’s move to the left came
with the adoption on 20 April 1976 of the Programme for National Democratic
Revolution. Crucially, this chapter will show that the development of Ethiopian-Soviet
relations over 1975-6 is a valuable case study of the manner in which Moscow responded
to opportunities, bred at the crux of revolutionary rhetoric and the imperative of state
survival. Although Addis Ababa sought urgent deliveries of military materiel, Moscow
was not ready to fully commit and pressed for the development of cultural and political

ties, while not objecting to Ethiopia’s retaining its economic ties with the West.
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Therefore, this chapter argues, the Kremlin saw its engagement in Ethiopia as a long-term

operation, while the Derg demanded urgent decisions needed in its fight for survival.

3.5 From the power of diplomacy to the diplomacy of power

In the latter half of 1976, the struggle between Mengistu Haile Mariam, who Moscow,
persuaded by its local representatives, recognised as the revolutionary driver within the
Ethiopia’s military ranks, and his internal opponents was seen by the Soviet Union as a
battle between the forces of the revolution and the reaction. As chapter six will show
Mengistu’s coup in early 1977 was the pivotal moment which prompted Moscow to ramp
up its material support in defence of the revolution following the Comintern line in its
foreign policy. In addition to the increased Soviet interest in Ethiopia, the spring of 1977
witnessed the reinforcement of Havana’s commitment to the Addis Ababa, as well.
Subsequently, the Cuban leader took the lead in strengthening not only the Soviet, but
also his East German counterparts’ persuasion in the validity of Mengistu’s revolutionary
potential. The latter’s drastic measures against the American interests in Ethiopia met
with the approval of the Socialist Bloc states.

After the closure of the American institutions in Ethiopia and the subsequent
rapprochement between Mogadishu and Washington, the Horn entered a critical juncture.
In addition, the Mogadishu-backed guerrilla raids into Ogaden launched with Somali
support in the summer showed to Moscow and its Bloc allies that the situation was going
from bad to worse. The change in local dynamics required an adjustment in Moscow’s
diplomatic approach. While in the spring the Kremlin relied on the power of diplomacy,
towards the autumn, it opted for diplomacy of power. Moscow chose to toughen its
stance towards Siad, whose aggressive actions severely threatened the Ethiopian

revolution and coincided with the interest of Moscow’s international opponents.
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In November, following the Somali abrogation of the friendship treaty, signed in
1974, Moscow faced total expulsion from the region. As a result, the Kremlin launched a
massive air re-supply mission in support of Mengistu’s regime. Aided by Cuban and
South Yemeni troops, the campaign helped the Ethiopian army deter the Somali attacks.
However, Moscow’s civilian leadership applied the Narkomindel approach when Soviet
military circles thought of counterattacking on Somali soil in the spring of 1978. The
Kremlin dismissed this plan fearing that the Soviet-backed Ethiopian entry into Somalia
would be seen by the West, the OAU, and the international community, at large, as
against the spirit of Moscow’s prior involvement in the region, which the Kremlin sought
to portray as bound to promoting local stability. It was expected to spur wide-spread
international dispute and to additionally complicate Soviet-American relations. The
preservation of the latter remained Moscow’s top foreign priority, despite the Carter

Administration’s belief to the contrary.

3.6 The road to withdrawal

The final chapter will examine the period of Soviet involvement in the Horn following
the Ogaden war until the end of Mengistu and Siad Barre’s rule in Ethiopia and Somalia,
respectively, which coincided with the end of the Cold War and the termination of the
Soviet military mission to Ethiopia. The chapter, will therefore, look into the Moscow’s
road to withdrawal from the Horn. The Gorbachev transformation of foreign policy, as
well as the paramount issues of underdevelopment within the Third World, ran in parallel
with a gradual normalisation of the relationship between Washington and Moscow,
replacing the period of rapid deterioration in the early 1980s. The Soviet withdrawal from

Afghanistan was followed by similar actions in other parts of the world. In the Horn, both
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superpowers’ attempt to settle Ethiopia’s disputes with Somalia and Eritrea faced serious
resistance on part of Addis Ababa’s regime.

While Moscow fulfilled its previous obligations to Mengistu’s increasingly
militant regime, the late 1980s witnessed Gorbachev’s resolve to put all military
deliveries to an end. The precarious internal Somali situation, marked by the separation
of the north and an increasingly internecine warfare in the south, led to Siad’s departure
in early 1991. After ousting their last Cold War patron, the United States, Somalia was
left to its own devices and withered. Across the border, American rapprochement with
Mengistu’s opposition forces and Moscow’s reluctance to provide more military
assistance to the regime caused the Derg’s collapse. Finally, by highlighting the end-
game of the Horn’s revolutionary regimes in the shadow of the Cold War’s demise, this
chapter will provide an additional insight into the mode in which superpower antagonism
equipped the small states with a key policy instrument through which they ‘pulled’
Moscow and Washington into their locales in service of their own purposes. The nature
of the Cold War zero-sum game, on the other hand, provided the justification for
superpowers’ competitive behaviour in remote areas, previously thought of as
insignificant. Once the tension that provoked the entry became absent, their withdrawal

followed.
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Chapter One

Moscow enters the Horn:
September 1947 — December 1963

I. 1. Introduction

At the beginning of the last century, Russia’s contacts with Africa were few. After the
October revolution, the realisation of the advantage of spreading revolutionary ideas
amongst peoples under colonial rule prompted the Kremlin to increase its pursuit of
practical steps to further this end. In addition, the colonial powers attempted to prevent
Moscow from establishing presence in their protectorates.'®® However, with Hitler’s rise
to power, owing to Stalin’s search for collective security in Europe, the Soviet Union’s
interest in Africa diminished further. During the immediate post-war period, however, the
Kremlin attempted to gain a foothold in the former Italian colony of Tripolitania, but the
Soviet initiative floundered. At the time, Stalin also established diplomatic relations with
the re-installed to the throne by the British Haile Selassie. Despite these developments, as
the Soviet military lacked the necessary military capability for overseas power projection,
Stalin remained largely engaged with consolidating his control over Eastern Europe.'"’
However, in the case of Ethiopia, the Russians had developed enduring political
and diplomatic relations, going back to late nineteenth century. Ethiopia was then the
only African state, which established relationships with both St Petersburg and Moscow.
Tsarist interest in Ethiopia was attracted by the need to restrain Russia’s major
adversaries — Britain and Italy. Similarly, in the mid-1950s, the US entry into Ethiopia

further motivated Moscow’s attempt to enter the Horn. The early programme of

1% H. Brind, ‘Soviet policy in the Horn of Africa,” Infernational Affairs 60, no. 1 (1983-4): 75.
7L Gann, ‘The Soviet Union and Sub-Saharan Africa: 1917-1974,” in The Red Orchestra, ed. D. Bark
(Stanford: SUP, 1988), 15.
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economic assistance, launched in the late-1950s, aimed to counter Washington’s
advances, was changed to a pragmatic application of tentative propaganda, following the
abortive coup of December 1960. As the Soviet Union’s activities were closely watched
by the local regime and Western representatives, Moscow allowed its East European
allies Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria to engage in trade activities with Addis Ababa, whilst
remaining vigilant against possible Western provocations.

Importantly, in July 1960, the local situation changed remarkably with the arrival of
Somali independence. Consequently, by entering into a contest with the West and China
for influence over Mogadishu, Moscow risked its stake in Addis Ababa. The real test for
the Soviet leadership was the need to sustain the pressure coming from circles within the
Ethiopian Imperial Court, close to the Western powers. On Moscow’s part, this required a

skilful manoeuvring between its strategic interests and ideological convictions.

I. 2. The Russians and the Horn prior to the 1960s

Symbolically, Tsar Nicholas II’s help offered to Emperor Menelik II, as well as the
USSR’s political support to Haile Selassie during the Italian occupation, are two key
episodes in the pre-1960 period that formed the foundation for mutual respect and
understanding. In both cases, Russia, and then the Soviet Union were guided by their own
national interests, as Ethiopia was the fulcrum of Russian regional designs, aimed at its
greatest adversaries. Similarly, the picture did not changed radically in the 1950s when
Washington sought to replace Britain in North-East Africa. The synthesis between the
newly-emerging bi-polar Cold War setting and the growing number of local and regional
developments, further intensified Moscow’s commitment to maintain and extend its

influence in the Horn.
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I. 2.1 Russia and Menelik 11

By the end of the nineteenth century, the colonial division of Africa between Britain,
France, Germany, Spain, and Portugal, had been completed. Italy found it unfair that it
was not included in the partition of the continent and at the end of 1880s, Rome moved to
Somalia and Eritrea. At the same time Ethiopia’s ruler, Menelik II, successfully united
the fragmented principalities of the country in a single centralised state. Naturally, a
stronger Ethiopia was not favoured by those who sought to lay their hands on it. England
and Italy were the most active colonial powers who purposefully acted in safeguarding
their regional interests. Britain sought to capture the area, separating the colony of
Uganda from London-controlled Sudan in order to unite its zones of influence from the
Mediterranean Sea to the Cape of Good Hope. Rome, for its part, went on to use force in
Ethiopia and in July 1894 occupied Kassala, thereby initiating the Italian-Abyssinian
War, which ended ignominiously with defeat for Italy at Adwa on 1 March 1896.

St Petersburg supported Menelik II in his struggle against Italy. A strong,
independent, and united Ethiopia restricted the freedom of action of the British in Africa,
weakening their position on the sea routes leading to the Suez and the Red Sea.'” On 9
February 1899 St Petersburg’s Foreign Minister, Count Nikholai Murav’ev, expressed
Russia’s intention to prevent ‘the dismemberment of Ethiopia,” as it ‘hardly agree[d] with
our own interests.”'” As a major adversary of Tsarist Russia in the Middle East and
Africa, Britain’s colonial interests clashed with Russia’s foreign policy, which aimed to
derail London wherever possible.''® Since it was virtually unattainable for Russia’s

autocracy to establish itself in the Muslim part of the North-East Africa, in the Horn, only

1% 1. Katsnel’son, ‘Gusar A. K. Bulatovich, voennyi sovetnik negusa Efiopii, zemleprokhodets,
ieromonakh,’ Voenno-Istoricheskii Zhurnal, no. 7 (2002): 53-4.

199 Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki Rossiiskoi Imperii, f(ond) Politarkhiv, op(is) 482, d(elo) 47, I(ist) 45, cited
in A. Khrenkov, ‘Rossiya-Efiopiya: Sto let diplomaticheskikh otnoshenii,” Aziya i Afiika Segodnya, no.
4 (1998): 54-5.

10 Khrenkov, Op. cit., 54.
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Ethiopia became St Petersburg’s friend against Britain and its local ally, Italy.'"
Additionally, Menelik II was well aware that his country had rather limited internal
resources and was thus interested in attracting foreign capital. However, while opening
the door to external investments, the Emperor was wary of the presence of the three
colonial powers at his country’s borders: Britain, France, and Italy, which aimed to take
advantage of any Ethiopian foreign or domestic difficulties. Therefore, Menelik
preferred, primarily, to encourage investment from countries that did not border Ethiopia,

such as Belgium, Austria-Hungary, Germany, the US, and Russia.' "2

[.2.2 The interwar period

As a result, in 1897, Russia and Ethiopia agreed to establish diplomatic relations, and an
emergency mission was despatched from St. Petersburg to Addis Ababa. In fact, in
February 1898, the arrival of the Russian delegation marked the beginning of Russia’s
first diplomatic representation in Sub-Saharan Africa.'"® Nevertheless, between 1907 and
1913 the Russo-Ethiopian relations gradually declined as St Petersburg began to show
less interest in African affairs. In 1907, Russia concluded an agreement with Britain on
the division of spheres of influence in Persia, Afghanistan, and China. Significantly
curtailed were the costs of maintaining the mission to Ethiopia and representation was
downgraded to ‘chargé’ status. After the 1917 Revolution, diplomatic relations between
Russia and Ethiopia were suspended as Ethiopia, allied with the Entente, refused to
accept representatives from Soviet Russia.''* From the mid-1920s, Ethiopian ruling

circles began to speak out for the restoration of relations with Soviet Russia. In April

" K. Vinogradova, Problemy voenno-politicheskogo I kul ‘turno-religioznogo vzaimodeistviya Efiopii i
Rossii v novoe vremya, (Avtoreferat, Krasnodar, 2002), 29.

"2 Khrenkov, ‘Rossiya-Efiopiya,” 58.

'3 A. Davidson, ‘Afrika v Istorii Rossii (op¥t trekh stoletii),” in Istoricheskaya nauka na rubezhe vekov,
ed. A. Fursenko (Moskva: Nauka, 2001), 148.

114 Khrenkov, Op. cit., 58-9.
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1924, the Prince Regent, Tafari Makonnen,'"> went on a diplomatic mission to Europe.
The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, Georgii Chicherin,
recommended that the Soviet representatives in the Great Britain, Italy, and Greece
entered into contact with him. However, British and Italian rulers did everything to

prevent this from happening.''®

I. 2.3 Soviet Union and Italian aggression

In 1935-6, during Soviet-Ethiopian negotiations on the establishment of formal relations in
Moscow and Paris, Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia caused the talks to be abandoned. While,
Soviet diplomacy sought to support Ethiopia’s struggle against Rome’s aggression in the
League of Nations,''’ Moscow’s position on the Italian occupation was to be seen in a
wider context. While Soviet diplomacy towards Rome aimed to prevent Italo-German
rapprochement, in the League of Nations, Moscow once again demonstrated its profound
distrust of British policy and the need to restrain France. In addition, the Soviet Union, as a
state whose foreign policy centred on the principles of ‘collective security,” the outbreak of
a general war, or even the possibility of engaging in a local war ‘on the outskirts of the

world,” needed to act with even greater prudence and coolness.'®

!5 The future Emperor Haile Selassie 1.

9D, Makeev, ‘Sovetsko-Efiopskie otnosheniya v 20-30-e gody,” Narody Azii i Afiiki, no. 5 (1975): 139-
45.

"7 A. Gromyko, Afika: Progress, trudnosti, perspektivi (Moskva: Mezhdunarodnye otnosheniya, 1981), 128.

"8 G. Procacci, I Socialismo Internazionale e la Guerra d’Etiopia (Roma: Editori Ruiniti, 1978), 152.
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I. 3. Establishing diplomatic relations

On 21 April 1943, a new phase in Russo-Ethiopian relations began when, on Ethiopia’s
initiative, diplomatic relations between Moscow and Addis Ababa were established.'"”
The Soviet Ambassador in London, Ivan Maiski signed an agreement on establishing
diplomatic relations with the Ethiopian Negus."” One of Moscow’s first acts after
establishing diplomatic relations with Addis Ababa was to bring the former Russian
hospital in Addis Ababa back to life. Following Italy’s declarations of the protectorate
over Abyssinia in the early 1896, the Tsarist government sent a Russian Red Cross
detachment, allocating for this purpose, 100,000 Roubles. The Russian delegation
consisted of experienced physicians, mostly graduates of St Petersburg Military Medical
Academy. When the Red Cross brigade completed its work, Menelik II appealed to Tsar

Nicholas IT with a request to send more doctors, '’

thereby forming the Russian hospital
in Addis Ababa which was to be closed in 1906, due to the complex political and
economic situation in Russia. In September 1947, immediately after the establishment of
the Soviet mission, Haile Selassie asked the Soviet leadership to make arrangements for a
new hospital in Addis Ababa. It was named in honour of the Ethiopian national hero
Dejazmach Balcha, a participant in the 1896 war against the Italians who died not far
from the location of the clinic.'*

The opening of the hospital soon provoked widespread rumours, amongst the
diplomatic community, that it acted as a distribution centre for communist propaganda in

Ethiopia, serving as an instrument in establishing Soviet influence in the country.

According to the Egyptian newspaper, A/ Misri, the Russians had embarked on an effort

"9 E. Kartseva, Formirovanie i razvitie sovetsko-éfiopskikh otnoshenii v 1974-1991 gg (PhD Thesis,
Rossiiskii Universitet Druzhby Narodov, 2008), 150.

120 TASS, 4 August 1943, ‘Ob ustanovlenii diplomaticheskikh otnoshenii mezhdu SSSR i Abissiniei,’
Glosudarstvennyi] A[rkhiv] R[ossiiskoi] F[ederatsii], flond] 4459, op[is] 27, d[elo] 1166, [[ist] 41.

"2I'N. Nikolaev, Russkaya Afiika (Moskva: Veche, 2009), 296-7.
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to infiltrate Ethiopia by promoting a modern hospital, employing 21 doctors, who for
political purposes were touring the country, gathering information, while pretending to
conduct medical research. Ethiopia was thus seen as a potential ‘major base for the
Russian espionage directed against the British colonies, as well as their large military
base in East Africa.’'*> On the other hand, the British deemed the Soviet hospital’s
propaganda distribution as benign, as none of it was covert. In addition, some Greek,
Italian, and Armenian expatriates were suspected of harbouring communist ideas; yet,
there was no evidence of any activity on their part.'** Therefore, to the Western observer,
since the mid-1950s, despite increased contacts with the Soviet Bloc, in Ethiopia,

communism had managed to gain a little foothold.

I. 3.1 The Fate of the former Italian colonies

The late 1940s also witnessed a momentous change in the international standing of the
Horn. The presence of the colonial powers steadily gave way to that of the United States
and the Soviet Union. While France maintained its presence in Djibouti, Italy, as a
defeated country in the WWII, had lost its colonies of Eritrea and Southern Somalia.
Great Britain, having played a key role in defeating Italy, found itself administering the
former Italian colonies, while restoring the Ethiopian Emperor, Haile Selassie I, to his
throne in 1941. Initially, London attempted to implement a regional rearrangement by
preventing the return of Ethiopian control over the Ogaden and the Haud, creating at the
same time a larger British-controlled Somalia.

In Eritrea, too, Britain envisaged an entirely different territorial settlement,

offering the highlands to Ethiopia and the lowlands to the Sudan. Consequently, Haile

123 TASS, 14 September 1948, ‘Antisovetskie izmyshleniya Egipetskoi gazety,” GAREF, f. 4459, o. 27, d.
8855, 11. 21-2.
124 7. Killick, 9 September 1955, T[he] N[ational] A[rchives], FO 1110/760, fo[lio] 1.
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Selassie perceived London’s regional policy as a threat to Ethiopia’s sovereignty and
started looking for other allies.'*> Looking to the East was one of the possibilities for the
Ethiopian ruler. At first, Moscow advocated the transfer of the former colonies under
Italian auspices on condition that they would later be granted independence. The Kremlin
then performed a complete about-turn, defending immediate independence for Eritrea.
Naturally, both provisions opposed Ethiopia’s territorial designs and were met by Addis

Ababa’s dissatisfaction.

125 Cf. H. Marcus, Ethiopia, Great Britain, and the United States (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1983) and M. Ottaway, Soviet and American Influence in the Horn of Africa (New York:
Praeger, 1982).
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Map 1: The Ogaden and the Haud regions of the Horn of Africa'*®

In 1947-8 Ethiopia launched a vigorous propaganda campaign on the future
constitutional status of the formerly Italian-administered Red Sea province of Eritrea.

Ethiopia’s official press published interviews with the Emperor and other high

126 Map source: NACP, RG59, CFP 1967-1969, Political and Defense, b. 2076, POL ETH-A to POL 33-
1 ETH-SOMALLI, f. POL 32-1, ETH-SOMALLIL.
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dignitaries, which argued for Addis Ababa’s historical right to the Eritrean territory.
Media statements demanded that Ethiopia not allow the return of the Italians into the
territory, as they had repeatedly used it as a base against Ethiopia. Significant attention
was also given to Moscow’s position, which the Imperial authorities regarded as harmful
to Ethiopia’s interests. The Kremlin’s policy on the thorny issue changed several times in
1949-50. From the start, Moscow advocated the transfer of the former Italian colonies
under Italian tutelage on condition that, after some time, they would be given the
opportunity to become independent.'*” On 7 November 1949, the Soviet delegate to the
UN declared that Moscow recognised the people’s right to self-determination. Therefore,
the Kremlin proposed granting independence to all three colonies: in the case of Libya —
immediately; for Eritrea and Somalia — in five years.'*®

In the following year, however, the Soviet Union suggested the immediate
granting of independence to Eritrea and the removal of British occupation forces. In
explaining the Soviet about-turn regarding the Eritrean question, Soviet UN delegate,
Arutyunyan posited that the Ethiopia’s claims against the former Italian colony ran
against the people’s right to independence and self-determination. However, the Soviet
Union recognised some of Addis Ababa’s demands as justified and sought to grant
Ethiopia access to the Red Sea through the port of Assab.'” Despite that, the Soviet’s
nuanced approach towards the Eritrean issue was met with strong disapproval in
Ethiopia. Consequently, the report on the work of the VOKS’ representative in 1948 cast
light on the deterioration of relations between Moscow and Addis Ababa. The report
stated that Ethiopia’s elite had been unsympathetic to the Soviet Union as it had counted

on the Kremlin’s support against Eritrean and Somali claims. As Ethiopian radio and

127 A Davidson et al, SSSR i Afiika (Moskva: RAN, 2002), 99.

128 TASS, 8 November 1949, ‘V politicheskom komitete general’noi assamblei OON,” GAREF, f. 4459, o.
27,d. 10481, 11. 100-1.

129 TASS, 10 November 1950, ‘Utrenee zasedanie special’nogo politicheskogo komiteta general’nom
assamblei OON, 9 noyabrya,” GARF, f. 4459, 0. 27, d. 12296, 11. 106-9.
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press announcements were exclusively based on Western news reports, they reported
international events with a marked anti-Soviet tint.'*"

Consequently, the Emperor chose to encourage Washington’s interest in his
country. In 1952, the new relationship yielded an agreement on technical assistance,
followed in May 1953 by a military pact and a treaty, governing a 25-year lease over an
[talian communications installation, Asmara, later renamed ‘Kagnew Station.”"*! By the
mid-1950s, it became one of the Pentagon’s ‘most important radio facilities in the world’

132 The US determination to

and ‘the greatest factor in security in the whole area.
expanding Ethiopian-American relations helped the Emperor to obtain control over
Eritrea. In return, he demonstrated continuing commitment to the Western concept of
collective security by sending Ethiopian soldiers to Korea. Haile Selassie’s pro-Western

statements led the US Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, to include Ethiopia in his

southern tier strategy for keeping the Middle East free of Soviet influence.'”

139 A[rkhiv] V[neshnei] P[olitiki] R[ossiiskoi] F[ederatsii], f. 0143, op. 8, p. 10, d. 19, 1. 28-29, cited in
Davidson et al, SSSR I Afrika, 991t.

31 J. Rasmuson, A History of Kagnew Station and American Forces in Eritrea (Arlington: US Army
Security Agency, 1973), 48-9. See also NSSM 133 Study, 11 November 1975, National Security
Archive (NSA), b(ox) 3, Ethiopia Collection (Terrence Lyons Donation), flolder] Horn of Africa:
Study Pursuant to NSSM 184.

12 Interview with H. Torbert, 31 August 1988, L[ibrary] o[f] C[ongress], A[ssociation] for D[iplomatic]
S[tudies] and T[raining] Online, [Accessed on 11 April 2009].

133 Cf. F. Halliday, ‘US Policy in the Horn of Africa,” Review of African Political Economy, no 10
(1977): 10ff.
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Map 2: Ethiopia and the Eritrean province.'**

I. 3.2 East-West competition in Ethiopia

In the late-1950s, at the height of the Cold War Moscow came to show an increased

interest in Africa and launched actions to enhance its presence in the newly liberated

3 Map source: University of Texas at Austin, Perry-Castafieda Library Map Collection Online, URL:
http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/africa/eritrea_ethiopia 2009.jpg.
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states. While, initially, only Western powers were present in Ethiopia, with the
introduction of the Soviet Bloc’s interest in the region, external powers’ activities in
Ethiopia became increasingly polarised. Certain powers’ influence, such as that of Britain
and Italy, had declined to the benefit of the United States and the Soviet Union. This
gradually turned Ethiopia and the Horn into a local theatre in the international struggle of

the two opposed blocs.'*

While the Russians took the lead in enhancing the influence of
the Socialist-bloc in Ethiopia, their East European allies were no less active in Addis
Ababa. Accordingly, under Soviet direction, from the mid-1950s, the East’s role in the
field of trade came to occupy a more prominent place in its local activism. In early May
1956, Mikael Kabede, the Ethiopian minister for economic development, sounded
Prague’s diplomats out about Ethiopian interest in the supply of production equipment
from Czechoslovakia. Among other things, Addis Ababa intended to expand the existing
munitions factory, built in 1946-9, using Czechoslovak expertise. Prague characterised
Ethiopian interest as part of the Emperor’s plan to reduce American economic and
political influence in the country.'*

Thus, by aiming to reduce Ethiopia’s economic dependence on the West, Soviet
envoys actively sought to recruit the assistance of their bloc allies. Along with the
elevation of the Soviet legation into an embassy, a resident minister took charge of the
Czech Legation.”” Such steps were also taken by Sofia. On 25 November 1955, the

Soviet chargé, Pasyutin, advised his Czechoslovakian counterpart that Prague’s diplomats

would need to focus on developing business contacts with Ethiopian firms, while keeping

133 Cable, Addis Ababa to Belgrade, 10 November 1960, D[iplomatski] A[rhiv] M[inistarstvo] S[poljnih]
Ploslove] R[epublike] S[rbije], flond] P[oliticki] A[rhiv], Etiopija 1960, flascikle] 26, s[ignatura]
44353, s[trana] 1.

136 <zprava pro politické byré UV KSC o moznosti dodavek zafizeni na vyrobu pusek a ruénich granatt
do Ethiopie,” 2 August 1956, N[4arodni] A[rchiv] C[eské] R[publiky], flond] KSC-UV-02/2, sv[azek]
112, a[rch.] j[ednotka]/b[od] 132/10, s[trana] 1.

137 G. Furlonge [on Soviet activities in Ethiopia], 12 June 1957, TNA, FO 371/125360, fo. 12-3.
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their eyes open for any provocation coming from the West."*®

Pasyutin’s successor,
Karavaev, continued to encourage Czechoslovak trade activities. He was confident that
Prague had an excellent opportunity to enhance economic and political relations with
Addis Ababa, owing to the traditionally good relations between the two states, developed
during the Italian aggression. Again, hindrances extended by the Americans were to be
factored in when planning and implementing assistance projects.””” However, while
Moscow left the commercial side to its European allies, in the mid-1950s, the Russians
concluded an important deal. The Soviets bought over a thousand tonnes of Ethiopian
coffee, thus joining Washington in the important battle for Addis Ababa’s coffee export.
Immediately, in accordance with the bi-polar international order, this deal prompted
speculation that it was part of Moscow’s plan to form a ‘coffee-cotton axis’ in the North-
East Africa.'®

Understandably, with the simultaneous expansion of American interest in Ethiopia,
the potential threat of communist penetration into the Horn began to receive more attention
in the West. In 1958, as a CIA operative based in Addis Ababa stated, the Agency tapped
the Soviet, Czechoslovakian, and Egyptian embassies’ telephones in a campaign directed

against the Russians in Ethiopia.'"'

At that time, Washington saw economic warfare as a
critical part of the emerging Cold War struggle - not only in Europe, but also in

. . . 142 . .
underdeveloped countries with assumed strategic value. ™ Soviet assessment of American

138 <74znam o navitdvé u sovétského chargé d affaires,” 9. December 1955, A[rchiv] M[inisterstvo]
Z[ahrani¢ni] V[ece], flond] T[eritorialni] O[dbory] — T[ajné] 1955-59, k[rabice] Etiopie 1, sv[azek]
212/212, s[trana] 1.
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February 1957, AMZV, f. TO — O[by¢ejné] 1945-59, k. 1, sv. 212/151, s. 1.

19 G. Furlonge, TNA, FO 371/125360, fo. 13.
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had a bespoke ‘CIA wing,” where a number of officers spent days translating and transcribing material
from eavesdropping activities. See Interview with H. Imbrey, 21 June 2001, LoC, ADST Online,
[Accessed on 11 April 2009].
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143 To that end, in the eyes of

economic penetration into Ethiopia bore similar connotations.
the Soviet observers, the US$8m in loans, extended by the US-led International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development for improving Ethiopia’s communication and road
infrastructure, offered the ‘American imperialists’ a way in to the country via the despatch
of various technical specialists. These actions suggested to Moscow that Washington aimed
to engage Addis Ababa as a key link in an East African system of front-line naval supply

bases. Ultimately, this strategy attempted to turn Haile Selassie’s feudal fiefdom into a

military base to be used in the event of war against the Soviet Union.'**

I. 4. Haile Selassie and the Kremlin

While by 1951, Stalin had slowly begun to consider how Soviet authority could be
increased in the former colonies, it was Khrushchev’s rise to power that prompted the
Kremlin to recognise the opportunities represented by the process of decolonisation.'*’
He saw no inherent contradiction in actively searching for new allies in the Third World,
while reducing military tensions with the West. Moscow had to move to the East; great-
power politics had to become global. The beginning of the collapse of the colonial
system, the first visible manifestation of which was the Bandung Conference in 1955,
was seen by the Kremlin as a transformation of the colonial world from a solid rear-guard

146

of imperialism into its weakest spot. "~ Moscow’s Ambassador to London, Ivan Maiski,

"> The Soviets believed Ethiopia to be a potentially rich country which added value to its strategic
location. Soviet academician Vavilov claimed that Ethiopia was one of the eight richest in terms of
agricultural resources in the world and with proper development it could feed half of Europe or the
entire Middle East, see M. Kruglov, ‘Drevnyaya strana molodoi Afriki,” Novoe Vremya, no. 10, 3
(1967): 25-6.
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in a personal letter to Khrushchev and Bulganin on 22 December 1955 shared his
opinion:
‘[S]truggle for world supremacy of socialism will go through the emancipation of
colonial and semi-colonial peoples against imperialist exploitation. [...,] [T]he

imperialist powers’ loss of their colonies should accelerate the victory of
socialism in Europe and ultimately, the United States.”"*’

In 1955, the belief in the viability of a national-liberation movement motivated
Khrushchev to promote arms agreements and extend economic assistance to the first
generation of African leaders without regard for their political affiliation.'*® Until the
early 1960s, however, the programme of international solidarity with newly independent
states showed little success. The leaders turned out to be more nationalistic than
progressive.'* In the late 1950s, while Khrushchev’s foreign policy concerns were
primarily Berlin and disarmament, a second wave of national liberation reshaped the map
of Africa. In July 1960, Somalia was granted independence. Almost immediately,
Moscow sought to establish contacts with the new state. Simultaneously, Ethiopian-
Soviet relations entered a new stage, manifested by Moscow’s provision to Addis Ababa

of the largest credit given to a sub-Saharan African nation at the time.

I. 4.1 Ethiopian-US friction and the Emperor’s turn to the East

In the mid-1950s, Moscow benefited from growing tension in Ethiopian-American
relations, caused by Washington’s approach to Cairo, prior to the Suez Crisis. The chain
of events was triggered by the September 1955 Czechoslovak-Egypt arms deal. In
December, in an attempt to reclaim its position, Washington offered Cairo financial

assistance for the construction of the Aswan Dam without consulting Addis Ababa. Since

147 Maiski quoted by Mazov, Op. cit., 11.
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the Blue Nile, originating from Ethiopia was the prime source for the waters of the Lower
Nile, the Imperial Regime felt greatly insulted by the American actions. By July 1956,
anti-communist pressures caused the US to withdraw the promised assistance for the
dam. Consequently, two weeks later, Nasser retaliated by nationalising the Suez Canal.
Following the closure of the Canal, coffee, the mainstay of Ethiopia’s foreign exchange
earnings, had to be shipped via the Cape of Good Hope. This negatively impacted

Ethiopia’s terms of trade."’

The decline in the price of coffee, together with increased
imports, resulted in a trade deficit of US$17m and depleted Ethiopia’s foreign exchange
reserves. Finally, in the autumn of 1958, the US turned a deaf ear to Addis Ababa’s
request for a US$50m loan.""

Following Haile Selassie’s disappointment with Washington’s regional policies,
Addis Ababa adopted a noticeable neutralist tint in its foreign affairs. The Emperor’s
keen interest in attracting foreign investments set the pace and direction for the
subsequent intensification of socialist activities in Ethiopia. By the end of the 1950s,
various cultural, political, and economic delegations sent by Moscow’s European allies
aimed to improve the Soviet Bloc’s image and reliability as a potential international
backer. Moreover, in addition to accepting trade missions from East Germany,
Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria, the reception of a big theatrical troupe from China and a
30-day visit by Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia, exemplified the Emperor’s strategy to attract
a wider foreign interest in his country.'*?

The Bloc’s advances into Ethiopia were monitored by Washington and further

exacerbated superpower competition in the country. In order to preserve, and potentially

enlarge, America’s stake in Ethiopia, in March 1957, Vice-President Nixon arrived in

1307, Spenser, Ethiopia at Bay (Algonac: Reference Publications, 1984), 287-90.
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Addis Ababa to seek additional acreage for the expansion of the Kagnew station. The
Russians learned of Nixon’s request even before the latter had made it. In a reactive move
to America’s potentially offensive local plans, the first secretary of the Soviet embassy
hinted to Haile Selassie that US bases in Ethiopia might be attacked in the event of a war,
which could result in a nuclear fall-out on Ethiopia. Then, during the reception given in
Nixon’s honour, the Soviet ambassador sounded out the Emperor that Ethiopia could
have Soviet arms ‘any time she wanted them.”'*?

However, the most serious cause for disaffection between Ethiopia and the United
States came through Washington’s stance on the emerging Somaliland problem. With
approaching independence, the Somali leaders had launched a public campaign for the
unification of all Somali territories, including French Djibouti, northern Kenya, and the
Ethiopian Ogaden region in one state. As early as March 1958, the United States assumed
the lead in arranging financial options for the soon-to-be independent country. Talks were
opened with Italy, Britain, and France, for which Ethiopia was not consulted. On 12
January 1959, the US Ambassador, Don Bliss, presented a note to the Ethiopian
government in which he urged the acceptance of a union between British and Italian
Somaliland, thereby initiating, in the eyes of the Imperial Regime, the first step towards
the creation of a Greater Somalia. This, allegedly, opened the ‘gate on the long road for
communist domination in Ethiopia.’154 As a result, as in the earlier case of Eritrea, Haile
Selassie launched a search for international support for his new cause. This time, the
Western plans prompted the Emperor to distance himself from the capitalist camp by
embarking on a long trip to Egypt, Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia.
The centrepiece in Haile Selassie’s shuttle diplomacy was his visit to the Soviet Union; a

trip which was set to play a crucial role in the future of Soviet-Ethiopian relations.

133 Spenser, Ethiopia at Bay, 290-1.
"4 Ibid., 294.
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I. 4.2 The Emperor goes to Moscow

Soviet policy circles saw the disintegration of the colonial system as the second phase of
the general crisis of capitalism, following the WWIL'> A significant episode in this
process was the Bandung conference of Asian and African states in 1955, where
independent African countries for the first time in their history participated in an
international forum, discussing critical international issues. Bandung aimed to shift the
focus away from the East-West divide, and leaders throughout Africa and Asia believed
that their national interests would be served best by staying clear of the Cold War, which

156 This created a

made finding allies in the periphery more valuable than ever before.
greater incentive for the Soviet Union and its European allies to search for opportunities
to engage the non-aligned states. The increase in Soviet attention to Ethiopia coincided
with the rise of national liberation movements in the Middle East and Africa which were
seen as potential partners in the anti-imperialist struggle.

In this historical setting, Ethiopia, owing to its strategic location and close
relations with the Kremlin’s adversaries in the Cold War, seemed a convenient place to
monitor the changing environment in the Horn. The Kremlin saw Ethiopia not just as an
‘American puppet,” but also as a state which prioritised its own national interests, and as
a potentially influential actor among the emerging African countries."”’ Accordingly,

Moscow perceived Addis Ababa to be one of the stalwarts in the newly formed non-

aligned movement, and expected it to play a vital role on the wider international scene.

133 1. Potekhin, ‘Kharakternye cherty raspada kolonial’noi sistemy imperializma v Afrike,” Problemy
Vostokovedeniya, no. 1 (1960): 12-29.

136 C. Fraser, ‘Race and Realpolitik,” in Window on Freedom, ed. B. Plummer (Chapel Hill: University of
North Caroline Press, 2003), 118; J. Parker, ‘Cold War II: The Eisenhower Administration, the
Bandung Conference, and the Reperiodization of the Postwar Era,” Diplomatic History 30, no. 5
(2006), cited in McVety, ‘Pursuing Progress,” 396-7.

157'S. Sinitsyn, Missiya v Efiopii (Moskva: Institut Afriki RAN, 2000), 13-4.
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At the end of the 1950s, Ethiopian-Soviet relations reached a qualitatively new
level. In February 1959, the possibility of the association between the British and the ex-
Italian Somali colonies provided further ammunition for the Emperor’s advisers who

advocated closer relations with the Soviet Bloc.!>®

The Emperor’s initial hesitation to
accept the invitation from the Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
Soviet Union, Kliment Voroshilov, in 1956 was overcome by the deterioration in
Ethiopian-US relations over the fate of Somalia. In June 1959, Haile Selassie embarked
upon a visit to the Soviet Union. The Emperor sought to secure Moscow’s political
support for Ethiopia’s integrity, thereby curbing the ‘Anglo-American plan’ that called
for the creation of ‘Greater Somalia.” According to Soviet observers, Haile Selassie was
determined to gain Soviet economic assistance, through which to exert pressure on

Washington.'”’

The Emperor’s visit to the USSR received wide attention in Addis Ababa,
and, upon their return, many of Ethiopia’s high-ranking officials expressed their
satisfaction with what they had seen during their trip.

The visit marked a significant landmark in the relations between the two
countries. Haile Selassie was the first African leader to visit the Soviet Union, receiving

one of its highest military decorations, the Order of Suvorov.'®

The Emperor spent two
weeks touring the country, inspecting industrial sites and irrigation projects that
demonstrated Soviet technical prowess and ability to help Ethiopia along its path of

industrial and agricultural progress. Later, he spoke of the ‘industry and diligence of the

Soviet people’ and praised the USSR as ‘the world’s greatest power.” In return, Haile

1% Jloint] I[ntelligence] B[ulletin], ‘Ethiopia: Economic Agreement with the USSR,” 26 August 1959,
E.I.G. (59) 13 (Final), TNA, FO 371/138065, fo. 2.

139 “Navstéva etiopského cisafe v CSR,” 3 May 1959, NACR, f KSC-UV-02/2, sv 217, aj/b: 295/9, ss. 1-
2; similar assessment is given by the British Embassy in Moscow on 18 July 1959, see TNA, FO
371/138032, fo. 29 (2); See also Sinitsyn, Missiya, 93, and Clurrent] I[ntelligence] W[eekly]
S[ummary], ‘Ethiopian Relations With US May Deteriorate,” 27 August 1959; NACP, CREST, ESDN:
CIA-RDP79-00927A002400040001-2.

10 C. McLane, Soviet — Third World Relations (London: Centre for Central Asian Relations, 1973), 42.
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Selassie was praised as representative not only of Ethiopia, but also of ‘the whole African
liberation movement,”'®' by taking the side of the African peoples in their struggle for
liberation.'® In Voroshilov’s words, the Kremlin appreciated not only Haile Selassie’s
outstanding efforts in strengthening the Ethiopian independence and development, but
also his protection of the national interests of the peoples of Africa.'® Khrushchev, for
his part, declared that although the Soviets ‘did not have any special interests in Ethiopia,
as in other countries,” they wanted an independent and prosperous Ethiopia ‘that plays an
important role in Africa.”'®

With Somali independence imminent, Haile Selassie’s visit to the Soviet Union
proved a success in obtaining the political support needed for the inviolability of
Ethiopian borders. Moscow, for its part, extended political and economic support in a bid

165
In

to hamper Western penetration and strengthen the Kremlin’s position in the country.
his speech at a reception in the Kremlin, on 11 July Khrushchev declared that ‘[t]here are
forces which are trying to exploit territorial differences between the peoples of Africa to
create the conditions for preserving colonialism in that area.” He added that it was the
Soviet Government’s ‘deep conviction’ that all territorial problems should be solved
peacefully, in conformity with United Nations’ Charter.'®

The high point of the visit was the signing of an agreement on a 400 million-rouble
loan — at the time the largest credit given by Moscow to a Sub-Saharan African country.'®’

Ethiopia’s reasons for accepting the loan were largely economic. During the late-1950s,

there was a growing realisation among Ethiopia’s ruling circles that economic

1°1'S. Yakobson, ‘The Soviet Union and Ethiopia,” Review of Politics 25, no. 3 (1963): 335.

12 yu. Tomilin, ‘Za druzhbu mezhdu SSSR i Efiopiei,” Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizn’, no. 7 (1959): 117-8.

163 See K. Voroshilov’s speech in Pravda, 1 June 1959, 2.

164 TASS, 29 January 1961, ‘Agenstvo France Press o poezdke V. S. Semenova v Addis-Abebu,” GARF,
f. 4459, op. 43, d. 438, 1. 59.

1% Sinitsyn, Missiya, 96-7.

1% British Embassy Moscow, FO 371/138032, fo. 30.

17 Yakobson, ‘The Soviet Union and Ethiopia,” 335.
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backwardness severely limited the country’s chances to increase its prestige amongst the
newly independent African states. This increased the demand for rapid development.
Influenced by the current trend of Afro-Asian thinking, Ethiopia moved towards a policy of
non-alignment'®® by attracting economic support from as many sources as possible. The
Soviet Union, on the other hand, extended the credit for political reasons. After its failure to
persuade Khartoum to accept large-scale aid, Moscow welcomed the opportunity for

169 1n the final

further penetration into Africa by extending its influence in the Nile Valley.
analysis, on a wider international scale, the credit-line was also symptomatic of the
evolution of Soviet attitudes towards Africa. In extending the line of credit, Moscow aimed
to attract interest from other African nations, strengthening the impression within the Afro-
Asian movement of the Kremlin’s resolve to reduce the tensions between the nations in
favour of the principles of peaceful coexistence.' ™’

Last but not least, the Emperor’s visit to the Soviet Union contributed further to
developing mutual relations and aimed to increase the USSR’s popularity in Ethiopia. In
addition, the trip also accounted for a major turn in Ethiopian officials’ attitude towards
the Soviet Union. Upon his return from Moscow, the Ethiopian Foreign Minister, Aklilou
Habte-Wold, shared with American diplomats his perception ‘that there was real personal
liberty in the Soviet Union’ and contrary to his prior experience in dealing with Soviet
officials, all the people he met on the trip ‘had been free and easy in their conversations.’
He was confident that Stalin’s death had changed the country’s political ethos, and was

convinced that Soviets wanted peace.'”

18 “Ethiopia: Economic Agreement with the USSR,” 26 August 1959, EIG (59) 13 (Final), FO
371/138065, fo. 2.

' EIG (59) 13 (Final), fo. 2.

170 “Navstéva etiopského cisafe v CSR,” NACR, 3.

171 Cable, Addis Ababa to Secretary of State no. 165, 18 August 1959, NACP, R[ecord] G[roup] 84,
flolder] 320 — ETHIOPIA — USSR 1959 (C), b[ox] 9 - Addis Ababa CGR 1959-1961.
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I. 4.3 Soviet attempts at economic penetration

Moscow’s efforts to develop and strengthen its economic position in Ethiopia aimed to
secure the Kremlin’s presence in the Horn, while countering Western influence.'’* These
efforts also represented ‘a significant step forward in the USSR’s drive for influence in
the underdeveloped world.”'” The 400 million-Rouble credit provided a channel for what
the West saw as Soviet penetration into Ethiopia requiring a response.'”* To the detriment
of the US, the Soviets embarked upon several key economic proposals that seriously
undermined Western interests. Moscow offered to supply jet aircrafts to the Ethiopian
Airlines and to conduct minerals surveys, thus seeking to gain access to significant
scientific information that would benefit the USSR’s military interests.'”> At this stage,
the Kremlin’s calculations provided for the extension of high impact economic projects
in a bid to curb White House initiatives and further build up a positive image as an
international partner.

The provision of the 400 million-Rouble loan hinted at Moscow’s ambitions of
long-term engagement in Ethiopia. The Soviet Union and Ethiopia signed an agreement
on the construction of a technical school in Bahr Dar for one thousand students as a gift
from the Soviet government.'”® In response to Soviet advances, the United States

attempted to challenge the Kremlin by increasing the levels of economic and military

172y, Repi¢, ‘Izvestaj o spoljno-politickoj aktivnosti Etiopije I bilateralnim odnosima FNRJ-Etiopija u
1961 godina,” 25 July 1962, DAMSP-RS, f. PA - Etiopija 1962, fasc. 26, sig. 425402, s. 26.

173 CIA Office of National Estimates, ‘Implications of the Soviet-Ethiopian Aid Deal,” Memorandum for
the Director, 1 September 1959, NACP, CREST, ESDN: CIA-RDP79R00904A0005 00010038-7; See
also ‘Khrushchev Offers Aid, Friendship to Ethiopia,” Africa Special Report, no. 4 (1959).

174 R. Stephens, ‘Statements of Hans Heymann, Jr. on Soviet Penetration Techniques and Petroleum
Polices,” 3 Mart 1960, NACP, RG59, Central Decimal File (CDF) 1960-63, b. 1365, f. 661.73/7-560.
See also J. Satterthwaite and R. Terrill, ‘US and Western Action to Counter Bloc Penetration of
Ethiopia,” 29 February 1960, NACP, RG59, CDF 1960-63, b. 1365, f. 661.73/7-560.

175 CIA Office of Research and Reports, ‘Brief on Ethiopia,” September 1960, NACP, CREST, ESDN:
CIA-RDP63-00314R000200160030-21.

176 TASS, 28 March 1960, ‘Krepnet sovetsko-éfiopskoe sotrudnichestvo,” GARF, f. 4459, op. 27, d.
21459, 1. 67.
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assistance.'”’ A telling example of superpower competitive bidding for Ethiopia’s
disposition was the construction of an oil refinery, planned initially during Haile
Selassie’s Moscow visit in 1959. According to local US embassy accounts this formed
part of efforts to thwart Soviet efforts to penetrate the vital petroleum refinery and

178

distribution fields in the country. " Bloc diplomats reported that the Americans had made

an offer Addis Ababa to build a refinery of a much lesser capacity in exchange for land

179

for another military base.”” This reinvigorated Kremlin’s resolve to complete the deal,

and on 25 March 1960 an agreement was signed for the construction of a refinery in
Assab.'®

Both Moscow and Washington sought to improve their standing in Ethiopia,
whose industrial backwardness justified their battle for influence through economic
competition. Political developments at the end of 1960 prompted Moscow to reassess its

tactics in Ethiopia.

I. 5. The December Coup

In December 1960, an abortive coup against Haile Selassie engendered a shift in Soviet
operational conduct. While it was unclear whether an external force stood behind the
coup, Soviet representatives in Addis Ababa reported the Emperor’s vulnerability and the
formation of a group of young intellectuals highly critical to the regime. These
developments prompted Moscow to re-evaluate the prospects for enhancing the tactical

approach of providing assistance projects in conjunction with carefully executed

177 Addis Ababa to DSIP, 24 March 1961, DAMSP-RS, f. PA - Etiopija 1961, fasc. 24, sig. 49321, s. 1.

178 J. Sattetthwaite, ‘Proposal Intended to Block Soviet Construction of Petroleum Refinery in Ethiopia,’
26 February 1960, NACP, RG59, Lot Files (LF), b. 2, Bureau of African Affairs (AF), f. 4a US vs
USSR-POL (SAFE) 60-1.
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propaganda activities. The latter, in the Western analysis, were thought of as being
directed at securing a more favourable position for exploiting a potential revolution

against the Emperor’s feudal regime.

I. 5.1 Influences and reactions

Favourable conditions for the spread of public discontent with the Imperial regime’s
policies began to gather momentum in Ethiopia’s socio-political life towards the end of
the 1950s. An increasing number of students attended educational institutions in Ethiopia
or returned from abroad, especially from the United States. In Addis Ababa, a younger
generation of ‘semi-intellectuals’ became increasingly dismayed with Haile Selassie’s
corrupted regime.'®! This tense situation prompted some officers in the Emperor’s inner
circles to attempt to overthrow him. The objective was to remove the ruling regime which
was blamed for the economic stagnation of the country.'®

On 13 December 1960, while Haile Selassie was on a visit to Brazil, the
Commander-in-chief of the Imperial Bodyguard, Brigadier General Mengistu Neway, took
control of the imperial palace, detaining the Crown Prince, Asfa-Wossen.'® Mengistu was
aided by his younger brother, Germame, a Western-educated governor of Jijiga. The
Neway brothers were joined by the Chief of Security, the Deputy Minister of the Navy, and
a few educated radicals, who were supported by most of the Imperial Bodyguard. On 14

December, the rebels secured control of most of Addis Ababa and drafted a proclamation,

'81 J. Killick, ‘On the possibilities of the development of Communism in Ethiopia,” 9 September 1955,
TNA, FO 1110/760, fo. 1.

182 “pokus o revoluci v Addis Abeb&,” A[rchiv] B[ezpe&nostnich] S[lozek], flond] I. Spriva SNB,
sv[azek] 10595, s[trana] 113.

'8 This short overview of the December 1960 coup is based on C. Clapham, ‘The Ethiopian Coup d’Etat
of December 1960,” The Journal of Modern Afirican Studies 6, no. 4 (1968): 495-6, R. Greenfield,
Ethiopia: a new political history (London: Pall Mall Press, 1965): 337-452. For a detailed Soviet
account on the events, see Sinitsyn, Missiva v Efiopii, 127-40; the American perspective and role are
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broadcast by Asfa-Wossen, who allegedly acted under duress. The proclamation attacked
Ethiopia's economic backwardness, announced the formation of a new government, headed
by Asfa-Wossen, and sought the support of university students.

Later that day, the Soviet ambassador was invited to the Foreign Ministry. The
Deputy Foreign Minister, Petros, made it clear that the new leadership wanted to cooperate
with the Soviet Union and sought Moscow’s recognition of the emerging government.
Moscow lacked any intelligence as to who was behind the coup. The new leadership’s
public statements, as well as the information received from other embassies, showed that
the Americans, while closely linked to the imperial regime, were not implicated, as
originally thought by Socialist Bloc representatives.'™ Initially, Western diplomats blamed
Moscow, although, as it transpired later, even for the Soviets these events were just as
surprising as they were for the Western powers. Despite the lack of information about the
forces behind the coup, the Soviet Embassy informed Moscow that the coup was likely to
have been organised domestically. As the prospects for the new regime remained unclear,
the local Soviet representatives proposed that the Kremlin refrain from recognising the new
government. 183

Helped by the Americans, the Emperor returned to Addis Ababa on 17 December,
and defeated the rebels. However, the closing weeks of 1960 showed that the Ethiopian
leader remained vulnerable to social discontent. This prompted many contemporary

observers to scrutinise not only the Soviet Union’s involvement in the Horn, but also its

intentions and long-term plans. As it saw considerable revolutionary potential developing

'8 According to Czechoslovak inteligence, the Americans did not approve of the Emperor’s policies,
which pursued positive neutrality and cooperation with African countries as they did not fit the US
plans of turning Africa into part of their sphere of influence. From the outset, the Czechoslovaks
believed that the forces that led to the December uprising were of pro-American character. One of the
arrested participants in the revolt, the appointed Foreign Minister Petros, was known to have had a pro-
American orientation. See ‘Kdo stal za pu¢em v Etiopii,” ABS, f. I. Sprava SNB, sv. 10595, ss. 82-4.
See also Sinitsyn, Missiya, 129-30; For a similar outline see A. Aleksiev, ‘Otnosno prevrata protiv
Haile Selasie izviirshena (sic) na 14 Dekemvri 1960,” 14 December 1960, DAMVnR-RB, f. Ya[ven],
op[is] 16, d[elo] 19, por[eden] 340, s[tranitsa] 5, I[ist] 5.

183 Sinitsyn, Missiya, 130-1.
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in the country in the early 1960s, Moscow stepped up its propaganda activities in Addis

Ababa.

I. 5.2 Soviet propaganda following the coup

While the attempted coup surprised the Soviets as much as everyone else, during the first
half of 1961 Moscow’s objective seems to have shifted from an attempt to embark on a
series of ‘assistance’ projects to that of positioning itself to exploit the next revolution, by
means of enhanced propaganda.'®® Moscow faced an arduous task of tactful engagement.
The Emperor became increasingly wary of admitting large numbers of Soviet specialists,
and this created obstacles to the utilisation of the Soviet credit line. The Kremlin and bloc
representatives, in return, had to demonstrate flexibility and willingness to exert soft
power.

Consequently, the Soviet Union’s contacts with Ethiopia, especially in terms of
the 400-million Rouble loan did not yield the desired results. Up until the early 1960s, the
loan remained almost unused, except for the construction of the refinery.'®” However, in
the course of 1961, the Soviets increased their activity in the cultural and propaganda
fields, concluding an agreement on cultural cooperation.'®® The Soviets also begun
publishing a daily information bulletin and continued to court leading press journalists.
Personnel of Soviet Bloc embassies appeared to their American colleagues to be
successful in developing contacts with young Ethiopians and university students.

Although it was difficult to assess the effectiveness of such soft power moves, it

1% <Sino-Soviet Bloc Politico-Economic Relations with Ethiopia, December 20, 1960 to May 10, 1961, 11
May 1961, NACP, RG84, Addis Ababa CGR 1959-1961, b. 16, 510.1 TRADE W/SOVIET BLOC —
570.3 RELIGION 1961, f. 510.1 - TRADE W/SOVIET BLOC 1960 (C); see also Repi¢, 25 July 1962,
DAMSP-RS, f. PA - Etiopija 1962, fasc. 26, sig. 425402, s. 27.

%7 Cf. Repic, ‘Izvestaj o spoljno-politickoj aktivnosti Etiopije,” DAMSP-RS, s. 26.

188 TASS, 8 December 1959, ‘V Efiopii vozrastaet interes k sovetskomu soyuzu,” GARF, f. 4459, op. 27,
d. 20486, 1. 228.

62



gradually became clear that Bloc propaganda was having some effect upon Ethiopia’s
youth. For example, a secondary school student who went to the United States for the
Herald Tribune Forum startled the staff at the American Embassy, when, upon his return
to Ethiopia, he gave a talk at the US Information Service’s mission in which he
maintained that in America he encountered only limited freedom of speech.'®’

Domestic and regional developments increased the Emperor’s concern about the
possibility of ‘large numbers of Soviet technicians’ entering Ethiopia to engage in

subversive and anti-regime activity.'”’

Iskander Desta, the Emperor’s grandson and
Deputy Commander of the Navy, confirmed Haile Selassie’s concerns by drawing
attention to the increased tempo of Soviet penetration into all aspects of Ethiopian life.
Desta attributed the Soviet Union’s increased interest in Ethiopia, not only to Haile
Selassie’s visit to Moscow in 1959, but also to the fact that it represented a part of an
international plan of achieving ‘penetration in many countries.”””' In June 1962, as
Moscow began to cultivate relations with Mogadishu, American diplomats in Ethiopia
noted that the Soviet Embassy’s information programme in Addis Ababa has shifted its
emphasis again. The US Embassy believed that Moscow’s envoys were under
instructions to ‘tread more gently in Ethiopia,’. This indicated a swift adjustment of the
erstwhile tough programme towards a more guarded ‘watch-and-wait policy.”'** A Bloc

intelligence report suggested that such a cautious policy was aimed at exploiting the

differences within the Ethiopian government regarding such issues as the establishment

189 <Qino-Soviet Bloc,” NACP.
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of a US military base in Ethiopia and the government’s subjugation to American
interests.'”?

Last, but not least, the coup, staged by the Neway brothers, had long-lasting
consequences for the Palace. In September 1961, Muslims in western Eritrea clashed with
the newly formed Eritrean Liberation Front (ELF). Soon after, across the Red Sea a radical
revolution in Yemen gathered pace and Nasser provided an Egyptian force to support it.'”*
As a result, Haile Selassie, began spending more time and effort on the African scene and
played a crucial role in making Addis Ababa ‘the capital of Africa’ by hosting the
headquarters of the Organisation of African Unity,'”” established in 1963. Other African

leaders, eventually, looked up to him as the continent’s elder statesman and a man of global

prestige, symbolising the struggle against colonialism.'”°

I. 6. Somalia in search of a patron

On 1 July 1960, Somalia was granted independence. This date marked the end of an era
of relative tranquillity and triggered a protracted period of tension. The birth of an
independent Somalia through the unification of the former British Somaliland
Protectorate and the Italian Trust territory left a considerable number of Somalis in the
adjoining French Somaliland, Ethiopia, and Kenya.'”® Consequently, the new state’s
leadership turned to East and West for economic and political support. In turn, both

superpowers had their own reasons for showing their willingness to engage cautiously in

193 “Hodnoceni zprav z Addis Abeby za II. &tvrtleti 1962, 4 July 1962, ABS, f. 1. Sprava SNB, sv.
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Affairs and Trade and Industry; see ‘Nazory nékterych kruht na budouci [sic] vztahti mezi Etiopii a
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the country. While attempting to cement its position in Addis Ababa, Moscow had to take
a cautious approach in Mogadishu, considering the unresolved territorial issues between
the neighbouring states. Additionally, Soviet actions were directed against the West, as
well as China, as the latter had allegedly turned Somalia into one of its African bases.
Moscow and its allies’ activities, while initially marked by enthusiasm, culminating with
the signing of economic and military agreements, soon evolved into a careful balancing

between the two Horn states.

I. 6.1 The superpowers’ ‘fight” for Somalia

As soon as Somalia was granted independence, Moscow and Washington with their
respective partners attempted to engage in Mogadishu by trying to respond favourably to
various Somali needs for development. By underscoring Somalia’s potentially strategic
location on the shores of the Indian Ocean, the superpowers entered into a contest for
establishing their respective positions of influence in the newly formed African state.
Czechoslovak observers claimed that the White House’s intention to enter the Somali
political realm was rather far-fetched. The US was thought to be interested in turning
Somalia into a control base for the penetration of Central Africa, where Washington
aimed to replace the English and Portuguese colonisers.”” Owing to its 18-strong
diplomatic mission, Washington’s representation in Mogadishu was indeed a significant
establishment. In addition, almost half the amount paid to Somalia, according to Bloc

sources, was earmarked for the construction of a port in Chisimaio and the modification

199 “Mimot4dna politicka zprava &. 4 o pronikani USA do Somalska,” 23 April 1962, AMZV, kr. Zpravy
ZU, Mogadiso [sic] 1961-69, 1975, sv. Mogadisu 1962, ¢[islo] 097/63, s. 1.
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of the harbour in Mogadishu.*”® As a result, Moscow and its allies launched joint efforts
to counter Washington’s offensive approach.

As Czechoslovak diplomats were greeted with ‘enormous interest’ during their
tours outside Mogadishu, the spread of promotional activities beyond the capital seemed
a fertile ground for increasing the influence of the socialist states in the country. The
creation of the Somali state presented Soviet diplomacy with fresh opportunities.
Moscow and its Bloc partners found it appropriate to increase diplomatic and political
support in the event that Mogadishu decided to promote a ‘sharper anti-imperialist

course,” and seek support for its policies from the East.””!

Nonetheless, the spread of
Somali territorial claims on neighbouring states presented the Soviet leadership with
several problems. Like most newly independent countries, Somalia faced the problem of
forming and training a professional army. Following the ‘very warm reception’ accorded
to its delegation at the independence celebrations in Mogadishu, Moscow assured
Mogadishu of its full support in overcoming the ‘colonial legacy,” Czechoslovakia,

202

presumably with Soviet backing, offered arms to Somalia.”” Mogadishu turned down the

offer but “did not discourage Soviet friendship,”*"

while hoping to obtain assistance from
the West. The Kennedy Administration rejected a Somali request for US$9m in military
aid in January 1961. Washington, sensing mounting frustration in Mogadishu, offered to

supply modest amounts of defensive military equipment. Moreover, Bonn and Rome

proposed joining the aid effort, as well. In sum, the Western programme accounted for an

> Ibid., 4.

> Ibid., 6-7.

292 For early post-independence Somali-Bloc relations see Ottaway, Soviet and American Influence, 28
and S. Touval, Somali Nationalism (Cambridge: HUP, 1963), 175.

23y, Puzyrev, Torgovyi flot SSSR v lokal 'nykh voinakh i konfliktakh (Moskva, 2009), 28.
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army of up to 6,000 men, plus engineering equipment to be used for internal
development.*®*

The Somalis were not satisfied with the offered assistance package. Western
prestige was in decline and Somali nationalist elements began to point at the vast
quantitative differences between the Western and Bloc’s military aid plans.205 The West’s
reluctance to meet excessive Somali demands allowed Mogadishu to play ‘the Soviet
card.” To Moscow, this represented a chance to enter Somali politics at the West’s
expense. However, as it turned out, Mogadishu rejected attachment to any of the camps,
firmly stressing its non-aligned status. Within the first couple of years of Somali
independence, Moscow was to become acquainted with Somali’s defiant foreign policy,

dominated by the quest to unify all territories inhabited by Somali people.

I. 6.2 The Kremlin’s early attempts to establish presence in Somalia

The Soviet’s entry into Somalia was motivated by a mix of local opportunities, regional
objectives, and last, but not least, superpower rivalry. Somalia provided the Soviet
leadership with an option to influence a newly emerging state, adjacent to the vital
Middle East. This would have counted as a significant victory for the Kremlin in the
global power game with the White House. On 11 September 1960, the Soviet Union
established diplomatic relations with Somalia at ambassadorial level, and sought to
engage proactively by proposing large economic investments. The Kremlin’s
appointment of Boris Fomin as ambassador to Somalia was perceived by Western

observers as an attempt to facilitate the acceptance of Soviet-led ‘broad and disinterested

204 M. Frankel, ‘Somalia Accepts Soviet Arms Deal,” The New York Times, 11 November 1963, 1; cf. H.
Torbert, 31 August 1988, ADST Online, [Accessed on 11 April 2009].

25 “Intelligence Note: Somali Republic May Seek Bloc Military Aid,” 8 September 1961, LoC, The
J[ohn] F. K[ennedy] - N[ational] S[ecurity] F[iles], 1961-3, Africa, First Supplement, Ref[erence], b.
158, r[eel] 14.
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assistance’ for the industrialisation of the country, ensuring its ‘full economic
independence from the West.”*%

In pursuing the latter objective a Soviet good-will delegation, headed by the
Minister without portfolio Mikhail Lesechko, visited Somalia in April 1961. From the
onset, it was clear that Moscow was dealing with a potentially difficult partner. The
negotiations were hard and demonstrated that, within the Somali government, there was
no agreement regarding its international orientation. At the start of the talks, the Somalis
asked for a £100m long-term loan. The Soviet guests saw the request as a provocation
and refused to respond to it. In order to keep discussions open, the Soviet emissaries
invited the Somali Prime-Minister, Dr Abdirashid Ali Shermarke, to Moscow to discuss
further the possibility of receiving Soviet financial assistance.””’ Within a month, in May,
Shermarke arrived in the Soviet Union. The Somali leader reportedly claimed that his
country was taking the socialist path of development, and stated that the African
continent was, in general, supporting the Soviet Union.”” On 2 June 1961 both sides
signed an agreement on economic and technical assistance, totalling more than US$50m.
The aid package was one of the largest relative to population that the Kremlin had given
to any country.”” Consequently, a team of 27 experts from different ministerial
departments were sent to Somalia to study the possibility of constructing various

industrial facilities, including a deep-sea port.*'

26 TASS, 8 December 1960, ‘Ital’yanskoe agenstvo o naznachenii posla SSSR v Somali,” GARF, f.
4459, op. 27, d. 21090, 1. 63.

27 <Sovétska mise dobré ville v Somélsku,” 10 April 1961, AMZV, f. TO-O 1960-64, kr. Somalsko 1, sv.
239/111,s. 1.

2% See second conversation between Khrushchev and Kennedy in Vienna, R[ossiiskii] G[osudarstvenyi]
A[rkhiv] NJoveishei] I[storii], flond] 52, o[pis] 1, d[elo] 468, 11[ist]. 15-16, Podlinnik, in A. Frunzenko,
Arkhivy Kremlya: Prezidium TsK KPSS: 1954-1964, Tom 3 (Moskva: Rosspen, 2008), 189; Shermarke
later rejected to have said this; see Reference note on Somalia, 5 June 1961, DAMVnR-RB, f.
Ploveritelen], op. 17, pr[episka] 78, por. 1200, s. 2, 1. 2; Memo, Aleksiev to Lukanov, 2 July 1961,
DAMVnR-RB, f. P., op. 17, pr. 78, por. 1202, ss. 2-3, 1l. 2-3; see also Shermarke’s speech in Pravda,
25 May 1961, 1.

299 H. Schwartz, ‘Somalia Will Get Strong Soviet Aid,” New York Times, 18 June 1961, p. 34.

219 puzyrev, Torgovyi, 28.
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As a result, Moscow’s politico-economic offensive in Somalia began to gather
momentum and signs of Soviet presence became more visible. On 27 March 1962,
Somalia signed additional agreements on the establishment of two 250-bed hospitals and
a secondary school for 300 students. These were supplemented by high-impact projects,
such as the construction of a printing plant in Mogadishu, and the installation of a 50kw

21 The Somali Education Minister,

radio station, and a civil aviation agreement.
Muhammad Ibrahim Egal, observed that the Russians were intent on seizing the initiative
in Somalia, while America, Britain, and Italy were ‘endlessly discussing how to channel

their assistance.’>'?

The Soviet willingness to commit to high-impact projects in key
areas, such as the radio station in Mogadishu and the deep-sea port at Berbera, left the
American Embassy particularly concerned.”’® At the same time, the US intelligence
began to warn of the danger of the Soviet Bloc’s use of civil aviation assistance as an
instrument of wider economic and political penetration in Africa.”'*

In early August 1962, when it became apparent that Somalia was about to accept
Soviet aid for the establishment of its national commercial airline, Washington offered
Mogadishu three DC-3 airliners, as well as training assistance on the condition that Somalia

rejected the Soviet offer.*"

A day after being informed of the US caveat, Shermarke
rejected the American proposal on the basis that Mogadishu refuses to be blackmailed. A
month later, Shermarke signed an agreement with Moscow for the construction of the port
of Berbera, thus neutralising the principal American development project in Chisimaio.”'®

Like with Ethiopia, the Kremlin’s assistance package to Somalia was based primarily on

! Cable, Mogadishu to Secretary of State, no. 460, 2 April 1963, LoC, JFK-NSF, 1961-3, Ref. b. 158, r. 15.

712 TASS, 17 September 1961, ‘Beseda special’nogo korrespondenta ‘Sunday Telegraph’s ministrom
prosveshcheniya Somaliiskoi respubliki,” GARF, f. 4459, op. 43, d. 397, 11. 137-8.

13 Lynch, Despatch no. 378, 30 March 1962, NACP, RG59, CDF 1960-63, b. 1365, f. 661.73/7-560.

214 Hilsman to Rusk, 9 May 1962, F[oreign] R[elations] of the U[nited] S[tates], 1961-1963, Africa, 314-
5, cited by Lefebvre, ‘The United States, Ethiopia and the 1963 Somali-Soviet arms deal,” 627.

215 Cable, Department of State to Mogadishu, 11 August 1962, FRUS, Africa, 440-1, see Lefebvre, ‘The
United States,” 627.

218 efebvre, Op. cit., 627.
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highly visible impact projects with great propaganda effect. Importantly, Beijing’s interest
in Somalia further hardened Moscow’s resolve to conclude the Mogadishu arms deal. This
presented a major tactical risk in the immediate Horn, as it jeopardised already tenuous

relations between Moscow and Addis Ababa.

I. 6.3 China’s approach to Mogadishu

The somewhat difficult start of Soviet-Somali dialogue was further complicated by

217

China’s attempt to diminish Soviet influence in the country.” " This was apparently part

of what Moscow regarded as ‘CCP leaders’ ‘obsession with great-power and hegemonic

- 218
aspirations.’

In Moscow’s eyes, China’s activities in the Third World were aimed at
sowing discord within the international socialist movement by undermining the unity of
the socialist bloc.?'” The Sino-Soviet split provoked the Kremlin’s strong reaction to any
inroads being made by Beijing within the newly independent states as they were seen as
benefitting the ‘neo-colonialist West” at the expense of the peoples in need.**°

Beijing’s relations with Africa went back to the 1955 Bandung Conference where
Zhou Enlai pledged Beijing’s support for the Afro-Asian struggle for independence in
adherence to the principles of peaceful co-existence.””’ The autumn of 1959 saw a
growing divergence between Moscow and Beijing’s foreign policies approaches, which
had an immediate effect on attitudes and plans towards Africa. As late as July 1960,

when Soviet analysts were already discussing the “unreliability’ of the African ‘national

bourgeoisie’ and the need for independent working-class action, the Chinese line

217 Cf. Memo, SSSR — Afrika, 5 February 1964, A[rhjiv] J[ugoslavije], A[rhiv] C[entralnog] K[omiteta]
S[aveza] K[omunista] J[ugoslavije], ffond] 507, IX, 119/111-42, s. 4.

;z Boris Ponomarev at the 1963 December Plenum of CPSU CC, NSA, READD, b(ox) 10, p. 37.

Ibid.

220 Speech by Boris Ponomarev, leader of Soviet Delegation at the July 1963 meeting between the CPSU
and CCP, 13 July 1963, NSA, READD, b. 10, p. 202.

22! Bih-jaw Lin, ‘Communist China’s Foreign Policy in Africa: A Historical Review,” Issues and Studies
18, no. 2 (1982): 31.
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continued to favour the view that bourgeois and intellectual groups had a conflict of
interest with imperialism.222 The independence of the Somali Republic prompted Beijing
to claim that ‘[t]he birth of this new African state will inevitably influence the further
development of the national independence movement in British East and Central
Africa.”*®

Prior to the Sino-Soviet split, it appeared that Moscow and Beijing had divided
Africa into spheres of influence, with Chinese activity focussed on Guinea and Mali.
Soviet interest in Ethiopia suggested that perhaps Beijing was applying its main efforts to
West Africa, while Moscow was concentrating on the East. As soon as the Sino-Soviet
split became apparent in 1960, the Chinese launched a diplomatic offensive in the Horn.
Beijing chose one of its top Arabic experts, Zhang Yueh, to be the first Ambassador to

Somalia in June 1961.2%*

In 1963, according to a senior Somali official, the PRC’s
embassy boasted no fewer than 230 officially registered embassy staff, far more than
could be justified by the modest Chinese aid programme carried out in Somalia. The
Somali government thus suspected then that the Mogadishu embassy was, in effect,
China’s African headquarters, before that position was taken by the embassy in Dar es
Salaam.””

In the early 1960s, the Soviets learned that the PRC was intent on furthering its
influence in East Africa by setting up a Communist party in Mogadishu, based on the
Chinese model. According to Czechoslovak intelligence, in early February 1962, a high-

ranking Somali official visited China. Prior to returning to Mogadishu, he visited

Moscow where he informed his Soviet hosts that in Beijing he was urged to establish a

22 Lowenthal, ‘China,” 168; 191.

223 H. Jacobson, ‘The Development and Characteristics of Chinese Communist Policy Towards Africa,” 21
June 1961, NACP, RG84, Addis Ababa CGR 1959-1961, b. 14, f. 350.21 — COMMUNISM (C) 1961.

24 1. Cooley, East Wind over Africa (New York: Walker and Co., 1965), 25.

225 A Hutchinson, China’s African Revolution’, (London: Hutchinson and Co., 1975), 92.
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Somali communist party which he refused.””® Apparently, the Somali leader was
unwilling to risk the creation of a communist party without a solid base; this did nothing
to weaken Beijing’s desire to persuade its guest to create a vanguard party.

Although for the first three years of its existence the Somali Republic lived
largely from Italian, British, and some Soviet and American economic assistance,
Shermarke accepted an invitation to visit Beijing in August 1963. The Chinese granted
Somalia a US$20m long-term credit and a US$3m in budgetary support, and offered to
build a farm near Chisimaio. The Russians responded by backing two farms for
cultivating oil seeds and cotton. Later, the Russians sent more aid for another farm at
Hargeisa, complete with buildings, machinery, and a school.”?” Therefore, the recognition
of Somalia’s economic underdevelopment formed the main instrument for Moscow, as
well as for Beijing, in establishing a presence in Mogadishu by engaging in competitive

economic assistance.

I. 6.4 The Signing of the Somali-Soviet military agreement

However, far more perilous for peace in the Horn was the Sino-Soviet competition for the
provision of military assistance to the Somali armed forces that developed in parallel.
Arguably, Shermarke shrewdly played the Chinese card to win concessions from the
Soviets. As Mogadishu’s expansionist ambitions became more evident, and as the West
seemed less inclined to offer substantial levels of support, the Somali Prime-Minister
announced his intention of seeking Chinese aid.**® In diplomatic circles there was
speculation that the subsequent urgency in the Kremlin’s resolve to conclude an arms

agreement with Mogadishu was a response to the PRC’s attempts at establishing strong

226 “Vytézeni spolupracovnika ‘éedy’ k situaci v Somalsku,” 7 February 1962, ABS, 1. Sprava SNB, sv.
80744, ss. 47-9.

227 Cooley, East Wind, 30-2.

228 Hutchinson, China'’s, 89.
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22 In Moscow, Shermarke was welcomed with open

relations with the African country.
arms by the entire Soviet leadership, and initially Khrushchev was less cautious in using
weapons as a political instrument.*° As details of the arms deal leaked out, the West made
a counter offer. Three western ambassadors — from West Germany, Italy, and the US -
asked to see Shermarke only to find out that ‘Somalia no longer seeks arms from the
West.”>! The Somali government confirmed in October 1963 that a decision in principle
had been made to accept Russian arms offer. Within three weeks, 150 Somalis left for
training in the USSR and the US embassy received reports that the Soviet military aid
would include MiG-17’s, tanks, vehicles, and naval patrol vessels, all to be delivered in less
than a year.”?

While it seems plausible that the Kremlin’s eagerness to provide Somalia with
substantial quantities of armaments might have been supported by the military, the Foreign
Ministry called for a more cautious approach. This suggests for a possible schism in
Moscow as to the degrees of caution regarding relations with Mogadishu. In the Somali
case, the Soviet MFA was concerned about the African country’s manifestation of
unresolved territorial claims towards its neighbours.”>® Khrushchev’s behaviour, on the
other hand, was characteristically inconsistent. Torn between the desire to remain faithful
to the ‘testament of the Bolshevik revolution’ and to create a safer international

environment for the USSR in the nuclear age,”* Khrushchev’s initial enthusiasm regarding

the newly established African state came to be replaced by a sober assessment of the

29 ¢, Legum, ‘Russians warned on Somalia,” The Observer, 17 November 1963, 2; See also Scrivener to
Russell, 16 December 1963, TNA, FO 371/172950, VK 103101/43.

9 According to Ali Sheikh Mohamed, a member of Shermarke’s delegation, Khrushchev gave the Somali
Prime Minister a blank piece asking him to write whatever kind of arms he required; see Hussein Ali
Dualeh, Search for a New Somali Identity (Nairobi: H A Dualeh), 91-2.

1 Jama Mohamed Ghalib, The Cost of Dictatorship (New York: Lilian Barber Press, 1995), 53.

32 Cable, Mogadishu to Secretary of State no. 299, 14 October 1963, NACP, RG59, CFPF 1963, b.
4042, f. POL 7 SOMALL
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volatility of potentially dangerous military supplies in unstable local setting. In the
Politburo, the Soviet leader requested that Moscow should slow down and reconsider its
position vis-a-vis Somalia, as he was by no means willing to pit African peoples one
against another with Soviet arms. Additionally, he pleaded for a flexible approach, to avoid
alienating Mogadishu.”>> On the ground this approach was displayed by the continuation of

military assistance at a very slow and careful pace.”*

For that reason, while maintaining
their stake in Somalia, the Soviets managed to sustain their modest presence in Ethiopia,

thanks to the Kremlin’s economic assistance and Addis Ababa’s nonaligned stance.

I. 7. Conclusion

From the very beginning, the Soviet Bloc’s involvement in Africa came under pressure
from the processes within the individual states, as well as from Western efforts to gain
influence on the continent. This required the Kremlin to develop a flexible line,
acknowledging the growing significance of the Third World in international relations. In
the process of adapting to emerging conditions in Africa, Moscow had to eliminate
‘accumulated reserve and a distrust’ towards it.>’ However, during 1962 Soviet policy in
Africa experienced a deep crisis. This was the result of one-sidedness and narrow-
mindedness, as well as misunderstanding and an underestimation of the specificity of
individual African states, errors that produced the failure of Soviet actions in the Congo
and Western Africa. As a result, following the exuberant policies of the late-1950s,
Moscow developed a new gradualist approach, attempting to engage in low-key

propaganda activities, relying on a long-term, realistic political line. Soviet attitudes

233 protocol no. 305, Zasedanie Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 23 December 1963, P 176/VIL, d. 3, d. 208, 1. 5, in
A. Fursenko, Prezidium TsK KPSS 1954-1964, T 1 (Moskva: Rosspen, 2004), 802.

236 Memo, Broadley to Norton, 12 May 1964, TNA, FO 371/178681, folder VK 1213/1.
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74



during the early 1960s reflected Moscow’s efforts to assess the importance and the role of
the non-aligned states in the world affairs.”*®

In Ethiopia, following the 1963 Soviet-Somali deal, the Kremlin had to deal with
a set of internal constraints. The Emperor and US representatives were well aware of the
magnitude of the inroads made by the Kremlin in North-East Africa. As the Ethiopian
mass media had been persistently portraying Somalia as Ethiopia’s arch-enemy, the
Somali-Soviet arms supply agreement was used by Haile Selassie against Moscow.”*’
Khrushchev was well aware that the provision of arms to the Somali government would
upset Ethiopia. Consequently, the Soviet leadership found itself in a rather delicate
position. While the Russians sympathised with the Somali leadership, they traditionally
had warm relations with Ethiopia. As the Soviet leader did not want to see the two
neighbours clashing, he felt compelled to display diplomatic flexibility.*** After a period
of tactical adjustment, the Soviet Union’s activities in Ethiopia, characterised by
relatively quiet propaganda activities, were designed to create a favourable image, rather
than to incite rebellion. In the West’s analysis, the Kremlin aimed to remain on
favourable terms with the Imperial regime, while hoping that if the latter failed, it would
be in a strong position to influence the events in the county. The Soviet presence,
therefore was ultimately aimed at countering Western influence, without giving any
indication of militancy or direct confrontation.**!
There were two additional factors that contributed to Moscow’s political

manoeuvring in both Horn countries during that period. First, Moscow was reluctant to

cause serious deterioration of its relations with the US by strengthening Soviet-Ethiopian

28 1bid., 4-6.

39 “Nazory nékterych kruhu na budouci,” ABS, 292-3.

20 N. Khrushchev, Memoirs of Nikita Khrushchev, Volume 3 (University Park: The Pennsylvania
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ties while the West maintained its dominant position of influence over the Imperial
regime. Second, the national liberation movement supported by the Soviets in Somalia
was not of the usual anti-colonialist, anti-Western orientation, but had an anti-Ethiopian
inclination. This complex situation prompted Moscow to call for a flexible combination
of the two major approaches in Soviet foreign policy — the ‘Narkomindel’ and the
‘Comintern’ line — in order to maintain close relations with both Ethiopia and its
beleaguered neighbour.***

Lastly, it would be wrong to consider Khrushchev’s approach in this difficult

local setting as naive or immature.**’

Rather, he showed a considerable degree of
flexibility in navigating through various interests within the Soviet political leadership,
ranging from the Military through the International Department of the Central Committee
to the Foreign Ministry. Ultimately, in the Horn by the end of 1963 Khrushchev’s policy

called for moderation, the manifestation of which was his attempt at mediation during the

Ethiopian-Somali clashes in 1964.

242 Sinitsyn, Missiya, 20-1.
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Chapter Two

Hedging Bets in Addis and Mogadishu:
February 1964 — October 1969

II. 1. Introduction

With the signing of the arms deal with Mogadishu, Moscow entered a qualitatively new
period in its involvement in the Horn. Until the end of 1960s, when the military took over
control in Somalia, the Kremlin operated in a rather unstable local environment. While
the Soviet and Bloc diplomats were attempting to overcome the Imperial Regime’s
inhibition towards them, in Somalia, Moscow had to slow down the military deliveries,
agreed in 1963, owing to Mogadishu’s dire economic situation. Engaging with both
countries, which had unresolved territorial issues between them, the Kremlin realised that
it needed a tactful approach in pursuing the objective of maintaining a presence without
making excessive efforts in both states.

In Ethiopia Soviet Union and its allies were constantly under suspicion from the
Imperial Regime. The radicalisation of students, as well as the growing work force, and
the Eritrean movement were perceived by Addis Ababa as factors creating fertile ground
for communist penetration. Similarly, Washington aimed to weaken any attempts at
growing Soviet influence in Ethiopia. While the Soviet diplomats were closely watched,
Moscow enlisted the support of its European allies in the economic field. This was
designed to provide cover and facilitate the Bloc’s information gathering around posts of
vital importance to Washington, especially in Asmara, where the Pentagon had developed

a major communication station.
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In Somalia, the situation was rather different. Unlike Haile Selassie, who mostly
favoured the Americans, and occasionally used the Russians to exert pressure on
Washington, Mogadishu attempted to play both superpowers equally. Accordingly, the
Kremlin learnt how difficult it was to deal with the Somalis, who were taking their
neutralist stance quite seriously. In return, Moscow devised a plan to keep Mogadishu on
a short leash by delaying the delivery of armed material, spare parts, and petroleum
lubricants, needed for the operation of the Soviet-built machinery. In so doing, the
Kremlin hoped it could put a brake on Mogadishu’s aggressive plans towards its
neighbours. This approach apparently achieved partial success, as an internal Somali
political crisis led to a short period of Ethiopian-Somali rapprochement. The Soviet
Union’s attempts to assist the local parties in containing their conflict came to an end
with the renewal of border skirmishes. This led to a new bout of hostility between the two
African states. This further intensified the political crisis in Mogadishu, which
culminated in a bloodless coup d’état that brought the military to the political forefront.
This local development, once again, changed the Soviet perception not only towards
Somalia, but also to the whole region, where Moscow’s patience seemed to yield positive

results.

II. 2. Somali-Ethiopian border clashes in 1964

Moscow’s enthusiastic approach towards Somalia, exemplified by the signing of the
1963 arms deal, was replaced by a more cautious approach, engendered by the presence
of Ethiopian-Somali border issues. Soon after concluding the agreement, hostilities
between the two neighbours erupted. In effect, the announcement of the Soviet-Somali
deal altered the perceived local balance of forces. It had prompted the Addis Ababa pre-

emptively to deploy military forces before Mogadishu had a chance to build up their

78



military capacity. An Ethiopian army division was despatched to strategic points along
the 1,600 km border, and, in mid-January 1964, a strike was launched on Somali
territory. In return, Mogadishu sent out troops and declared a state of emergency. In a
demonstration of its commitment, Ethiopia made a decisive use of its air combat units by
launching bombing raids against Somali towns, including the main northern city of
Hargeisa. In the meantime, extensive diplomatic initiatives by the embittered parties
accompanied the military actions on the ground. The OAU held emergency sessions and
initiated mediation efforts; in addition, the US expressed disagreement with Somalia's
territorial ambitions. Similarly, the Somali challenge to the colonial borders found no
support amongst other African states, including Egypt.

In spite of the slogan, popular in Mogadishu, ‘with one hand we fight, with the
other we vote,” the Somali general elections of March 1964 showed that the government
could not sustain its engagement in the confrontation for much longer. The outgoing
government of Abdirashid Ali Shermarke launched negotiations with Addis Ababa, and a
truce was agreed on 6 March. At the end of the month, the foreign ministers of the two
countries met and signed an accord in Khartoum, mapping out the withdrawal of their
military units from the border, agreeing to halt the hostile propaganda and give

.. . . 244
negotiations for a lasting peace a new lease of live.

I1. 2.1 Soviet Attitudes towards the Somali-Ethiopian border clashes

Moscow watched warily as the hostilities between the neighbours became dangerously
close to erupting into a local war. Instead of increasing military deliveries to Somalia, as
border clashes were attracting international attention, the Kremlin decided to launch

cautious mediation efforts with both parties. Western observers even saw, in Moscow’s

24 J. Markakis, National and Class Conflict in the Horn of Afiica (Cambridge: CUP, 1987), 180.
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actions, an opportunistic move to use attempts at peace-making efforts to achieve an even
greater position of influence in the Horn. Additionally, Soviet behaviour during the crisis
implied the Kremlin’s unwillingness to tolerate a local conflict, which might have
eventually evolved into a general war, involving the White House. Soviet behaviour,
therefore, showed flexibility in accommodating international and local stimuli in
advancing its objectives during the period, namely, to maintain a presence and counter

American influence as much as possible.
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Soon after the escalation of the Somali-Ethiopian border clashes in early 1964,
Moscow endorsed the 1964 OAU declaration on post-colonial African borders, thus
refraining from supporting the Somali irredentist claims. The Soviets also recognised that
supplying modern weapons to Somalia would complicate their local standing at a time

when they were trying to improve relations with Ethiopia.**®

Lastly, Moscow was also
anxious that the clashes between Somalia and Ethiopia might escalate into full-blown
war, eventually involving the superpowers. The Kremlin, as a result, pleaded for
moderation and in early March despatched its deputy foreign minister, Yakov Malik, to
both countries. At the same time, brief news items on the Ethiopian-Somali border
clashes appeared in the Soviet press, conveying a carefully constructed neutral stance.
The Soviets seemed to have nothing to gain from the continued escalation of the hostile
behaviour on either side of the border. Consequently, Khrushchev sent out personal
letters to both local leaders, cautiously implying Western guilt by claiming that the
conflict favoured those forces ‘which might use it to weaken African unity in the fight
against ‘colonialism.”**’

Simultaneously, the Soviet reactions to the situation in the Horn provoked
American interest. Washington’s representatives monitored Malik’s shuttle diplomacy in
February-March and took into account Khrushchev’s letters to both parties. They
acknowledged that by playing the peacemaker’s card Moscow exercised ‘predominant
influence in the Horn of Africa’**® in preventing the “flames of the border conflict’ from

turning into ‘a fire of war,” as Khrushchev put it.** Interestingly, to the American

diplomats in Addis Ababa, Khrushchev appeared quite sincere in his efforts at avoiding

46 R. Remnek, ‘The Soviet-Somali ““Arms for Access” Relationship,” Soviet Union 10, no. 1 (1983): 61.
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further intensification in the fighting between Ethiopia and Somalia and he was wary of a
genuine risk of the conflict to involve the great powers.”>’ Moreover, the US envoys to
Mogadishu interpreted the Soviets’ abstaining from supporting the Somali nationalism as
fear of antagonising other African states.”®' Subsequently, the translation of Soviet
attitudes into actions on the ground was manifested in the modest deliveries of transport
and small arms to Somalia in 1964, with no indications of acceleration of arms

shipments.***

Moscow’s behaviour during the Ethiopian-Somali crisis clearly
demonstrated the Kremlin’s objective of maintaining presence in both countries, but not

at any price. Moscow sought to increase its influence, not by fuelling the conflict, but

rather by mediating in it.

II1. 3. Development of Soviet interest in Somalia after 1964

In Somalia through the mid-1960s until the end of the decade, the Kremlin was engaged
mainly in the military and the economic fields. Despite encountering various problems,
the Kremlin decided to remain in the country, while also being involved in Ethiopia.
However, it appears that military assistance lagged behind the economic effort. This
suggests that the military leadership, while undeniably figuring prominently during the
discussions in high political circles for the provision of the 1963 military assistance, gave
way to the MFA’s cautious assessment. Throughout the second half of the 1960s this
sober realisation was manifested on the ground by a milder political course which was

consistent with the Narkomindel line in Soviet Foreign policy.

2 Memo, Thompson to Tasca, 11 March 1964, NACP, RG59, CFPF 1964-66, b. 2154, f. POL — 32-1.

31 Cable, Mogadiscio [sic] 623, 4 March 1964, L[yndon] Bl[aines] J[ones] L[ibrary], National]
S[ecurity] F[ile], b. 99, Country File, Somalia, f. Somalia, Vol. I, 1/64-5/68.

22 Cable, Mogadishu 666, 27 March 1964, LBJL, NSF, b. 99, f. Somalia, Vol. I.
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I1. 3.1 Military Assistance

The Soviet Union made no explicit effort to support Somali nationalism and maintained
complete neutrality on the question of the Somali-Ethiopian border dispute. As a result,
the provision of military assistance during the 1960s remained limited. Nevertheless,
Moscow engaged in extensive training for the Somali armed forces. As early as February
1964, at least 90 Somali cadets visited the Soviet Union. In addition, the first squadron of
MiG-15s, along with Soviet maintenance personnel, and seventy Soviet military
instructors were reported to have been allocated to Somali military camps. By 1966,
about 600 Somalis were attending military schools in the Soviet Union, while a military

mission of at least 250 Russians was established in Somalia.>>

The Soviet military,
however, soon began experiencing difficulties as Somalia was unable to honour the
associated interest and maintenance payments, and other costs.”* According to British
intelligence, Mogadishu approached Moscow for further military assistance towards the
end of 1965. Although it appeared that the Russians were not prepared to supply any
additional equipment, they agreed to increase technical and training assistance.”> In the
final analysis, through their readiness to engage in training of large numbers of Somali
officers, the provisions of the 1963 agreement and the subsequent Soviet military aid
programme to Somalia appeared to be designed to unfold over a longer period. By
avoiding any drastic involvement through the sudden introduction of military hardware to
Mogadishu, Moscow aimed to dispel the imminent repercussion of the militarisation of

Somali domestic politics and soften the distress in its delicate relations with Addis

Ababa.

23 New York Times, 13 March 1966, cited in Aryeh Yodfat, ‘The Soviet Union and the Horn of Africa,’
Northeast African Studies 1, no. 3 (1979-80): 4.

34y Etinger, Mezhgosudarstvennye otnosheniya v Afrike, 82, sited in Remnek, ‘Soviet-Somali,” 61.
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I1. 3.2 Economic activities

Apart from military aid, Soviet influence in the Somali Republic was exercised mainly by
economic means. Moscow’s undertaking in Somalia, at the time, surpassed its activity in
Ethiopia. By September 1964, the Soviets had completed two hospitals, a secondary
school and a printing plant, and, until 1967, the volume of trade with Somalia was about
25 per cent higher than that with Ethiopia.”>® Although Somali-Soviet relations in the
1960s showed that ideology had little influence over the Kremlin’s entry into
Mogadishu,”’ the Soviets managed to secure a valuable position within the broadcast
media. The Soviet gift of a 50-kilowatt transmitter to Mogadishu radio, gave them an
entree into this field. Similarly, socialist influence became noticeable for some time in the
language of Mogadishu radio propaganda against Ethiopia, Kenya, and Britain.**®
Importantly, there were indications that the Soviets had found, in the Somalis, a
difficult local client. The Soviet development projects were not performing as designed.
Moreover, only about half of the 1961 credit had been drawn by 1966.* Once
completed, the facilities became the property of the Somalis and the Soviets assumed that
the new factories would form the backbone of the public sector. Moscow’s Ambassador,
Semyon Dyukarev, even fashioned the mantra: ‘we will help create the government
sector, and it will find its way on its own.” However, the drawback in the Soviet-Somali
trade agreements was due to Mogadishu’s inability to fulfil its contractual obligations.
For example, the Somalis were unable to provide fresh water for a meat plant, built on the

outskirts of the port city of Chisimaio. The city’s water supply network was built by the

6 See L. Holowaty, The Soviet Union and Countries of the African Horn (PhD Dissertation: University
of Pennsylvania, 1970), 206 and Patman, The Soviet Union in the Horn of Africa (Cambridge: CUP,
1990), 56.

B7p, Henze, ‘The Soviet Impact on African Political Dynamics,’ in The Red Orchestra, Volume 2, ed. D.
Bark (Stanford: Hoover, 1988), 39-40.
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US and the Soviets accused Washington of refusing to supply water.”* Interestingly, to
the Americans the situation appeared somewhat different. The US-built water purification
plant had two major issues. First, it was far too big for Somali water needs and became
too costly to operate. Secondly, the Somalis, even after having undergone training,
proved unable to run it with its specific requirements. Therefore, in the end, the structure

. 261
was abandoned as too expensive and complex to run.

II. 3.3 East-West confrontation in Somalia

Another factor that kept Soviet Union’s interest in Somalia was Mogadishu’s non-aligned
position. Despite the conclusion of various assistance packages with the Eastern Bloc,
Somalia maintained relations with the West, as well. This increased the value of the
African country in the competition for influence between the superpowers. By 1966
Washington was also maintaining its interest in Somalia. American interest was mainly
political and military-strategic, owing to Mogadishu’s geographical position at the
entrance of the Red Sea. The weakening of Britain’s role in Aden and the Arabian
Peninsula in the mid-1960s, heightened Somalia’s military-strategic value for the
Pentagon’s planning. Besides, Washington attentively observed the implementation of
Soviet military aid to Somalia, which justified the intensification of American
intelligence gathering. >

Symptomatic in this respect was the incident involving the American military
attaché Colonel Rosner. Along with the Italian commercial attaché, Rosner was arrested

while patrolling an area where Soviet military equipment was usually delivered. Born in

260 v/ Tarasov, ‘Vstrecha s Somali,” in Afrika v vospominaniyakh veteranov diplomaticheskoi sluzhby,
ed. A. Vasiliev (Moskva: XXI vek-soglasie, 2000), 75-6.
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pre-war Czechoslovakia to Jewish parents, and fluent in Czech, Rosner underwent special
training for agents, targeting the socialist countries. Most of Washington’s 23-strong
diplomatic staff, including the Ambassador, spoke Italian, which was important when
reaching out to the local population. Moreover, at least two thirds of America’s
diplomatic roster was reportedly filled by CIA operatives. American advisers and experts
were also placed in key Ministries, especially within the Somali police.*> Washington
was also accused by the Bloc’s local observers of furthering its regional goals by using
Rome’s friendly relations with its former colony. Yet, true to its neutral stance,
Mogadishu refused Italy’s plan, allegedly made together with the US, to build launch
pads for commercial satellites in the Northeast Somalia.** All these American efforts
were perceived by the Bloc’s specialists as aiming to counteract the Soviet impact in
Mogadishu.*®

Although isolated in OAU councils,**® thanks to its expansionist designs, Somalia
maintained a valuable neutralist stance internationally, resisting Western advances.
Nevertheless, by the mid-1960s, mounting military and economic problems prompted the
Kremlin to reassess its position in Somalia. Moscow found there was little profit here and
seemed to entertain the possibility of a face-saving opportunity to disengage to some

267

extent.”" For that reason, the Soviets continued the cautious exploitation of their position

in Somalia, while also trying to preserve relations with Ethiopia.

*% Thid.
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I1. 4. The Soviet bid to maintain presence in Ethiopia

Throughout the 1960s, the cautious line in Moscow’s foreign policy in Ethiopia was
manifested by the Kremlin’s engagement in an intricate long-term political programme. It
aimed to overcome the Emperor’s psychological inhibition, while winning influence by
the ‘force of example.” Although Soviet-Ethiopian relations suffered temporarily when
the Kremlin agreed to provide military support to Somalia, the arms deal never reached
its intended levels, and, throughout the decade, Ethiop