Southern African Liberation and Great Power Intervention:

Towards a Theorv of Revolution 1n an International Context

Michael Anthony McFaul

St. John's College, University of Oxford

Submitted in fulfillment of the requirements for the D.Fhil
in International Relations in the Faculty of Social Studies

Trinity Term, 1991



ABSTRACT

Southern African Liberation and Great Power Intervention:
Ll rtll Alrlcan Liberation and Great Power Intervention:

Towards a Theory of Revolution in an International Context

by Michael McFaul,
St. John's College, University of Oxford
D.Phil, International Relations, Faculty of Social Studies

Trinity Term, 1991

Whether welcomed, feared, or ignored, revolutions have been
rare but pivotal disjunctures in the history of the modern world.
No history of the states system would be complete without
accounting for the transformative impact of revolutions on the
security, diplomatic, and economic configurations of the modern
international system. Similarly, no political history of most
contemporary states would be complete without a discussion of

"revolutionary moments" which recast their governments,
economlies, and societies.

comparison to analyze two cases of revolutionary upheaval --
Angola and Zimbabwe =-- within the context of the bi-polar,
antagonistic international systenm. While both Angola and
Zimbabwe (1) are located in southern Africa, (2) had
agriculturally-based economies dominated by large settler
communities, (3) became independent two decades later than most
of Africa, (4) gained independence through protracted guerrilla
wars, and (5) were not considered vital to either Soviet or
American_  interests, nonetheless Angola experienced a
revolutionary socio-economic transformation, but Zimbabwe did
not.

To account for this variation, I look for differences in the
international context of these two revolutions, specifically
changes in foreign policies of the United States and the Soviet
Union. I argue that Angola experilenced a revolution because both
superpowers engaged in confrontational strategies of supporting
and containing revolutionary movements. Zimbabwe did not
experience a similar fate because the United States and its
allies adopted a cooptive strategy toward the 1liberation
movements, while the Soviet Union again adopted a confrontational

Drawing from these two cases, I conclude by assessing (1)
the 1nfluence of cooptive versus confrontational power regarding
revolutionary situations in general, and (2) the more universal

properties of the dynamic between revolutions and the
international systen.




This thesis is dedicated to the memory of John Vincent.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Towards a Theory of Revolution in an International Context

Whether welcomed, feared, or ignored, revolutions have been rare
but important disjunctures in the history of the modern world. Ripple
effects of revolutions have permeated both domestic societies and
world politics, be it in altering state boundaries, changing the
legitimizing principles of governance, or transforming the economic
organization of individual states and/or world economic systems. No
history of the modern world would be complete without accounting for
the transformative impact of revolutions on the security, diplomatic,
and economic configurations of the international system. Similarly,
no political history of most contemporary states would be complete
without a discussion of "revolutionary moments" which recast their
governments, economies, and societies.

A central feature of the states system in the twentieth century
has been the struggle between containing and propagating revolutions.l
Beginning with the challenge of the Russian Revolution in 1917, the
Western capitalist system has had to cope with the specter of

revolutionary movements and revolutionary situations which threatened

1 The term "revolution" has been employed to describe
phenomena varying from the change in French government at the end
of the eighteenth century +to the latest technology in dental

hygiene. Irrespective of the uses and misuses of the term in
the past, revolution as defined in this study connotes a
distinct point in history: " a sweeping, fundamental change in

political organization, social structure, economic property
control and the predominant myth of social order, thus indicating
a major break in the continuity of development." (Sigmund

Neumann, "The International Civil War", World Politics, I, #1, (April

1949), pp. 333-334.) This widely used definition seeks to
distinguish revolution from coups, (a change 1in government) or
transformative processes such as the "Industrial Revolution" (a
change 1in the socio-economic organization). Moreover, in this
definition, neither violence nor class conflict are considered
necessary conditions. In choosing this definition, my purpose

is not to engage in the philosophical debate about what
constitutes a "real" revolution. Rather, I more modestly seek

to use the term, revolution, to assign an operational definition
to the phenomenon to be explained. On the importance of this
definitional exercise for the scientific method, see Ernest

Nagel, The Structure of Science, (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World,
1961) .



Z Given the rigid division in

the existing international order.
Europe after World War II, the arena for competition between
capitalism and socialism gravitated towards states in the periphery.3
Be 1t Greece in 1940's, Hungary in the 1950's, Vietnam in the 1960's,
Angola in the 1970's, or Afghanistan in the 1980's, all these so-
called crises in internal stabilities precipitated responses from the
international division of power, which therein constituted
consequential moments in the history of the postwar international
system.

Some of these peripheral states underwent revolutions. Others
did not. Why? Why did China undergo a revolution, but India did not?
Why did Cuba experience a revolution, but not Jamaica? Why did
revolutionaries in Angola "succeed" in transforming their political
and economic system, whereas revolutionaries in Zimbabwe did not?%

To explain under which conditions revolutionary situations in
peripheral states yield revolutionary outcomes, revolution must be
understood as a dynamic phenomenon interfacing national and
international structures and societies. Revolutions do not occur in
a vacuum nor are they always confined to state boundaries, but begin,
happen, and end within the context of an international system. The

actors and structures comprising the international system can create

2 In this study, I have focused exclusively on revolutions
aimed at creating so-called socialist (or at least soclalist
oriented) states. Other revolutions, of course, have resulted
in transformations with different ains.

3 In the immediate aftermath of World War II, even countries
such as France and Italy were threatened by revolutionary
upheaval. However, with the exception of Portugal in 1975, and
to a lesser extent the European student revolts in 1968,

revolutionary situations did not arise in the developed world
during the Cold War.

o Success here only mean that Angola, unlike Zimbabwe,
experlenced a socio-economic transformation. In setting up this
dichotomy of success and failure, I make no normative correlation
between success and goodness, as this kind of correlation has
done much to retard our theorizing about revolutions. Nor am
I suggesting that Angola did not retain features of the ancien
regime, or that Zimbabwe did not "succeed" in transforming
aspects of Zimbabwean political, economic, and social
organization. All I want to note initially is that Angola
underwent a qualitatively different kind of transformation than
Zimbabwe: one in which property rights and political governance
were changed. In Zimbabwe, they did not transform the economic
system, and only partially succeeded in changing the political
systemn.



Or exacerbate the societal conflicts which cause revolutionary
situations. The international context then conditions and constrains
the development of those revolutionary situations, their outcomes, and
the compositions of the regimes which emerge upon thelr consolidation.
Finally, the international system defines the environment within
which a completed revolution must adapt or else seek to change.
Conversely, revolutions can create international instability,
exacerbate existing tensions, or even change fundamentally the

structure of the international systen.

Hypothesis Set One: A Systems Level of Analysis

The distributions of power and ideology within the international
system of the postwar era bind the menu of revolutionary situations
and revolutionary outcomes possible for peripheral states. The

Regarding the latter, a system in which the great powers share
a common set of ideas about internal governance and external behavior
will act in concert to thwart anti-systemic challenges.5 In such a
system, revolutions in the periphery are highly unlikely. Only a
revolution within a great power can mobilize domestic resources
significant enough to insulate the revolutionary process from
international constraints, withstand the pressure of the global status
quo, and succeed. ©

If the great powers in the system do not share a common set of
norms about the nature of domestic and international order,
revolutions in the periphery are more likely. Ideological cleavages

between the great powers create space, opportunity, and even material

° The classic study of such a system is Henry Kissinger, A

World Restored r (New York: Grosset and Dunlop, 1973). Kissinger

distinguished between legitimate and revolutionary order; "An
order whose structure is accepted by all major powers is
‘legitimate'. An order containing a power which considers it
Structures oppressive is ‘revolutionary'." (p. 145)

® The two obvious examples in the modern states system are
France 1n 1789 and Russia in 1917. Yet, even in these cases, the
welght of the international system eventually "socialized" the
revolutions back into the international system (France in 1815;
Russia in 1990).



support for revolutionary situations and revolutionary movements. ’
In such systems, states with antagonistic normative constructs can
seek to promote their crusades and defeat the enterprises of their
enemies by supporting revolutionary upheaval.

In the absence of ideological consensus, the probability of great

power engagement in revolutionary situations is increased in a bipolar

8

system. Different from a multipolar system, a bipolar antagonistic

system intimates zero-sum outcomes for the two great powers regarding
all changes within the system. Consequently, with every revolutionary
situation, one great power will seek to preserve the status quo and
defend against a revolutionary outcome, while the other will seek to
promote a revolutionary outcome which resembles that state's internal
organization and external c;‘iispcasj'.tiv:nn...9

Bipolarization within the international system will produce a
commensurate bipolarization within a revolutionary situation. Within

a gilven revolutionary situation, the status quo actor(s) will

gravitate politically, economically, and militarily towards the status

7 on the difference between homogenous and heterogenous
international systems, see Fred Halliday, "'The Sixth Great
Power': on the Study of Revolution and International Relations, ™
Review of International Studies, Vol. 16, (1990), pp. 217-219.

8 Structural realists theorists would not add the
qualification of "antagonistic", as great powers in a bipolar

system are lnherently antagonistic. (See Kenneth Waltz, Theory of

International Relations, Reading, MA; Addison Wesley, 1979.) I add the

qualification because I can imagine a system in which the two
powers might establish a cooperative condominium. More
lmportantly, however, structural realist theories about bipolar
systems offer rather weak explanations for why great powers are
concerned with revolutions in peripheral places. If, in a
bipolar world, alliances do not matter, why did the United States

and the Soviet Union feel compelled to balance against each other
1n every Third World civil war?

7 As this dissertation deals with the bipolar system of the
post war era, the status quo power quickly looks like the United
States while revolutionary power resembles the Soviet Union. I
deliberately avoided using actual states, however, for two
reasons. First, in the bipolar system after World War II, the
United States and Soviet Union often reversed roles regarding

revolutionary situations. In Hungary 1956, Czechoslovakia 1968,
or Angola after 1985, the United States was the revisionist
superpower, while the Soviet Union defended the status quo.

Second, 1t is my contention that these hypotheses are not unique
to the period between 1947 and 1990, but should be tested
regarding other bipolar, antagonistic systems.
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quio superpower. Commensurately, revolutionaries will be attracted to

the revisionist superpower and its allies. The more protracted and
polarized the situation becomes within the revolutionary situation,
the more 1likely the revolutionaries will adopt the ideology and
strategies of their revisionist mentor.

Hypotheslis Set Two: The State Level of Analysis

A systemic level of analysis of the distribution of ideologies
and resources within the international system explains why great
powers become engaged in revolutions throughout the world, and why and
how revolutionaries and counter-revolutionaries are affected by these
distributions. To explain how the international system influences the
outcomes of revolutionary situations, however, requires a unit level
of analysis of the strategies and policies of the great powers.lo

Though a simplification, the range of strategies available to
the great powers in dealing with revolutionary situations can be

located on a continuum between two opposite approaches: cooption or

11

confrontation. Cooption implies that the great power uses non-

L0 System versus unit levels of analysis corresponds to
Kenneth Waltz's third and second images. (See, Kenneth Waltz's
Man, the State, and War, (New York: Columbia University Press,
1959). I do not consider these two levels of analysis to be
dichotomous, but rather, complementary. As Alexander Wendt has
pointed out, despite the neo-realist claim to a system—-level of
analysis, the "explanatory role of the states systenm is decidedly
state - or agent-centric." (Alexander Wendt, "The Agent-Structure
Problem in International Relations Theory," Infemational Organization,
Vol. 41, No. 3 (Summer 1987), p. 342.) A system level of
analysis defines the parameters within which a unit level of
analysis 1s constrained, §just as a unit level of analysis
establishes the framework within which an individual level of
analysis (Waltz's first image) must be understood. The choice
of levels of analysis should be determined by the depth of
empirical detail which the author wishes to explain. (See Jervis,

Perception and Misperception in International Politics p. 17). For discussions

about levels of analysis, see Waltz, Man, the State, and War, J. David
Singer, "The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International

Relations," in Klaus Knorr and Sidney Verba, The International System:
Theoretical Essays, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961), pp.

77-92; or more recently, Deborah Larson, Origins of Containment,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985), pp. 18-22.

Ll Though not addressing the specific issue of revolution,
others have used similar dichotomies but with different labels.
John Lewls Gaddis uses "positive containment" versus "negative
containment," Joseph Nye employs the labels soft co-optive power
versus hard military power, while Antonio Gramsci in his

>



military means (economic, political, 1ideological) to capture and
socialize revolutionary movements 1nto that power's system of
states. 4 Multilateral trading regimes, international finance
arrangements, market mechanisms, international law, democratic ideas,
and standardized models of government institutions are powerful tools
of a cooptive strategy.13 This strategy i1is usually employed by a

discussions of hegemony most parsimoniously divided power 1into
force and consent. See Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, Joseph Nye,

Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of Amencan Power, (New York: Basic

Books, 1990); and Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks,
edited and translated by Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell-
Smith, (New York: International Publishers, 1971).

12 on soclalization, see G. John Ikenberry and Charles
Kupchan, "Socialization and Hegemonic Power," International

Organization, Vol. 44, No. 3, (Summer 1990); Robert Cox, Production,
Power, and World Order, (New York: Columbia, 1987), and Michael Mann,

A History of Power from the Beginming to A.D. 1760, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1986); George M. Thomas, Francisco 0. Ramirez,
John W. Meyer, and Jeanne G. Gobalet, "Maintaining National
Boundaries in the World System: The Rise of Centralist Regilmes,"

in John Meyer and Michael Hannan, eds, National Development and the

World System, (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1979); and F.S.

Northedge, The Intemational Political System, (London: Faber, 1976).
Socialization does not imply necessarily that the "socialized"
revolutionaries accept the norms and values of the great power,
as sometimes revolutionaries choose unhappily to accept the
conditions of the prevailing systemic power due to a lack of

alternatives.

13 These examples, of course, are cooptive tools for a
capitalist system. As discusses below, socialist cooptive tools
have proven to be less effective. Whether codified as rules,
"regimes" or institutions, such externally sponsored ideas and
norms about the order of processes can influence if not determine
domestic procedures and orders. On the power of international
regimes, see Stephen Krasner, "Regimes and the Limits of Realism:

Regimes as Autonomous Variables," in Krasner, ed., Intemational

Regimes, (Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1982) p. 366. On the
conflict between liberal Western institutions and Third World

interests, see Stephen Krasner, Structural Conflict: The Third World Against

Global Liberalism, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985).
Krasner demonstrates how Third World countries have attempted to
change the international regimes set up by the Western
industrialized world, but have failed. I build on Krasner's
argument to show how Western liberal regimes can be used to coopt
and trap Third World challengers into behavior patterns
acceptable to the liberal international order. Analogously,
before their collapse, Soviet sponsored-socialist regimes and
institutions worked to first capture and then to isolate Third
World states from Western capitalism. (See, for example, Michael

6



status quo power. Confrontation 1mplies that the great power uses
14 Status

quo powers can use force to squelch revolutionary movements;

military means to either promote or defeat revolutionaries.

revisionist powers can use force to empower them.

In a bipolar antagonistic system, the availability of these two
strategles produce four kinds of strategic interaction: (1) both the
status quo power and the revolutionary power adopt cooptive
strategies; (2) the status quo power adopts a cooptive strategy and
the revolutionary power adopts a confrontational strateqgy; (3) the
status quo power adopts a confrontational power and the revolutionary
power adopts a cooptive strateqgy, or (4) both the status quo power and
the revolutionary power adopt confrontational strategies.

McFaul, "The Demise of the World Revolutionary Process: Soviet-
Angolan Relations Under Gorbachev" Journal of Southern Africa Studies,

Vol. 16, No. 1 (1990).) Beyond those "regimes" identified by
scholars of 1international political economy, non-economic
institutions and ideas can be powerful forces for ordering (or
reordering) behavior in revolutionary transitions. Direct
external sponsorship of political institutionalization can quell
revolutionary zeal as can indirect cloning of state institutions
by the revolutionaries seizing power. The very act of "entering
the state house" by revolutionaries is already the first victory
for the status quo. By accepting and sustaining the existence
of the state, revolutionaries already have been coopted into the
states system. If they also respect the functions and operations
of Tthe existing market and economy, their "revolution" has
effectively ended. (These propositions have been derived from

Samuel Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies, (New Haven, Conn:

Yale University Press, 1968), Meyer and Hannan, National Development
and the World System, and Immanuel Wallerstein, The Politics of the World-
Economy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984).

14 For anti-revolutionary powers, my "confrontational
strategy" corresponds with Michael Shafer's definition of

"counterinsurgency" doctrine. My definition of counterinsurgency
doctrine would include both cooptive and confrontational means.

Shafer demonstrates quite forcefully the failures of
confrontational approaches to counterinsurgency, but his study
does not evaluate "cooptive" strategies. (See Michael Shafer,

Deadly Paradigms: The Faiue of U.S. Counterinsurgency Policy, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1988).

~



Probabilities of Revolutionary Outcomes

revisionist power (USSR)

cooptive confrontational

SQ power I (Scenario 1) I (Scenario 2)
(US) I I

I Probability lLower I Probability Iow T

1

I D
coopt I I

I (Nasser's Egypt) I ZIMBABWE

I I

I I

i I i i

I (Scenario 3) I (Scenario 4)

1 I

I Probability Lowest I Probability High

kl 1
confront I (Grenada, Chile) I ANGOLA

I I

I I

Scenario One: If the status gquo power adopts a cooptive stratec and
the revisionist power adopts a cooptive strateqy, the probability for
a revolutionary outcome is low. If a revolutionary situation does not
precipitate outside intervention, the inertia and resources of
continuity create formidable barriers to revolutionary transformation.
Peaceful defection 1s costly. Even the most radical movements lose
their revolutionary zeal when they inherit functioning states and
economies locked and reified within a larger international systen.
Only when the revisionist power and its "way of 1life" present
overwhelmingly attractive alternatives, will states in revolutionary
situations peacefully transform.

Egypt under Nasser 1s representative of this class of cases.
Throughout the 1960s, Soviet leaders devoted substantial economic and
military resources towards building ties with Egypt and promoting Arab
socialism. At the time, Soviet doctrine posited that bourgeois
nationalists such as Nasser with an anti-Western orientation,
following a non-capitalist path of development and in close alliance

with the Soviet Union, could lead their state to socialism without

15 others would be Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, or Mali
in the 1960s.



war.t® such a transition, however, never happened. Frustrated with

the military and economic shortcomings of his Soviet ally, Nasser's
successor, Anwar Sadat ordered all Soviet advisors to leave in 1972,
and subsequently turned towards the West. By the signing of the Camp

David peace accord in 1979, Egypt firmly reaffirmed its position

17

within the Western capitalist systen. There was no peaceful

revolution.

Scenario Two: Tf status quo power adopts a cooptive stratec and the
revisionist power adopts a confrontational stratec the probabilit

of a revolutionary outcome is still low. This scenario sounds
intuitively dissonant. How can money defeat AK 47s? The answer

follows from Scenario One; continuity has an inherent advantage over

change 1n that known payoff structures are more attractive than

18

unknown ones. If engaged tactfully, reinforcing and amending

existing arrangements can countervail against even military
challenges.

16 See General Secretary Nikita Khrushchev's speech, in XX
S’ezd Kommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza [ 14-25 Fevralya 1956 goda:
Stenograficheskii Oichet, (Moscow: Gospolizdat, 1956); and Rotislav

Ulyanovsky Socialism and the Newly Independent Nations, (Moscow: Progress
Publisher, 1974).

17 gsince Camp David, Egypt has ranked in the top-ten of
American aid recipients, receiving on average roughly $3 billion
per annum. See William Quandt, Camp David: Peacemaking and Politics,
(Washington: Brookings Institution, 1986).

18 An intervening variable --"learning" --can be introduced
here to assess the attractive momentum of the alternative. If
recent past defections have produced positive payoffs, the
probabilities for change become greater. On the other hand, poor
examples from recent revolutionary experiences weaken the
propensity for future revolutionary situations. Regarding
revolutions, Soviet specialists used to call this phenomenon the
world's correlation of forces. The equivalent American metaphor
1s "dominoes." For examples of both conceptions, Georgi

Shakhnazarov, Gryadushii Miroporyadok, (Moskva: Polizdat, 1981);
Robert Jervis, "Domino Beliefs and Strategic Behavior," in Robert

Jervis and Jack Snyder, eds., Dominoes and Bandwagons: Strategic Beliefs

and Great Power Competition in the Eurasian Rimland, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1991), and Jerome Slater, "Dominoes in Central
America: Will They Fall? Does It Matter?" International Security, Vol

12, No. 2 (Fall 1987). In the discourse of learning theorists,
this use of metaphor would be called "simple learning," not
"complex learning.”



These kinds of cases are rare; active confrontation by the
revisionist power usually provokes a commensurate response from the
status quo. Zimbabwe 1is one of the few. In the case of the
Zimbabwean liberation war, the Soviet Union supported a
confrontational solution to the war, while the United States and Great
Britain after 1976, supported a negotiated settlement. Cooption
prevailed; there was no revolutionary outcome in this highly

revolutionary situation. A3

Scenario Three: If the status gquo power adopts a confrontational

strategqy and the revisionist power adopts a cooptive stratec the
status quo still has the advantage. In choosing to intervene, the
status quo power has disrupted the o0ld order, creating real
opportunities for transformation in the political and econonic
structures of the states besieged. But, 1in this scenario, the
revisionist power has failed to provide the revolutionaries with
support to withstand the status quo power, a necessary condition for
revolutionary change in peripheral states. As the only external power
engaged, the status quo power is in the position to redefine the
soclo-economic organization of the state in question. This
redefinition, of course, will parallel the old status quo. The
rise and fall of marxism-leninism in Grenada is illustrative of this
kind of situation. Under Maurice Bishop, Grenada was moving towards
a soclalist-orientation, facilitated by Soviet assistance and Cuban
advisors. However, the American invasion in 1983 ended the socialist

project in Grenada, and returned the island to the Western capitalist

system of states. 4"

Scenario Four: If status quo power adopts a confrontational stratec

19 Contrary to dialectic, marxist conceptions of history,
revolutionary situations do not always lead to revolutionary
outcomes. On the important distinction between "revolutionary

situation" and "revolutionary outcome", See Charles Tilly, From
Mobilization to Revolution, (Addison-Wesley: Reading, MA, 1978), pp.

189-200; and Chalmers Johnson, Revolutionary Change, (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1982), chapter 4.

20 The American intervention actually deposed General Hudson
Austin, a radical marxist-leninist who overthrew Maurice Bishop
in a military coup in October 1983. The American intervention,
however, not Austin's coup, marked the end of revolutionary
transformation under way on the island.
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and the revisionist power adopts a confrontational stratec the
brobability of a revolutionary outcome is greater than the other three
scenarios. As 1in Scenario Three, stability and continuity have been
disrupted in this scenario. The situation is ripe for transformative
change. But this time, both powers are engaged 1in seeking to
influence the outcomes. In such polarized situations, revolutionaries
have the greatest opportunity to succeed. Even 1f the status quo
power overwhelms the resources of the revisionist power and its allies
in the short run, the consequent polarization and dislocation of the
exlisting state will create future opportunities for revolutionary
upheaval.

Angola, the other case examined in this study, is representative
of this class of cases, the only class 1in which revolutionary
<l Intervention by both the United States
and the Soviet Union disrupted the transition to majority rule and

transformation is likely.

polarized an essentially nationalist struggle for self-determination
into a bi-polar battle between the forces of communism and capitalismn.
In this case, the communist resources outpaced those of the United
States and the Western world. In the wake of this superpower

conflict, a socialist state emerged in Angola.

Hypothesis Set Three: The Domestic ILevel of Analysis

Analysis of the international system and the strategies of the
great powers as defined by the system can tell us a great deal about
the outcomes of revolutionary situations. Adding a third set of
hypotheses derived from examining the distribution of capabilities,
actors, and 1deas within the state besieged by a revolutionary

situation can specify even further the set of probabilities inferred

from a system and unit levels of analysis. First, the number of
revolutionary movements and actors affects the autonomy of the
revolutionaries. Divided insurgents are more prone to external

manipulation than united or single movements. Second, the amount of
domestic resources available for mobilization by both the regime under
assault and the challenging revolutionaries conditions the relative

impact of external forces. In general, the greater the level of

2l other critical cases might be Cuba, Vietnam, or Ethiopia.
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domestic resources, the lesser the influence of the external poWers.22

Method and Selection of Cases

To assess the strengths and weaknesses of these hypotheses,
this study adopts the "method of structured, focus comparison" of two
cases of revolutionary upheaval -- Angola and Zimbabwe.23 The
ilnternational system examined is the postwar configquration from 1947
to 1990 -- a system characterized by the preponderance of two global
powers, the United States and the Soviet Union.?%% The research
strategy 1is straightforward. The class of phenomena or dependent
variable to be traced and explained is revolutionary outcomes: the
independent variables which vary across cases will be the cooptive and
confrontational strategies of the United States and the Soviet Union.

At this stage in theory development, these three sets of
hypotheses at the systemic, state, and domestic 1level should be

regarded as probable generalizations, and not scientific laws. The

nlSd

goal here 1s to suggest a "typological theory or a "rich,

differentiated theory" which "in contrast to a general explanatory

22 of course, this hypothesis also is conditioned by the way
the great powers define national interests. Revolutionary
situations in states of vital strategic importance to the great
powers will attract more immediate attention than states that do
not. However, the history of the twentieth century demonstrates
that definitions of the strategic importance of a revolution are
less important than the domestic resources of the revolutionary
state. For instance, revolutions in China and Iran were much
more strategic to the United States than Vietnam or Angola, but
the United States intervened in the latter, not the former.

23 This method of analysis adopted here draws heavily from
Alexander George's "Case Studies and Theory Development", Paper
presented to the Second Annual Symposium on Information
Processing in Organizations, Carnegie-Mellon University, October
15-16, 1982. See also Harry Eckstein, "Case Study and Theory 1in
Political Science" in F.I. Greenstein and N.W. Polsby, eds.,
Handbook of Political Science (Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley,

1975), VII, pp. 79-138.

24 Recent changes in the international provide both a new
international system and a new cases of revolution to test the
theoretical assumptions of this study. The applicability of the
hypotheses and conclusions of this thesis to these new phenomena
is discussed 1n detail in the conclusion.

25 gee Paul Diesing, Patterns of Discovery in Social
Sciences, (New York: Aldine-Atherton, 1971).
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theory, 1is cast in the form of contingent generalizations.. ,n2b

Moreover, this research project 1s not a general examination of the

concept of revolution.?’ Rather, this study examines a set of

narrowly-defined case studies within the general class of revolution

in an attempt to reformulate and redefine some of the properties or

28

laws which comprise a theory of revolution. This focused study of

controlled comparison will not ‘revolutionize' the theory of
'revolution', but it may provide some of the building blocks for the

development of a better theory about revolution and the international

system.29

The Revolutions
Why study these two revolutionary situations? Why not study

other revolutions 1in larger, more populous countries? Can these
revolutions be compared? Do these two cases even represent instances

26 Alexander George, "Case Studies and Theory Development:
The Method of Structured Focused Comparison," in Paul Gordon

Lauren, ed., Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Policy, (New
York: The Free Press, 1979), p. 59.

21 For reviews of the latest attempts at such a task, see
Jack Goldstone, "Theories of Revolution: The Third Generation",

World Politics, Vol. XXXII, No 3 (April 1980); and Elbaki Hermassi,
"Toward a Comparative Study of Revolutions", Comparative Studies in
Society and History, Vol. 18, No. 2 (April, 1976).

28 On the distinction between laws and theories, see Waltz,
Theory of International Politics.

29 The term, "building blocks", has two different
connotations as used here. 1In the first instance, this study
adds to the literature two more case studies. The aim here is
to contribute to the accumulation of cases of revolution for the
development of more broadly-based, comparative studies. This
ls the conception of "building blocks" as discussed in H.S.

Becker, "Soclal Observation and Case Studies" International Encyclopedia

of the Social Science, Vol. 11, pp. 272-238, as cited in Harry

Eckstein, "Case Study and Theory Development in Political
Science." At a second level the ternm, "building blocks", refers
to the set of "laws" which when assembled successfully, "build"
a theory. If "theories are collections or sets of 1laws

pertaining to a particular behavior or phenomenon" (Waltz, Theory

of International Politics) then the other aim of this project is to
suggest or refine some of the laws governing the phenomenon of
revolution in the international system which might enhance the
explanatory power of a general theory of revolution. (It should

be noted that Waltz himself does not use this method of theory
building.)
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of revolutionary situations or revolutionary outcomes?

Comparing Angola and Zimbabwe 1is particularly fruitful for
several reasons. From the point of view of methodology, these two
cases exhibit the necessary characteristics for rigorous comparison.
First, if revolution is the genus, both of these cases are members of
a smaller species, "revolutions of national liberation." This kind
of revolutionary sitaution grew out of a response to European
colonialism of the nineteenth century, and coalesced after the demise
of the nineteenth century states system and the rise of the postwar
bipolar system.

Second, both revolutionary situations developed within a distinct
period in the history of decolonization; both began, evolved, and
ended (in so far as they have ended) within the second historical wave
of decolonization which unfolded at the conclusion of World War II.
Though the method and development of colonial rule differed

>0 both were administered by

considerably in Angola and Rhodesia,
European powers, and both movements of national liberation in Angola
and Zimbabwe began their sustained, violent struggles in the early
3
1960's.

southern Africa generally further distinquishes these revolutions from

The belated decolonization proc'ess in Angola, Zimbabwe and

other revolutions of national independence in Africa and the Third
World. While most of the other European colonies in Africa and Asia
won thelr independence in the 1960's, the intransigence of the

30 The problem of proper names for places is a difficult one
throughout this manuscript. To preserve the historical context,
Rhodesia will be used when referring to the British, white
Rhodesian, or international perspective. Zimbabwe will be used
when referring to the black nationalist point of view or any
other perspective which used Zimbabwe instead of Rhodesia. After
1980, of course, only Zimbabwe will be used. In the case of
Angola, the term, Angola, will be used to describe both
Portuguese Southwest Africa and the People's Republic of Angola.
When necessary, a distinction will be made between the two.

3L For descriptions of the different strategies of British

and Portuguese colonialism, see Gerald Bender, Angola Under the
Portuguese: The Myth and the Reality, (London:Heinemann, 1978), Clarence
Gervase-Smith, The Third Portuguese Empire, (Manchester, 1985), A. M.

Khazanov, Ekspansiya Portugalii v Afrike: i Bor’ba Afrikanskikh Narodov za
Nezavisimost” XVI-XVIII vw., (Moskva: "Nauka", 1976.) and Jane Duffy,

Portuguese Africa (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1959).
For Rhodesla see Terence Ranger, Peasant Consciousness and Guerrilla War

In Zimba?:'we‘, .(London: James Currey, 1985) or Robin Palmer, Land and
Ractal Discruimination in Zimbabwe, (London: Heineman, 1977).
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Portuguese and the white, Rhodesian settlers prolonged the liberation
struggles in these colonies for two more decades.

Third, in space, both Angola and Zimbabwe are developing,
agriculturally-based countries in the periphery of both world security

32 Neither country could be considered vital to

and economic flows.
the economies or security of the great powers. In other words, the
Soviet Union and the United States shared a low-interest symmetry with
respect to this region of the t~.‘r<::»r1e::1.33

Fourth, the revolutionary movements 1n these two cases
exemplified the same strategy of national liberation -- violent and

34 Given the propensity for superpower

protracted struggle.
involvement in any regional instability during the first forty years
of the postwar order, this shared characteristic is especially
1mportant in assessing the overall contribution of the Soviet Union
and the United States to the process and outcome of these two
revolutions.

These common circumstances constitute clearly defined parameters

for focused, structured comparison. Many potential independent

32 In this context, the term periphery denotes two different
kinds of spaces. First, from the discourse of "structuralists",
periphery locates these countries in contrast to "core" states

of industrialized Western Europe and North America. (See Johan
Galtung, "A Structural Theory of Imperialism," Journal of Peace
Research, Vol. 13, No. 2 , 1971, pp. 81-94; and Immanuel

Wallerstelin, "The Rise and Future Demise of the World Capitalist
System: Concepts for Comparative Analysis," Comparative Studies in

Society and History, Vol. 16, No. 4, 1974, pp. 387-415.) Second, from

the discourse of balance-of-power theorists, periphery denotes
those states which are "weak" relative to the "great" powers

dominating the system. See Martin Wight, Power Politics, (Royal

Institute of International Affairs, London: Penguin Books, 1978)
pp. 61-68.

33 For a tTypology of Soviet and American symmetrical and
asymmetrical lnterests, see Alexander George, "Crisis Prevention

Reexamined" in Alexander George, Managing the U.S.-Soviet Rivalry: Problems

of Crisis Prevention, (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1983); and

James Schlesinger, "International Implications of Third World
Conflict: An American Perspective" in Christoph Bertram, ed.,

Third World Conflict and International Intervention, (London: MacMillan for
IISS, 1981).

3% For typologies of liberation tactics, see Robert Taber,
The War of the Flea, (New York: Citadel Press, 1969) and Basil

Davidson, The People’s Cause: A History of Guerrillas in Afnca, (London:
Longman Group, 1981).
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variables (historical contexts, regional differences, variances in
strategies) are controlled for in this study.35 That this set of

similar independent variables does not change over the two cases

allows for a more focused and fruitful analysis of those wvariables

which do vary.36

From a methodological point of view, however, these cases also
were chosen for their differences-- specifically their contrasting
outcomes. First, the process by which the wars of national liberation

ended differed considerably. The struggle in Angola culminated in an
unrestricted conventional war between the divided national liberation

movements which precipitated (or was precipitated by) a major crisis

37

between the superpowers. The transition from Rhodesia to Zimbabwe,

on the other hand, avoided conventional military conflict between the
national liberation groups and did not trigger ( or fall victim to)
direct superpower 1intervention. Second, the post-revolutionary
regimes which emerged from these two struggles appear to resemble each
other in rhetoric but not form. While Angola experienced significant
changes 1n both socio-economic and political structures and
organizations after independence, the new regime in Zimbabwe has
succeeded 1n transforming only (partially) the political organization,
leaving the pre-revolutionary, socio-economic capitalist structures

35 Several other differences 1in circumstances existed
between these two cases. These differences are described in
detall 1n the case studies, and then discussed as potential

determinants of alternative explanations in the concluding
chapter.

45 Some would argue that this degree of similarity suggests
that the cases lack independence from each other--a dilemma
called Galtung's Problem. I, however, agree with Smelser that
the question of independence does not apply to controlled case
study comparison which do not seek correlations but explanations.
Furthermore, those conditions which undercut the independence
of these two case studies are the very same variables controlled
for in this study. (See Neil Smelser, "The Methodology of
Comparative Analysis," in Donald P. Warwick and Samuel Osherson,

eds., Comparative Research Methods, (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall, 1973), p. 213.)

37 7o say that the struggle "ended" here refers only to the

national libgration movement against the Portuquese. War between
two of the liberation movements still continues today.
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t.39 Explaining these variances 1in outcome 1s the central

39

intac
question of this study.

The International System
Having narrowed the scope of analysis concerning the revolutions

under question, we now must limit the set of independent variables to

40

be analyzed. As this is not a general study of revolutions, it is

likewise not a general study of international systems. Rather this
study focuses on the antagonistic, bi-polar system of the post World
War II era, a system formed, dominated, and conditioned by two powers,
the Soviet Union and the United States....‘1r1 After 1945, the United
States emerged as the center of a global capitalist system and the

38 These generalizations obviously will be more rigorously
analyzed 1n the body of the thesis. In Zimbabwe, for instance,
the basic principles of a market economy have been maintained
domestically, but international investment is significantly below
pre-independence levels. In Angola, despite the rhetoric of a
"socialist orientation", cooperative ventures with foreign-based
oll companies constitute the mainstay of the Angolan economy. In
general terms, however, this observable difference between the
Angolan and Zimbabwean outcomes suggests that Angola was a
"successful" revolution, whereas Zimbabwe was not.

39 The approach adopted here draws heavily from John Stuart

Mill's "method of difference"™ from his A System of Logic, as

explained in Smelser, "The Methodology of Comparative Analysis,"
and Alexander George, " Case Studies and Theory Development," pp.
7-13. To explain different outcomes in the dependent variable,

Mill's ‘method of difference' seeks to identify changes in the
independent variables.

40 According to Hedley Bull, an international system "is
formed when two or more states have sufficient contact between
them, and have sufficient impact on one another's decisions, to
cause them to behave -- at least in some measure -- as parts of

a whole." (Bull, The Anarchical Society, London: MacMillan, 1977, p.

10.) See also Waltz, Theory of International Politics, and Robert Jervis,
"System Theorles and Diplomatic History," in Paul Gordon Lauren,

ed., Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory, and Diplomacy, (New York:
Free Press, 1979).

41 ror descriptions of other systems and their properties,

see Richard Rosecrance, Action and Reaction in World Politics: Intemational
Systems in FPerspective, (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1963); and

Alexander George and Gordon Craig, Force and Statecraft: Diplomatic
Problems of Our Time, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983).
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pillar of a Western alliance designed to defend that system.42

America's hegemonic role within this system demarcated new objectives
and strategies with respect to anti-systemic, or revolutionary

movements. 43 Whereas American foreign-policymakers sporadically

defended anti-colonial, anti-imperialist causes at earlier moments in
history, the mandate of defending the international capitalist system

against communist expansion eclipsed other contradictory American

44

foreign policy practices and concerns. For the first several

decades after World War II, the paramount American occupation --

economic, strategic, or ideological -- was to contain communism.45

The Soviet Union also emerged from World War II as a great power, but
for different reasons and with antithetical objectives to those of the
United States. As an anti-capitalist project since 1917, the Soviet
Union had coexisted uncomfortably as a "socialist" state within a
world capitalist systemn. Soviet military victories in the Second
World War eased Moscow's isolation by creating a series of satellite,

42 The caplitalist world system referred to here perhaps
should be labelled a "sub-system" so as to distinguish it from
the "international system" which includes states from both the
capitalist world system and the socialist system of states. (Of
course, given the collapse of the latter, "international system"”
and "capitalist world system" quickly are becoming synonomous.)
Nonetheless, however simplified, I will distinguish the sub-
systems by adding the adjectives, "capitalist" or "socialist."

43 For a survey, see Bernard Morris, Communism, Revolution, and

Amernican Policy, (Durham: Duke University Press, 1987).

4% This characterization of American foreign policy
contrasts sharply with the standard realist explanation for why
the United States pursued "ideological" objectives. According
to realist theorists, American hegemony freed American decision-
makers from "specific strategic and economic concerns," and
thereby allowed these leaders to pursue nonlogical, ideological
objectives. (Krasner, Defending the National Interest, pp. 14-17. My
description assumes a perceived means-end calculation to
American attempts to thwart communism even when immediate
strategic and economic interests were not involved. Moreover,

American foreign policymakers continued to pursue these so-
called 1ideological goals after the decline of American hegemony.

45 see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal

of Postwar Amencan National Security Policy, (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1982). Containment of communism and the preservation of
caplitalilsm are simply opposite sides of the same coin. However,
it is sometlmes useful to label the preservation of capitalism

as the paramount objective and the containment of communism the
grand strategy for achieving the paramount goal.
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"anti-systemic" states in Eastern Europe and Asia. While all these
states accepted the essential tenets of the international states
system, they also sought to challenge the international capitalist

order by creating an alternative "socialist division of labor" amongst

46

themselves. By promoting anti-systemic forces in states entrenched

in the international capitalist world, Soviet leaders hoped to revise

the very capitalist system the United States strived to maintain.?’

This essential conflict between the United States and the Soviet
Union, though manifested with varying intensities at different periods
during the Cold War, defined the central characteristic of the

46 por a detailed description of this basic tension in the
Soviet Union, see Adam Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence: The History of

Soviet Foreign Policy, 1917-1973, (New York: Praeger, 1974). For a set of
theoretical discussions about the nature of this socialist states

system, see Christopher Chase-Dunn, ed. Socialist States in the World-

System, (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1982). While

sympathetic to the world-systems project, I reject the
characterization of the socialist system of states presented by
Wallerstein (1974), Frank (1977), Szymanski (1979) or Chase-
Dunn (1982). Rather than identifying the Soviet Union as the
core of a new soclalist paradise destined to supercede the
capitalist system (Szymanski), or as a semi-peripheral state in
the world capitalist economy (the others), I consider the Soviet
Union to have been the last "world-empire" in Asia and Europe,
and a core state of a mini-world-system, constructed as an
alternative to the capitalist division of labor. (In calling this
system an alternative, I make no normative implication as it
being better or worse than the capitalist division of labor.)
The alternative having failed, the Soviet Union only now is
moving towards occupying a semi-peripheral status.

In addition to Chase~Dunn's volunme, see Immanuel
Wallerstein, "The Rise and Future Demise of the World Capitalist

System: Concepts for Comparative Analysis," Comparative Studies in

Society and History, Vol. 16, No. 4 (September 1974), pp. 387-415; A.

G. Frank, "Long Live Transideological Enterprise: The Socialist
Economies in the Capitalist International Division of Labor,"

Review, Vol. 1, 1977, pp. 91-140; and A. Szymanski, Is the Red Flag

Flying? The Political Economy of the USSR Today, (London: Zed press, 1979).

For systems-theoretical interpretation of the socialist states
similar to my position, see D. Chirot, "World-Systems Theory, "
Annual Review of Sociology, No. 8, 1982.

47 see Ulan, Expansion and Coexistence, pp. 130-131; and Istoriya

Vneshnei Politiki SSSR, 1945-1985, vol. 2 (Moskva: Nauku, 1986), in

passim. Agailn, this characterization challenges the neorealist
explanation for why states pursue ideological objectives in that
the Soviet Union was never a hegemon. Soviet leaders actively
sought to proj"ect their vision of domestic and world society
without occupyling a hegemonic position within the international

system. (See Krasner, Defending the National Interest, p. 15).
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international system for the first four decades after World War IL4’8

These two states were not the only international forces
influencing the course of the national liberation process in Angola
and Zimbabwe. However, the focus of this study is limited to the
superpower nexus because 1t 1s these two powers which (1) formed the
center of the world configuration of power during the development of
these two revolutions, and as a consequence (2) had the greatest

capabilities and will to condition the course of revolutions occurring

49

within the international systen. The roles of other states will be

48 While drawing from both realism and marxism, this
analytic description of the international system since 1945 makes
several theoretical departures from both paradigms. Regarding
realism, this characterization rejects the axiom that states
seek to maximize national power. Rather, great powers such as
the United States and Soviet Union endeavored to maximize the
security, power, and wealth of their respective international
(capitalist and "socialist") systems, a project which, at times,
undermined the well-being of their individual states. Regarding
marxism, this analysis rejects the instrumental marxist
assumption that the state is the agent of the capitalist ruling
class. Rather, as posited by structural marxists, the state can
act against the individual interests of the ruling class to
preserve the system in the long-term. However, this author also
departs from structural marxism by arguing that all systemic
hegemons, not just capitalist ones, act according to a similar
logic aimed at preserving or expanding their respective
international systems.

49 fThe methodological Jjustification for this artificial
simplification of reality can be expressed in two ways. First,
and most importantly, I do not assume that other independent
variables (i.e., other states) were not present, but I do suggest
that American and Soviet foreign policy were "key" variables,
rendering focus on their development theoretically fruitful. (On
the definition and importance of "key" variables, see Arend

Lijphart, "Comparative Politics and Comparative Method, " American

Political Science Review, Vol. 65, September 1971, pp. 685-691.) Second,

to further deal with the problem of ‘many variables, small number
of cases', I assume for the purposes of this study that those
independent actors (variables) not examined in detail resemble
the character of the two key variables which are discussed. As
Alexander George writes, "the investigator can ‘reduce the
property-space of the analysis' by combining two or more
variables that express essentially similar underlying
characteristics." (George, "Case Studies and Theory Development, ™
PD. B« For instance, though East Germany was involved in
promoting the national liberation movement in Zimbabwe, I contend
that the "underlying characteristics" of East German actions as
they pertaln to the questions addressed in this study are not
sufficiently distinguishable from those of the Soviet Union to
warrant specific identification and accountability. Given the
level of analysis of this study, the United States may even serve

20



discussed only as they affect the triangular dynamic between southern
Africa, the United States, and the Soviet Union. This framework of
analysis does not presuppose that the actions of these other actors
are controlled by one or the other superpower, but only suggests that
the superpower relationship 1s a primary component in the

international system as it relates to the process and outcomes of

revolutions in the postwar era.50

Neither 1is it assumed that other non-state, supranational
actors, structures, and processes do not influence revolutionary
processes and outcomes. The patterns of action and reaction between
revolutions and the states system are abated, conditioned, and
facilitated by a "world system" which subsumes then bmth.5 1 However,
it 1s a central contention of this study that these non-state factors
have been created, conditioned and regulated by the logic of Soviet

and American rivalry during the first forty years after World War

IT.°2 1In other words, the United States and the Soviet Union anchored

as a metonymy for the Western capitalist world, while Soviet
Union can serve a similar function for the socialist system of
states. When dissonance arises between these metaphorical
representations and historical reality (i.e., Cuban versus Soviet
attitudes toward intervention in Angola or British and American
policies regarding a settlement in Rhodesia), they are identified
and discussed in the case studies.

20 The superpower relationship is considered primary because
i1t intervenes on the outcomes of revolutions in a number of ways.
First and foremost, they involve themselves directly 1in
revolutionary situations, from offering economic assistance to
warring parties to direct military intervention. Second, they
constrain (or encourage) the actions of other third parties which
seek to 1nfluence the outcomes of revolutionary situations.
Finally, the Soviet Union and the United States influence each
other's involvement in revolutionary situations.

°l on transnational actors, processes, and regimes see
Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in
Transition (Boston: Little Brown and Co. , 1977); Stephen Krasner,

ed. Internanonal Regimes, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983);
Keohane and Nye, "Power and Interdependence Revisisted,"
International Organization, Vol. 41 (Autumn 1987), pp. 725-753. On

world systems, see Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern World System --
Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins of the European World Economy in the Sixteenth
Century, (New York: Academic Press, 1974).

52 This formulation extends Wallerstein's theory to close
the loop of .action-reaction between the system and the state.
While acceptling Wallerstein's notion that states are derived fron
the structure, I also assert that the core states, once produced
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global systems which were defined not only by the states within each
system, but also by the modalities of governance and economy practiced
in their respective systems.

In furthering delineating the properties of this international
system 1n reference to others, a distinction must be made between
international systems with a shared definition of legitimacy and a

division of power lacking congruent assumptions about international

53

behavior and/or governance at home. The twentieth century, and

especlally the postwar order must be characterized as a balance which

lacked a shared set of norms, rules, or procedures to regulate great

o4

power behavior. In other words, no ‘security regi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>