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THESLES



ABSTRACT

This thesis aims to explore the dynamics of exchange operating in
special relationships initially formed and largely sustained on an
amicable basis between two states of vastly unequal power. The claim is
made that the weak state is likely to be adversely affected in the longer
term by the persistence of negative patterns of asymmetric exchange,
despite the accrual of considerable benefits. To test the validity of this
proposition, selected theoretical perspectives on exploitation and
manipulation are examined and applied to the analyses of political,
military, economic and development issues arising in respect of the
Soviet-Ethiopian relationship in the Brezhnev and Gorbachev periods.

The findings indicate that the dynamics of asymmetric exchange are
much more complex than originally envisaged. The Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship involved far more than the changing interests of officials
whose interests and priorities were sometimes compatible and
sometimes conflicting. A special relationship developed between ruling
elites in these two sovereign states in the Brezhnev era, largely as a
consequence of Cold War competition and ideological bonding. Although
evidence indicates that Mengistu’s administration had a lot to do with the
relationship’s progression, the negative patterns of asymmetric exchange
that subsequently developed adversely affected Ethiopia more than they
did the Soviet Union. These patterns persisted after Gorbachev assumed
power, and the adverse impact lingered on after both sovereign states
had fragmented.

The complex dynamics and adverse impacts of asymmetric exchange are
not unique to the Soviet Union and its relationship with non-capitalist
states like Ethiopia. In this thesis, Cold War conditions may have largely
determined the process of pattern formation, but the findings indicate
that similar patterns have been demonstrated in relationships between
powerful and weak states in the past and they continue to appear in the
present.
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INTRODUCTION.

This thesis aims to explore the dynamics of exchange operating in special
relationships initially formed and largely sustained on an amicable basis between
two states of vastly unequal power. The claim is made here that the weak state is
more likely to be adversely affected in the longer term as a consequence of the
persistence of negative patterns of asymmetric exchange than the strong one, despite
the accrual of considerable benefits.

Certain historical features render the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship
particularly appealing as a case study. First, at the onset of the relationship, prospects
for good relations between ruling elites in these two sovereign states were facilitated
by circumstances in history largely perceived to be similar. In both countries,
revolution and the toppling of well-established hereditary monarchies had brought
about radical changes. In addition, a feudal peasantry had comprised the largest
stratum of the population in both states after the revolution. Moreover,
modernisation had constituted a top priority for heads of state immediately
thereafter. Second, as a consequence of territorial expansion and empire
consolidation undertaken by powerful monarchs before the revolution, post-
revolutionary officials in both states found it necessary to strengthen national
controls in order to retain pre-revolutionary boundaries. Third, ruling elites in the
two states had historical precedents for developing stronger ties of cooperation in the
1970s, as a consequence of Russian interests in the Red Sea region in Tsarist times
and cooperative ventures undertaken with Menelik II to stave off Italian efforts to
conquer the Ethiopian empire in the late 1800s.

The story of their relationship is well known and will not be described in
detail in this thesis. Nevertheless, main change points are outlined briefly below to
facilitate the reader’s understanding of the discussions that follow. After the
Ethiopian revolution in 1974, Soviet opportunities for establishing special relations
with Ethiopian elites in line with the principles of socialist orientation were
strengthened, as a direct result of conflicting interests between American and

Ethiopian officials. Despite a sharp decline in ideological affinities during the
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Gorbachev era, the special relationship between the Soviet Union and Ethiopia
lingered on for around fifteen years, until Mengistu’s administration collapsed in
May 1991. Thereafter, the relationship was stripped of its special associations, and
relations between the new generation of Ethiopian revolutionary ruling elites and
Gorbachev’s administration were normalised, just a few months before the demise of
the Soviet Union.

In this thesis, political, military, economic and development concerns in the
Soviet-Ethiopian relationship are examined with a view to explaining the changes
that transpired over the fifteen year period and the dynamics of asymmetric exchange
operating within the relationship. In respect of the changes, I argue that the
prevailing interests of ruling elites drove the relationship. The broad outlines of this
argument are that Soviet and Ethiopian officials pursued their own national interests
and the special relationship existed only as long as it remained useful to both parties.

In the heyday of the rhetoric of socialist orientation and Marxist/Leninist ideals, the
national interests of the Brezhnev administration and Mengistu's military
government did not conflict overtly. Consequently, ruling elites in both states were
able to smooth over quite large differences. In the Gorbachev period, the
compatibility of their national interests declined markedly, as a consequence of the
following factors: the emergence of a radical new leadership in the Soviet Union,
accompanied by a substantial modification of the existing ideology; a famine crisis
of international proportions in Ethiopia, and substantial changes in the conduct of
East-West relations. Over time, the priorities of the ruling elites in both states
changed, and their national interests diverged. Eventually, chiefly as a consequence
of two different social orientations, their national interests came into sharp conflict.
However, a final rupture was avoided. New ruling elites emerged in Ethiopia, and
Soviet-Ethiopian relations were re-established on a non-partial basis.

The situation becomes more complicated, however, when one attempts to
explain the dynamics of asymmetric exchange within the relationship. Under the
terms of the Friendship Treaty concluded in 1978 and technically still in force after
Mengistu's administration collapsed in 1991, the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship was
supposed to be a mutually beneficial and cooperative arrangement, conducted on a
most favoured nation basis, and the sovereignty of each state over its own internal

affairs was supposed to be guaranteed. The theory was good, but the practice
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unlikely, given the vast disparity in their resource capabilities.

In the era of Brezhnev and his successors, Ethiopian officials in particular
benefited from access to Soviet military technology, centralised structures for
political and economic administration and assistance for large-scale development
projects, at the considerable expense of their Soviet suppliers. Over time, however,
Ethiopia was more adversely affected by the patterns of asymmetric exchange that
developed than the Soviet Union, as a consequence of Mengistu’s reliance upon
Soviet prescriptions for political, military, economic and development progress.

Given this unequal state of affairs, one might think it safe to conclude that
Gorbachev’s administration with its radical prescriptions for reform significantly
reduced the adverse effects associated with asymmetry. However, the evidence does
not support this view. To begin with, the negative patterns of asymmetric exchange
observable in Brezhnev's day continued to flourish for a significant portion of the
Gorbachev era. When the changes finally occurred, Gorbachev's package of
liberalisation and de-ideologisation, aimed at opening up relations with Third World
states, had the unintended effect of leaving Ethiopia’s ruling elite even more
vulnerable in terms of political, military, economic and agricultural development
than they had been under the old Cold War order.

In the following chapters, facets of the relationship that relate directly to
these two arguments are examined. In Chapter One, changing Soviet perspectives
and policies about socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia are reviewed. Especially
important are the propositions that Soviet analysts and officials viewed socialist
orientation as a positive way forward and that ideas for restructuring the conduct of
relations with non-capitalist states credited to Gorbachev’s administration had been
formulated by Soviet Third World specialists well in advance of New Political
Thinking.

In Chapter Two, some important dimensions of asymmetry customarily
associated with powerful-weak relationships are explored. First, three explanations
of asymmetric exchange particularly relevant to the case study are reviewed. Second,
some prominent motives of weak states for undertaking special relationships with
much stronger partners are outlined. Finally, I put forward my main arguments
about the balance between exploitation and manipulation prevailing in the Soviet-

Ethiopian relationship.
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In Chapters Three to Six, particular issues arising in respect of political,
military and economic relations and the strategies advocated for development are
examined. In each chapter, the changing features of the relationship are discussed to
see what features of asymmetric exchange, if any, are demonstrated. In Chapter
Three, special attention is paid to the changing character of political and ideological
exchanges and the use made by Ethiopia’s ruling elite of Soviet-styled strategies and
structures for political organisation to gain their own objectives. Military aspects of
the relationship are discussed in Chapter Four. Particularly important here are the
ideas that military provision remained the linchpin of the special Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship over the fifteen-year period and that Soviet military transfers and
assistance markedly increased the potential for fragmentation in Ethiopia. In Chapter
Five, I argue that the importance of economic relations in establishing and
maintaining patterns of asymmetric exchange detrimental to Ethiopia’s future
development has been greatly underrated. As a consequence of the negative effects
associated with trade, aid and debt, prospects for the Ethiopian population’s future
well being were severely diminished. In Chapter Six, the issue of Soviet influence
over Ethiopian strategies for agrarian development is examined. Particularly
important here is the idea that although Ethiopian elites had the final say in policy
implementation, Soviet support for large-scale agricultural projects provided
Mengistu’s administration with a justification for overspending and diverting scarce
resources from where they were most needed.

In Chapter Seven, I look at what happened when the Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship was restructured and argue that negative patterns of asymmetric
exchange persisted. Then the conclusions drawn from the Soviet-Ethiopian case
study are examined to see if they can be used to explain Soviet relations with other
non-capitalist Third World states. Finally, I consider whether the findings about the
Soviet Union’s relationships with friendly developing countries can be applied on a
wider basis to explain the dynamics of asymmetric exchange in relationships

between powerful and weak sovereign states generally.



CHAPTER ONE

CHANGING SOVIET PERSPECTIVES ABOUT
SOCIALIST-ORIENTED STATES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a brief account of changing Soviet perspectives about
socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia and the strategies recommended for maintaining
relations and sponsoring development during the Brezhnev and Gorbachev eras. In part
one, particular attention is paid to the theory of socialist orientation and the
prescriptions advocated for social progress in non-capitalist states before Gorbachev
assumed power. In part two, I examine some changing views about the policies
recommended by Soviet officials for maintaining relations with socialist-oriented states

like Ethiopia and approving their plans for domestic development in Gorbachev’s time.

PART ONE: THE SOVIET UNION AND SOCIALIST-ORIENTED STATES DURING
BREZHNEV’S TIME IN OFFICE.

Four conceptual developments helped to shape the conduct of Soviet relations
with non-capitalist states like Ethiopia in the decade before Gorbachev assumed power:
the theory of socialist orientation; changing views about the political dimensions of
socialist transformation; standardisation in the patterns of exchange recommended
under economic cooperation, and the re-evaluation of Soviet prescriptions traditionally
advocated for socialist development in the Third World. As we shall see, Soviet ideas
about domestic conditions in non-capitalist states and maintaining relations with radical
socialist leaders later associated with Gorbachev's radical plans for reform were very
much in evidence before he assumed power. Nevertheless, Soviet policies for
maintaining relations with officials in non-capitalist states and the prescriptions for
socialist transformation remained firmly committed to the notions of scientific

socialism and two hostile, competing world systems.
The theory of socialist orientation.

In November 1967, Soviet analysts formally introduced the theory of socialist
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orientation. According to the theory, developing countries that had professed allegiance
to socialist goals, adopted anti-imperialist policies and rejected capitalist models of
socio-economic development could be classified as socialist-oriented states.

In contrast to earlier theories of non-capitalist development, which had focused
upon external relationships and largely ignored internal situations, the new theory
recognised the importance of domestic factors and established some guidelines for
states desiring to pursue non-capitalist paths of development. In socialist-oriented
states, domestic and external policies were expected to be anti-imperialist, anti-feudal
and, generally anti—capitalist.1 Longer-term goals advocated the construction of Soviet-
styled political, economic, and developmental structures to facilitate the transition to
socialism.’

The theory of socialist orientation had some important consequences for the
conduct of Soviet relations with Third World states. First, it provided Moscow with a
mechanism for selecting developing countries likely to favour alignment with the
socialist world system.3 Second, it provided a theoretical rationale to reshape Soviet
assistance policies towards socialist-oriented states. Under the new theoretical
guidelines, Soviet military aid became the dominant instrument of support, and ruling
elites in socialist-oriented states were encouraged to emulate Soviet administrative
structures and to follow Soviet prescriptions for domestic and external reform in

preparation for entry into the world socialist system.

! The policies advocated for socialist-oriented states in the 1960s and 1970s closely resembled the action
plan outlined in the 1928 Comintern programme for military-political transformation and socio-economic
reform in colonized countries. In the 1928 plan, leaders of colonial countries were urged to overthrow
foreign imperialism, to end feudalism and landlord bureaucracy, to secure national independence and
political unification, to nationalise large foreign enterprises and private land holdings, and to establish a
people’s army (Light 1988:97).

2 Brutents (1977, v 2:127) maintained that all socialist-oriented policies were fundamentally linked to each
other. He also recognized that the rates of successful implementation in respect of each policy were likely to

vary.

* By 1979, three categories of non-capitalist countries had been officially recognized: the long-established
socialist-oriented states, represented by Algeria, Burma, Guinea, PDR Yemen, Congo, Syria and Tanzania;
the recently established socialist-oriented states, represented by Angola, Madagascar, Mozambique, Ethiopia
and 'others' (like Afghanistan); and the socialist states that had successfully avoided capitalism, represented
by Vietnam, Korea, Laos and Cuba (Light 1988:143).



Political and military dimensions.

The traditional approach to class analysis stressed the importance of the
proletariat in the revolutionary process. This view undoubtedly complicated Soviet
explanations of socialist transformation in Third World countries in the 1970s. In
Ethiopia, for example, it was blatantly obvious even in Brezhnev's day that peasants
comprised the bulk of the population and that the working class was far too small to
have political significance in the foreseeable future.* Since the proletariat could not act
as the catalyst for initiating social change in non-capitalist states, Soviet analysts
attempted to identify segments of the population capable of leading the revolutionary
process towards socialist transformation. To this end, the roles of national elites,
peasants and the intermediate strata were given serious consideration.

By the 1970s, Soviet analysts tended to regard local elites with considerable
suspicion, especially when it came to assigning leadership roles in the process of
socialist transformation. Previous experience in maintaining relations with Third
World leaders in the Khrushchev era indicated that local ruling elites demonstrated a
marked propensity for shifting ideological loyalties in order to gain nationalist
objectives.5

Although they formed the largest and most exploited class in most Third World
countries, Soviet analysts also demonstrated a great reluctance to allow the peasantry to
assume the dominant role of guiding the revolutionary transformation. In the first
instance, the existence of highly divergent social strata in peasant societies precluded
the unification of classes traditionally deemed necessary for vanguard leadership.
Second, peasant movements and revolutionary goals tended to be changeable and
unpredictable. Third, the precise relationship between the peasantry and the petty

.. . 6
bourgeoisie remained unclear.

* See Brutents (1977) and Light (1988) on the developments and complexities associated with Marxist-
Leninist analyses of class structures in Revolutionary Democracies.

5 Under Khrushchev, Soviet relations with first generation Third World clients were conducted on an
inter-state basis, at the expense of local communist parties and other indigenous opposition forces. Soviet
officials cultivated ties with individual nationalist leaders like Nasser, Sukarno, and Nkrumah, without much
regard for the ideological character of the political structures and institutions beneath them. Nationalist elites
subsequently turned out to be ideologically unpredictable and politically unreliable (Fukuyama 1987:28-29).

S Brutents (1977, v 1:226) argued that the pace of social development in emerging post colonial states had
been too rapid to allow peasants and the petty bourgeoisie to be adequately educated and influenced by the
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Recognition of the intermediate strata as a vehicle for initiating social change
provided a potentially satisfactory mechanism for explaining the dynamics of revolution
in socialist-oriented states during Brezhnev’s administration. More progressive Soviet
Third World specialists like G. Mirsky maintained that transitional or intermediate class
structures made up of diverse social elements existed in Third World states where
capitalism had not been fully consolidated. By taking this point of view, a wide variety
of classes could be accommodated into the revolutionary process (Light 1988:122).

The concept of the intermediate strata was also very important because it
provided Soviet Third World experts with a mechanism for justifying interventions by
military regimes in state political activities (Light 1988:123). The Derg's intervention in
the political processes of the Ethiopia's imperial regime before the 1974 revolution and
the radical political transformations implemented by the Provisional Military
Administrative Council (PMAC) shortly thereafter, for example, were both welcomed
by Soviet officials because of their potential for initiating social change.

In respect of military leadership, many Soviet third world analysts perceived
that radical elements of the military intelligentsia could facilitate political developments
in national democratic revolutions. Brutents (1977,v 1:246-251) predicted that the
political importance of the military intelligentsia would increase sharply during the
second phase of national liberation movements. He thought that armed forces in
developing countries would have special opportunities for influencing and controlling
domestic situations and that military establishments in socialist-oriented states would
exert considerable power over political activities.

Soviet accounts of revolutionary change in socialist-oriented states also became
more complicated in Brezhnev's time. Brutents (1977,v 2:134), for example, argued
that internal conflict between different but simultaneously existing orientations
probably constituted the normal state of affairs in revolutionary democracies. He
thought that all the ideological orientations and the basic issues of revolutionary
democratic policy were objectives of continuous overt and covert struggle. He argued
that ongoing struggles reflected conflicts between different social orientations, rather

than a natural contention of different viewpoints within a common political framework.

proletariat. He maintained that both classes were becoming actively involved in revolutionary processes that
could develop into socialist orientation.
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In the late Brezhnev era, more progressive Soviet third world analysts and
officials also questioned the premise that socialist-oriented states would necessarily
evolve in the direction of Soviet-styled scientific socialism. Some analysts examined
issues associated with identity; others concentrated on evolutionary aspects; a third
group examined the unintended consequences likely to occur when ruling elites of non-
capitalist states advocated a ‘declarative radicalism’ like socialist orientation. In
respect of identity, Karen Brutents (1977, v 1:226, 148) advanced the notion that the
process of socialist orientation would display zigzag patterns of retreats, defeats and
successes, due to mass class involvement in the revolutionary process. As a
consequence of such zigzags, he argued that it could take a long time for national
revolutions to determine their own social orientations. As regards evolution, Soviet
editors of a research report on socialist orientation issued in 1982 concluded that, at
best, socialist orientation represented only a ‘preparatory pre-socialist stage’ in
development (Valkenier, 1987:25). In respect of unintended consequences, Soviet
official Rostrislav Ul'yanovsky, the conservative deputy head of the Central
Committee's International Department, argued in 1984 that adherence to a ‘declarative
radicalism’ like socialist orientation could actually exacerbate difficulties in the
socialist transformation process by triggering sharp internal opposition to the official
regime (Fukuyama 1987:39).

In an effort to improve the utility of socialist orientation as a mechanism for
drawing closer to scientific socialism, Soviet analysts recommended strategies for
political organisation that provided Third World ruling elites with appropriate
structures for implementing socialist transformation. Two of these were particularly
important in the case of Ethiopia: establishing the dominance of the state in the socialist
transformation process and the creation of Marxist-Leninist vanguard parties (MLVP).

The national state was expected to occupy the dominant position in national
liberation revolutions under the leadership of the intermediate strata. Brutents (1977,
v 1:265), for example, maintained that the national state constituted the unique feature
of class struggle in the new phase of national liberation revolutions. He thought that the
state would serve as an instrument of anti-imperialist struggle and that it would
implement major social transformation in the interests of the masses in socialist-

oriented countries.
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In the late 1970s and early 1980s, Soviet support for the establishment of
Marxist-Leninist Vanguard Parties (MLVP) to supervise the process of socialist
transformation in socialist-oriented states increased substantially. Many Soviet analysts
and officials believed that socialist-oriented states would be more likely to remain on
the non-capitalist path of development under vanguard party leadership. Brutents (1977,
v2:233) stressed the importance of communist parties in consolidating support for the
transformation effort. Parties were expected to embrace the masses and to influence the
broader strata of the working class, peasantry and the intelligentsia with a view to
consolidating all anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist forces into a single national front.
Other supporters of MLVP strategies like B.N. Ponomarev argued that vanguard parties
were necessary in socialist-oriented states because the policies implemented by
revolutionary democrats tended to be inconsistent and contradictory. To counteract
such defects, he recommended that political organisation be strengthened by creating
vanguard parties, establishing strong party-state links with the masses, instituting
effective cadre training programmes and strengthening political and military state
structures (Light 1988:130).

The high hopes entertained for MLVP as a viable strategy for keeping non-
capitalist states on target for socialist transformation remained largely unfulfilled at the
end of the Brezhnev era. In 1984, R. Ul'yanovsky complained that MLVPs had actually
incurred the hostility of the population in many countries as a consequence of poor
party-organisational efforts and repeated failures to secure mass support for their
socialist programmes (Fukuyama 1987:39). Despite greater doubt over the utility of
MLVP strategies, however, Soviet analysts and officials demonstrated a marked

reluctance to abandon vanguard party strategies altogether, even in the Gorbachev era.

Economic cooperation

In general, Soviet analysts and officials rhetorically supported the notion that
trade links with socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia should be conducted on a most
favoured nation basis. They emphasised the importance of improving trade turnovers,
as opposed to improving trade balances via a more equitable distribution of export and
import exchanges. Analysts and elites alike justified granting preferential market

access to socialist-oriented states for the purchases of key Soviet exports like fuel,
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machinery and industrial products on the grounds that these particular exports would
facilitate modernisation and engender economic growth in developing countries.

Trading policies with developing countries like Ethiopia were pragmatic and
complex. Bilateral trading arrangements were often complicated by sophisticated
preferential and barter trading exchanges. Of these, tied buying arrangements and the
inclusion of grant elements in varying proportions were particularly important. In one
commodity trade agreement with Ethiopia, for example, Soviet officials agreed to
increase purchases of coffee, sesame oil, haricot beans, and other agricultural goods by
about 50 percent, on the condition that Ethiopian purchases of Soviet machinery,
vehicles, and petroleum products also increase by an additional 50 percent (Jinadu
1987:234).

In Brezhnev’s time, Soviet analysts and officials also emphasised the
importance of strengthening economic cooperation, as opposed to providing
humanitarian aid or outright giﬁs.7 Soviet Third World experts and officials thought
that the high grant content of Western economic aid to developing countries constituted
conscience money for past exploitation. Since the Soviet Union had not participated in
Western imperialism and colonialism, many Soviet analysts and officials took the view
that no responsibilities for payments of high grant content had been incurred by
socialist states (Bach 1985:269). Free gifts of Soviet aid to Ethiopia, for example, were
extremely rare even on humanitarian grounds until reports of Ethiopia's famine crisis
made global headlines in the fall of 1984.

Wide differentials in the composition of grant elements and ambiguities
associated with the designation of favourable terms made it virtually impossible to
assess accurately the level of assistance actually provided by Soviet officials to
socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia. In the mid-1980s, seven categories of economic
assistance were officially recognised in a list supplied to the Group of 77 during an
UNCTAD conference. Two of the seven categories were allocated to grant

arrangements (one 25% or more and one unspecified). The other five established

7 Moscow's first official disclosure of Soviet aid to developing countries did not appear until 1982.
Estimates issued by officials at an annual ECOSOC meeting in that year put net aid contributions between
1976 and 1980 in the region of R30bn (c $44bn at the official exchange rate): a figure representing
something like one percent of the Soviet-GNP. No breakdowns of the economic assistance actually given to
individual socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia were provided (Machowski 1987:126).
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guidelines for specific transactions such as the purchase of Soviet personnel services
abroad, the education of national cadres in developing countries, the transfer of
technology and know-how, the conduct of foreign trade, and the extension of
preferential marine transport tariffs (Bach 1985:269-275).

Under the umbrella of economic cooperation, Soviet officials commonly
imposed the following conditions upon partner states. First, Soviet officials retained
firm control over the quality and progress of development aid projects. Aid disbursals
from Moscow remained tied to the purchase of Soviet goods and services throughout
the duration of the project. Second, ruling elites in recipient states were expected to
participate actively in the funding of most development aid schemes. Third, for most of
the period, Soviet officials allowed loan repayments to be paid in local currency or
goods. Finally, official Soviet repayment terms for development loans remained low in
the pre-Gorbachev era, and, in some cases, appeared to offer better value than those
operating in the West at that time. In 1982, for example, G. Kim maintained that
repayment periods varied from 10-15 years, with a grace period of 1-3 years and that
current interest rates remained in the region of 2-3 percent (Kim 1982:10; Bach
1985:269).

Prescriptions for development

Throughout the Brezhnev era, Soviet prescriptions for development in socialist-
oriented states emphasised the importance of centralised planning and industrialisation
in the modernisation process. In the mid-1970s, analysts like Brutents expected
revolutionary democrats in socialist-oriented states to carry out socio-economic reforms
aimed at significantly changing important aspects of social life. He maintained that
rapid economic progress and an end to economic backwardness constituted the
principal goals of revolutionary democratic regimes and that strategies to achieve these
objectives should emphasise the importance of long-term, detailed planning. Ruling
elites were also expected to end the domination of foreign capital in key sectors in the
economy and to implement policies aimed at limiting the development of a wealthy
local bourgeoisie (Brutents 1977, v 2:96-100).

Revolutionary democrats were urged to establish or to expand the control of the

state and of cooperative sectors over property relations in order to create effective
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instruments for capital accumulation, capable of providing funds for economic
development and social undertakings. Once integrated, the state and cooperative sectors
would provide the economic basis for the entire nationalist, anti-imperialist and anti-
capitalist policy of revolutionary democratic regimes (Brutents 1977, v 2:103,107-108).

In the early 1980s, prominent Soviet Third World experts like G. Kim and
Anatoly Gromyko emphasised the importance of industrialisation in generating
development in socialist-oriented states. Kim (1982:10), for example, maintained that
industrial development and power engineering constituted top socialist priorities in
extending aid to developing countries like Ethiopia. He estimated that over 50 percent
of Soviet economic and technical aid had been spent on projects in these two areas.
Anatoly Gromyko (1982:6-7) confirmed that the Soviet Union was still channelling
support into certain basic industries: in particular, ferrous metallurgy, machine building,
the production of chemicals and petroleum refining.

In the years immediately preceding Gorbachev’s rise to power, however,
concerns about the prescriptions that had been traditional advocated for socialist-
oriented development increased in respect of four issues: the pace of socialist
transformation, the degree of involvement in the capitalist system, the constraints of
backwardness, and prospects for bypassing the capitalist stage of development.

Empirical evidence indicated that traditional Soviet prescriptions for
development had not facilitated the process of socialist transformation in non-capitalist
states. Some analysts argued that the pace of transformation had been too rapid. They
advocated slower, more balanced rates of change for socialist-oriented states.

Prominent analysts like Evgenii Primakov and Karen Brutents questioned the
notion that non-capitalist states should avoid contact with capitalism. Primakov (1978)
argued that besides the classic asymmetric dependency associated with exploitation and
inequality, an ordinary dependency existed that affected all countries, as a consequence
of the global nature of economic relations (Valkenier 1983:93-94). Brutents (1979)
maintained that developing states could benefit from exposure to capitalism and
proceeded to justify his position by arguing that two types of capitalism existed:
‘national’ (beneficial) and ‘dependent’ (harmful) capitalism. National capitalism was
construed to be a progressive force capable of contributing to economic development.

Dependent capitalism, on the other hand, was perceived to be a malevolent force that
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nurtured and strengthened neo-colonial relationships (Valkenier 1983:93).

Soviet analysts also began to question traditional assumptions about the
relationship between backwardness and exploitation. Traditionally, backwardness had
been viewed as a by-product of imperialist exploitation inherent in the capitalist world
system. Rymalov (1980:40), for example, maintained that backwardness was the logical
outcome of the formation of the world exploitative system by international capital. He
believed that capitalism had divided nation states into a small number of oppressor,
great-power (imperialist), sovereign and privileged nations and a large number of
oppressed, dependent and semi-dependent, non-sovereign nations. Analysts of this
persuasion also supported the view that backwardness could be eliminated if
developing countries adopted Soviet prescriptions for socialist development and opted
out of the capitalist world system.

Theorists with more progressive points of view regarded backwardness as an
independent phenomenon that persistently constrained development in Third World
states. They claimed that it was an inherent impediment to permanent socialist
transformation in developing countries. Anatoly Gromyko (1979:103), Director of the
African Institute in the early 1980s, argued that that essential material prerequisites
must be present in non-capitalist countries before socialism could begin to flourish.

In Brezhnev’s time, the idea that socialist-oriented states could bypass the
capitalist path of development was substantially eroded, as a consequence of the
analysis of empirical data on developing countries. Many Soviet Third World
specialists and officials concluded that developing states would remain linked to the
capitalist economic system, regardless of political orientation. Recognition of this fact
reduced the need for Soviet analysts to accommodate socialist-oriented states within the
world socialist system (Valkenier 1983:73-74). Moreover, recognition that minimum
levels of economic development were necessary for socialist transformation cast serious
doubts on the notion that certain stages in development could be eliminated if
substantial aid were provided by socialist states.®

In the late Brezhnev era, Lenin's theories on mnogoukladnost (multi-structural

¥ Brutents (1977, v 2:131), for example, argued that as a rule it was necessary for countries pursuing non-
capitalist paths of development to possess healthy economies with real prospects for efficient and profitable
advancement.
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society) were revived to help explain complex socio-economic configurations in
socialist-oriented states. Under conditions of mnogoukladnost, old and new forms of
production and management co-existed simultaneously, with the state acting as a
regulatory agent between layers. This approach was particularly useful for explaining
developments in decolonised states where capitalist forms of production had been
introduced during colonialism. In some cases, new forms had been grafted on to earlier
production forms; in others, capitalism had replaced the old systems entirely (Light
1988:135).

Although there were divergent views on the utility and application of
mnogoukladnost, this mixed approach to economic development gained considerable
momentum in the early 1980s. This was especially so with respect to the economic
heterogeneity of developing countries, the existence of a global division of labour, and
the recognition of local diversity in developing countries (Valkenier 1983:82-86).

On the eve of Gorbachev’s rise to power, progressive Soviet specialists
advocated liberalised strategies for development in radical socialist-oriented states
containing a mixture of economic policies and structures, vaguely resembling Lenin's
initiatives under the New Economic Policy. In the mixed economic model that appeared
in the early 1980s, no single set of economic policies was prescribed for socialist-
oriented states, but ruling elites were actively encouraged to seek foreign investment
from capitalist nations and to conduct external relations within a single global economy
(Valkenier 1983:102). Nevertheless, Soviet conduct towards socialist-oriented states
like Ethiopia remained rooted in the ideological traditions of two competitive, mutually
exclusive world systems. Objectives still focused upon preparing socialist-oriented
states for entry into the world socialist system and the ultimate triumph of that system
over capitalism. Despite this fact, new conceptual foundations were laid during the
Brezhnev era that provided the basis of Gorbachev's radical reform programmes for

restructuring the Soviet Union’s relationships with socialist-oriented states.
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PART TWO: GORBACHEV, NEW THINKING AND SOCIALIST-ORIENTED STATES.

In Gorbachev’s time, traditional Soviet priorities for relationships with socialist-
oriented states were eclipsed and ultimately undermined by the domestic necessity to
implement economic growth and to improve relations with the United States.
Conceptual notions associated with New Thinking ultimately eliminated the ideological
justification for Soviet officials to cultivate special relationships with radical leaders of
developing countries electing to follow non-capitalist paths of development.

In the following sections, I identify some important ideas and representative
spokesmen, before outlining the key points of Gorbachev's radical reform programme
in relation to the Third World. In the final section I examine the impact of New
Thinking upon Soviet views about socialist-oriented states and the strategies advocated

for restructuring relations with them.

Important ideas and representative spokesmen.

Although traditional perspectives persisted throughout the Gorbachev era, the
viewpoint of progressive analysts became increasingly widespread. More importantly,
they became increasingly prominent in Gorbachev’s administration, while those
associated with the old order largely disappeared from public view. David Albright’s
account of the main schools of Soviet thought that existed in Gorbachev’s time
demonstrates this. Four trends were identified: revolutionary-democrats and pro-
militarists, two schools that advocated traditional perspectives, and national-capitalists
and economic integrationists, two schools that demonstrated more progressive
approaches (Albright 1991:28). Although no perspective appears to have received the
official, unqualified approval of Gorbachev’s administration, the two progressive
schools of thought had a significant bearing upon the restructuring of Soviet relations
with socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia.

Revolutionary democrats believed that the Soviet Union should continue to
cultivate special ties with socialist-oriented states because they constituted the ‘wave of
the future’. They maintained that radicalisation was deepening in developing areas and
that socialist-oriented states were bypassing capitalism successfully and progressing

towards socialism, despite occasional zig zags in direction. They thought that
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revolutionary democracies and vanguard parties would multiply, thereby increasing
prospects for the creation of socialist-oriented states and full-fledged Communist
parties.

Analysts of this persuasion like Grigorii Romanov, Boris Ponomarev, Rostislav
Ul'yanovsky and Anatoly Gromyko thought that the Soviet Union should continue to
provide assistance to socialist-oriented states, despite severe domestic economic
constraints. They also believed that Soviet officials should continue to collaborate with
the ruling elite of socialist-oriented regimes in building the military, governmental and
party institutions deemed necessary to consolidate local authority. Collaboration along
these lines was expected to strengthen structural relationships between the Soviet Union
and developing countries and to expand Soviet prospects for advancement in Third
World relations (Albright 1991:28-29). Their political influence, however, diminished
markedly in the Gorbachev era. Romanov, Gorbachev's chief political rival as
Cherchenko's successor, was ousted in 1985. Ponomarev and Ul'yanovsky lost
important CPSU positions in 1986 (Albright 1991:29).

Pro-militarists were also in favour of continuing support for socialist-oriented
states.” They emphasised the importance of military rule in securing socialist
transformation in developing countries and argued that a considerable number of
military ruling elites had expressed the desire to implement major social transformation
and were willing to develop close relations with the Soviet Union. Although they
recognised the potential utility of vanguard parties, pro-militarists thought that the
armed forces would be the dominant institutions in developing countries in the
foreseeable future.

Strategists like Colonel E Rybkin, Major-General E. Dolgopolov and retired Lt-
General Ivan Novoseletsky wanted to continue military assistance to pro-Soviet
governments controlled by military regimes so that local leaders could defend
themselves against domestic and external opposition. They also argued that Soviet
military assistance would strengthen structural relations between the Soviet Union and
progressive military regimes (Albright 1991:29-30).

National-capitalists, on the other hand, questioned the wisdom of providing

® Albright (1991:30) maintained that in the 1980s only members of the Soviet military establishment still
publicly articulated the pro militarist perspective.
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assistance to states like Ethiopia. They believed that socialist-oriented states would
remain in the minority, even in the distant future. They argued that most developing
countries had already embarked upon capitalist or non-socialist paths of development
and that capitalist or non-socialist phases would be completed prior to the initiation of
socialist transformation. They tended to criticise existing socialist-oriented states on
the grounds that local political elites had failed to implement internal social
transformation or to demonstrate consistent approaches in foreign policy.

Analysts like Karen Brutents, Evgenii Primakov and Aleksandr Yakovlev
argued that the Soviet Union should expand political and economic relations with Third
World states in general, as opposed to cultivating closer ties with socialist-oriented
states. They maintained that profitable relations with a wide-variety of states would
reduce the risks of Soviet setbacks in the Third World. (Albright 1991:31-32). Their
political influence increased markedly during Gorbachev’s administration. Brutents
became first deputy director of the CPSU International Department. Primakov,
formerly head of the Institute of Oriental Studies and then IMEMO, served as one of
Gorbachev's leading advisors and eventually became the Chairman of the USSR
Supreme Soviet's Council of the Union (Albright 1991:30-32). Yakovlev, one of the
main architects of glasnost and the political reforms of Perestroika, assumed charge of
progaganda and academic affairs in the CC Secretariat in 1986 and, following the
abolition of the CC Secretariat in 1988, became head of the new International Policy
Commission (Sakwa 1990:13,16, 172).

Economic integrationists also downgraded the importance of maintaining
relations with socialist-oriented states. They argued that most developing states had
experienced low levels of economic growth in the 1970s and 1980s, regardless of
ideological inclination. They maintained that economic difficulties could only be
overcome by participation in a coherent system of global economic interdependence,
and within that system, traditional distinctions between capitalist-oriented and socialist-
oriented developing states were meaningless.

Analysts of this persuasion, such as Vadim Zagladin, Georgii Arbatov, Vladimir
Kamentsev and Eduard Shevardnadze, maintained that the Soviet Union should
strengthen economic ties with a variety of devr;loping countries. They thought that the

Soviet Union could become an important supplier of secondary technology, machinery
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and manufactured goods for Third World states in general. They also believed that
developing countries could acquire the skills and surpluses they needed for economic
progress by exporting raw products to the Soviet Union and other socialist states, as
well as to capitalist developed countries. They maintained that a global, economically
interdependent system could improve prospects for long-term structural relationships
between the Soviet Union and developing nations (Albright 1991:32-33). Their
political influence also increased markedly under New Thinking. Zagladin retained a
high position in the CPSU International Department and became a personal advisor to
Gorbachev in 1988. Arbatov, Central Committee member, remained director of the
Institute of the United States and Canada. Kamentsev, Deputy Chairman of the USSR
Council of Ministers, also became Chairman of the Council's Foreign Economic
Commission. Shevardnadze, full Politburo member, served as Gorbachev's foreign
minister from 1985 to 1990 (Albright 1991:33).

GorbachevV's reforms

When Gorbachev became General Secretary of the CPSU in 1985, Soviet
analysts and officials were already making concerted efforts to generate ideas for
internal and external reform aimed at reversing the process of economic decline in the
Soviet Union. Their ideas, in turn, exerted a profound influence on the prescriptions
advocated for socialist-oriented development. The new prescriptions closely resembled
the policies traditionally advocated by the dominant powers in the world capitalist
system. It took time, however, to transform Gorbachev's radical prescriptions into
policy.w In the case of socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia, timing had a direct
bearing on the balance of traditional and progressive elements sustained in the
strategies recommended by Soviet officials for Ethiopia’s internal development.

Mikhail Gorbachev outlined rough guidelines for perestroika and glasnost in

1% Sakwa (1990:8-11), for example, identified four phases in Gorbachev's reform effort: (1) from March
1985 to mid-1986, basic guidelines were formulated; (2) from mid-1986 to mid-1988, glasnost was
emphasised in an effort to generate ideas and to acquire new understandings on the political changes
necessary for economic and social modermnization; (3) from mid 1988 to early 1990, the pace of economic
and political reforms accelerated, more radical economic reforms were introduced, new political institutions
were created, and society became more political, as a consequence of elections; (4) from early 1990 on,
reforms efforts were dominated by shock economic strategies and the emergence of multi-party politics;
additionally, CPSU controls over the process of perestroika were substantially weakened as a consequence
of deep-rooted political restructuring.
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December 1984, shortly before his selection as party leader in March 1985."
Perestroika (restructuring) was conceived as a long-term programme for socio-
economic modernisation.'? Implemented from the top down, the new strategy for
economic progress was expected to improve the quality of Soviet economic and social
life markedly by the year 2000. Initial reforms were geared to regenerate economic
growth through the rapid increase of market participation and the downgrading of
centralised planning. Glasnost (openness) was to provide the catalyst for the Soviet
Union’s progressive development.13 Through the relaxation of censorship, Soviet
society was expected to learn from past mistakes and to develop new solutions to old
problems. Under glasnost, new opportunities for critical analyses and creative thinking
were expected to mobilise social participation in the reform process at the grass roots
level.

Links between domestic and foreign policy were also strengthened,'* and the
ideas associated with perestroika and glasnost were extended to form the basis of New
Political Thinking. Gorbachev’s new approach to international affairs emphasised the
de-ideologisation of inter-state relations, greater reliance upon political means for
resolving conflicts, participating in the international capitalist economy and prioritising
universal values over class struggle. At the national level, respect for state sovereignty
over domestic affairs was officially reaffirmed, thereby confirming the right of ruling
elites in socialist-oriented states to exercise exclusive control over internal military,
political, economic and development matters, without fear of external intervention. '
The primacy of national interests was also sanctioned, thereby confirming in theory the
right of ruling elites to shape the national interests in practice, without regard to

external or internal political opposition (Gorbachev 1987:221). In time, however,

" In a speech to ideological party workers on 10 December 1984, Gorbachev publicly advocated
"Glasnost" (openness) and "Uskorenie" (acceleration), in conjunction with plans for radical economic and
social transformation (Sakwa 1990:6-7).

2 See Sutela (1991), Cooper (1991) and Sakwa (1990) on perestroika and Soviet economic reform.

3See Sakwa (1990) and White (1990) on Glasnost.

' See Pravda (1990) on linkage.

'* Gorbachev (1987:177) maintained that every nation was entitled to choose its own way of development,

to determine its own fate and to dispose of its own territorial possessions, including human and natural
resources.



21

universalist goals and nationalist aims conflicted and gave rise to certain problems in
the Soviet Union’s relationship with non-capitalist states like Ethiopia.

The New Thinking directives on newly liberated countries and socialist-oriented
states set out in 1986 by the CPSU in the 27" Communist Party Programme reaffirmed
traditional commitments but also demonstrated evidence of Gorbachev’s new direction.
CPSU guidelines still advocated the notion of developing a stronger world socialist
system, but this was to be accomplished by establishing cooperative relations with
capitalist-oriented developing countries. The Party still affirmed support for newly
liberated countries struggling against neo-colonialism and imperialism, but the CPSU
programme stipulated that relations with such countries would be based upon strict
respect for their independence and equality. The Party confirmed that relations with
revolutionary-democratic parties in newly liberated countries were deepening, but also
sanctioned the cultivation of relations with any national-progressive parties adopting
anti-imperialist and patriotic positions. The CPSU unreservedly stressed the Soviet
Union's continued commitment to political and economic cooperation with socialist-
oriented states, but maintained that each state should assume the primary responsibility
for its own social transformation (CDSP, 1986, v 38, Special Supplement:20-22).

Eventually, Gorbachev's universalist rhetoric and radical prescriptions for
domestic reform and improving relations with powerful capitalist states in effect
eliminated ideological and practical necessities for the Soviet Union to cultivate special
relations with socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia. In this respect, the recognition of
global interdependence, the de-ideologisation of inter-state relations, and the

prioritisation of universal human values were particularly important.

Recognition of global interdependence

Gorbachev's official recognition of global interdependence fundamentally
undermined traditionalist notions of revolutionary development and economic progress
in socialist-oriented states. His new emphasis on the political resolution of
international conflict made the Marxist-Leninist explanation for supporting national

liberation movements and socialist-oriented governments engaged in regional conflict
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obsolete.'® In line with perestroika, attempts to re-vitalise socialist economies through
integration into the world capitalist economy invalidated traditional arguments that the
Soviet Union should maintain preferential economic links with socialist-oriented states

like Ethiopia.

Political and military support

Gorbachev's new emphasis upon the political resolution of regional conflict
challenged the traditional argument that revolutionary national liberation movements
were socially progressive and should be supported by the Soviet Union. Progressive
analysts like Tsaglov, Mirsky, Kolosov, Primakov and Arbatov also mounted
convincing justifications for changing the old way of thinking. Tsagolov (1988:145)
argued that evidence accumulated in the 1980s indicated that the highest wave for the
world revolutionary process and socialist-orientation was over."” He believed that
internal drives for national liberation were actually social revolutions brought on by the
evolution of antagonistic classes and that revolution matured within a given society, not
in relations between the colonies and mother countries. For these reasons, he thought
that Soviet analysts should concentrate on explaining the common problems
encountered during the formation of revolutionary majorities: in particular, the
regrouping of social forces, defending progressive achievements and establishing
criteria for reliable, practical steps that should be taken by revolutionary democratic
movements. He recommended that Soviet analysts rethink the entire theoretical concept
of socialist-orientation, starting from the present alignment of class forces and their
socially progressive potential. Georgi Mirsky (1988:136) also argued that anti-colonial
struggles were over. He maintained that present realities failed to confirm the existence
of any natural alliance between the proletariat of developed socialist countries and the

working people of developing countries based on fraternal class solidarity.

' Before Gorbachev, Soviet analysts saw no intrinsic merit in Third World stability. Revolutionary
change and conflict were regarded as unavoidable and progressive. Regional conflict was viewed as the
product of contradictions arising from imperialist attempts to impede the revolutionary process and national
liberation struggles to acquire self-determination (MacFarlane 1989:6-7).

17 Tsagolov (1988:145-146) regarded ebbs and flows in world revolutionary waves as normal occurrences.
He attributed the current ebb in socialist revolutionary activity to the rejuvenation of capitalism via
technological innovation. He believed that the former appeal of socialism as a model could be restored only
if its material production exceeded those levels attained by capitalism.
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Andrei Kolosov (1990:36-39) claimed that Soviet military cooperation and arms
deliveries, traditionally the heart of Soviet relations with friendly developing states, had
actually escalated Third World regional conflict. He thought that Soviet support should
be withdrawn completely from parties engaged in regional conflict and that the only
real assistance Moscow should render was to promote a formula for rapid political
settlement which would enable warring populations to determine what form of
administration and government they preferred.

Analysts like Primakov and Arbatov also advocated new strategies for dealing
with regional conflict. Primakov (1988:7) believed that conflicts between internal
forces in newly developed countries had always been waged against the background of
socialist and capitalist world systems. He thought that if extra-national elements were
withdrawn, national reconciliation would probably occur. A study group convened by
Arbatov in 1988, on the other hand, expressed doubts about the natural inclination of
internal forces in newly developed countries to reconcile their differences without
external intervention. The group concluded that Soviet-American co-operation in
regional conflict management would be necessary to bring about national reconciliation
in a substantial number of cases.'®

The views of these progressive analysts, in turn, were reflected in official
policy. During the Gorbachev era, Soviet officials increasingly advocated greater Soviet
participation in mediation efforts between warring national liberation movements and
regional consultations with the United States and the United Nations. In 1991,
Gorbachev formally confirmed his intention to reduce military involvement in Africa
and to increase the Soviet Union’s diplomatic participation in the political resolution of

conflict situations (USSR 1991:129-131).

Economic Cooperation

Gorbacheyv's official recognition of economic interdependence and the

'® In May 1988, results of a three-year joint study on the demilitarization of East-West competition were
released by a group of Soviet analysts, led by Arbatov and American experts. The authors recommended
that Soviet officials end traditional military support for national liberation movements and that American
officials stop military activities aimed at overthrowing communist governments. They also urged both
powers to agree formally not to send troops, proxy groups, volunteers or covert paramilitary forces into
conflicts, nor to send more than about 200 military advisers to developing countries (Washington Post, 6
May 1988).
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dominance of the world capitalist system eventually undermined traditional arguments
that preferential arrangements should characterise economic relations between the
Soviet Union and socialist-oriented states. Nevertheless, mixed views about economic
cooperation prevailed for most of the New Thinking era. In the last two years of
Gorbachev’s administration, however, criticisms of Soviet economic relations with
socialist-oriented states intensified, and new strategies aimed at ending preferential ties
were adopted. Soviet views about economic relations with African states in the
Gorbachev era demonstrate this.

In the early period of New Thinking, Lopatov (1987:110-111) maintained that
the Soviet Union aimed to reduce the dependency of African states upon Western
markets, but he also emphasised the importance of accommodating the interests of both
groups of officials in each particular arrangement. With regard to tradg, three aims
were deemed to be particularly important: exchanging goods on a mutually beneficial
basis, building trade relations based upon genuine equality and mutual respect, and
conducting trade on a balanced basis. His review of Soviet attitudes towards the
disbursal of humanitarian and development aid to African states at the time strongly
implied that Soviet officials still favoured economic cooperation rather than charitable
donation. He claimed that development aid was still viewed largely as a collaborative
effort and that the central premise of economic cooperation rested in the notion that
assistance should aim to promote self-reliance in recipient states.'” In his view, Soviet
economic assistance to African countries still focused upon modernisation achieved by
industrialisation. Consequently, more than 75% of all Soviet economic and technical
aid destined to African states had been allocated to industry and energy (Lopatov
1987:139).

Lopatov (1987:126-181) also described six areas of Soviet assistance provision
and listed some specific responsibilities that recipient states were expected to assume in
project ventures. His observations strongly implied that the principal categories of
development aid projects favoured by Soviet elites in Brezhnev day remained very
much in evidence in Gorbachev's time. First, Soviet officials conducted planning

exercises and were actively engaged in prospecting for energy sources. Second, they

" In theory, anyway, Soviet organisations, as a rule, were only supposed to perform jobs that their
partners in recipient states were unable to do at a given time in history (Lopatov 1987:126-129).
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supplied equipment complexes, accessories, spare parts and materials that were not
produced locally. Third, they provided specialists for the construction, assembly and
maintenance of equipment. Fourth, they provided assistance for leaders to form
national organisations to administer planning, construction and research activities and
national geological services. Fifth, they provided training opportunities and facilities for
local personnel. Finally, they sent advisors and consultants into individual African
countries to advise on various development matters. In exchange, African governments
were expected to hire and pay local workers, to acquire local building materials, to
cover transport expenses for Soviet project materials from the port of entry to the local
construction site and to underwrite various operating expenses associated with specific
development projects.

During the same period, however, progressive views that advocated changing
traditional approaches to economic cooperation gained considerable ground. In respect
of trade, New Thinking strategists favoured cultivating economic ties with a wide
variety of developing countries and a readiness to enter into trade relations with any
country willing to cooperate on an equitable and mutually beneficial basis (Danilov
1986:52-54). In line with the new approach, considerable importance was attached to
forming strong trading links with Third World capitalist-oriented states (Albright
1991:44-46; USSR 1990 and USSR 1991). The new policy guidelines, in effect,
signalled an end to concessional trade exchanges that had formerly been justified on
ideological grounds. Under the new system of mutually advantageous trade
arrangements, Soviet officials were fully prepared to downgrade sales of goods and
services deemed to be vital to ruling elites of socialist-oriented states if the costs
became too high.

Similarly, New Thinking approaches undermined traditional policy frameworks
for extending humanitarian and development aid to socialist-oriented states on the basis
of common socialist affinities. In respect of humanitarian assistance, Gorbachev’s
administration became increasingly concerned about the food problem in African states.
In addition to charitable aid given to Ethiopia (estimated at around US$150 million) in
the 1984/1985 famine, Lopatov (1987:153-161) claimed that the Soviet Union was
providing additional assistance to combat famine in African states by improving water

resource management and boosting agricultural production. Projects funded for this
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purpose included the building of dams and various irrigation systems, land
developments and setting up state agricultural and animal farms. As regards
development assistance, Lopatov (1987:160) maintained that that New Thinking
objectives envisaged increasing the value of agro-industrial projects to 20 percent of
Soviet Union's total assistance to the region.

Soviet officials like Pyotr Koshelev (1987:33) pointed out that Gorbachev’s new
approach was geared towards combating the cause of backwardness, rather than
remedying its results. To this end, four priorities for African agricultural development
were established, and he claimed that Moscow was providing assistance to the
Ethiopian government in respect of each one. First, governments were encouraged to
recognise the importance of inaugurating new farmland and obtaining the
comprehensive use of water resources. Second, leaders were urged to recognise the
positive benefits of mechanised agriculture and the importance of building maintenance
and repair centres for farm machinery and equipment. Third, considerable emphasis
was placed upon constructing adequate storage and processing facilities and improving
sea fishing. Finally, leaders were encouraged to train African farm specialists.

Soviet criticisms of Moscow’s traditional approach to assisting non-capitalist
states like Ethiopia had increased markedly by 1990. The change was clearly
demonstrated in various assessments of the impact of Soviet assistance upon
progressive internal economic development in the socialist-oriented states of sub-
~ Saharan Affica. Analysts like Andrei Kolosov (1990:41) argued that countries which
had relied primarily on Soviet co-operative economic links still remained unable to
establish mechanisms for stable internal development, despite Moscow's assistance in
setting up some major facilities and developing projects.

In an official report on foreign policy and diplomatic activity issued by the
USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1990, shortcomings associated with Soviet
assistance to African states under the umbrella of economic cooperation were
identified. The 1990 report stated that New Thinking priorities included plans for
restructuring a whole range of trading, economic, technological and scientific ties with

African states, as a consequence of past shortcomings and miscalculations. 2 The

% Officials reported that the Soviet Union had concluded agreements on economic and scientific
cooperation and trade with 37 African countries. Under the umbrella of these agreements, 348 major
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report acknowledged that traditional approaches to assisting African states had been
superficial, links between African and capitalist economies had been underestimated,
and the tenacity of traditional modes of production had been greatly under-rated (USSR
1990:95).

Authors of the 1990 report also identified some important shortcomings in
Soviet assistance policies. On the issue of suitability, analysts claimed that many of the
projects had not been critically evaluated because they had been undertaken at the
request of African leaders, eager for personal prestige. Since the economic bases of
most recipient states were inadequately developed, many of the projects that had been
implemented to facilitate African industrial and infrastructural development were of
limited utility. Other shortcomings mentioned included the slow pace of construction,
low technical standards and shortages of spare parts. As a consequence, Soviet officials
argued that the economic effect of Soviet aid to sub-Saharan African was considerably
less promising than originally envisaged (USSR 1990:96).

The declining importance attached to the provision of economic assistance to
African states on ideological grounds was clearly demonstrated in the second official
report on foreign policy and diplomatic activity issued by the USSR Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in 1991. Soviet officials reported that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs had
abandoned the ‘ideologised and predominantly spendthrift character’ of assistance
programmes in favour of a ‘model of mutually beneficial links’ (USSR 1991:130-131).

Under the new policy guidelines, the importance of development was eclipsed
by a new emphasis upon increasing political assistance for conflict resolution and
reducing the Soviet military presence in the region.21 Under the new guidelines for
economic cooperation, Soviet officials planned to jettison old structures of economic
cooperation and transplant trade and economic links with African states into a ‘new,

economically justified framework’ (USSR 1991:129-131).

projects had been completed and an additional 300 were in the process of being built or designed (USSR
1990: 96).

2! In the 1991 report, officials of Gorbachev's administration confirmed that in 1990 the USSR had
granted no further credits to sub-Saharan African countries for military assistance (USSR 1991:130-131).
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The de-ideologisation of inter-state relations.

Gorbachev's decision to de-ideologise inter-state relations undermined
traditionalist notions that socialist-oriented states should cultivate preferential political
links with the Soviet Union and other states in the world socialist system. His
recognition that governments in sovereign states were responsible for their own
domestic development reduced Soviet responsibilities for underwriting radical political
regimes with militaristic policies that also implemented controversial devélopment
schemes.

Lev Entin (1988), for example, maintained that African state formation was an
exceedingly complex and difficult process. He thought that sovereign states,
encumbered with enormous official bureaucracies, were being built in Africa before
nations had been created, and he believed that the persistence of traditional structures,
institutions, notions and ideals would impede the creation of national states. Entin
acknowledged that some African socialist-oriented states had attempted to reorganise
state machinery and to extend citizen participation, but he maintained that the radical
progressive reforms originally envisaged had never materialised. He concluded that
most African states were governed by autocratic regimes under the leadership of one
individual who retained a monopoly of power as head of state and party leader.

Specialists like Kolosov (1990:37) also criticised the actions of autocratic
leaders in socialist-oriented states. He argued that leaders who were involved in
regional conflict were not actively pursuing political settlement. He believed that in
many cases, political elites were actually at war with their own people. Kolosov
doubted that autocrats who had co-operated with Soviet leaders before Gorbachev
could respond positively to the ideological restructuring of inter-state relations
advocated under New Thinking.

The new emphasis on state sovereignty also undermined traditional arguments
that Soviet assistance was necessary for progressive social transformation in socialist-
oriented states. There was an increased awareness that indigenous factors affected the
socialisation process and a growing concern about the potential utility of Soviet
prescriptions for socialist development in African states.

Entin (1988) argued that selecting appropriate models of social development in

African states was constrained by the elitist composition of the ruling coalitions. He
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argued that backwardness and rudimentary productive forces precluded the formation of
diverse social strata. Consequently, ruling coalitions tended to be made up of political
activists drawn from the intermediate (median) strata. He believed that the gaps
between the political elites of the intermediate strata and peasants who accounted for 80
to 90 percent of the population remained extremely wide.

Entin (1988:47) maintained that even after development models were selected,
opportunities for restructuring social processes in African states would remain limited
as a consequence of adverse internal factors: in particular, the limited availability of
material and financial resources, the lack of skilled personnel, the presence of
traditionalist-oriented populations, and the tendency of ruling elites to advocate
unviable plans of development. He believed that the inability of ruling elites to fulfil
the expectations of the population would eventually diminish their internal social
support and that those in power would respond by repressing public discontent, thereby
alienating the vast majority of the population even further.

Polyakov (1990:84) was sceptical about the viability of New Thinking
development rhetoric with its emphasis upon agricultural progress obtained through the
peasantry. He believed that what had been presented to the world as perestroika was
essentially Stalinism with a new face. He argued that despite a liberalised rhetoric
advocating new models, Moscow's old principle of ‘follow me’ had changed very little.
He claimed, for example, that Gorbachev's new found enthusiasm for privatisation in
Ethiopia was basically a restatement of previous recommendations made by the World
Bank and other international institutions. As regards the practical viability of Moscow
recommending substantial policy changes favouring Ethiopian peasants, he argued that
Soviet ministries were ill equipped to undertake new policy based research and would
probably find it very difficult to discard old principles in favour of more pragmatic
ones. In respect of Gorbachev's new veneration for the peasant sector, Polyakov argued
that the Soviet Union was pushing a strategy of development upon Ethiopia which it
had yet to try out on itself.

Alexei Kiva (1991:30-33) openly acknowledged the failure of the Soviet model
of socialist orientation. He maintained that even the most progressive regimes
associated with the model had eventually turned into military and police dictatorships.

Kiva also believed that the Soviet model of ‘barracks-type socialism’ which had been
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duplicated by many countries had actually bankrupted indigenous development efforts.
He maintained that former Soviet leaders had been so enraptured with the myth of
capitalism's limited utility for self-development and its certain replacement by
communism that they had failed to notice the dead-end nature of the Soviet model. He
attributed this oversight to ‘...ideology's dead letter distorting politics which, in its turn,

distorted the economy and the nation's whole life’.

The prioritisation of universal human values.

Gorbachev's stress on universal humanitarian values and issues, in effect,
challenged the wisdom of supporting ruling elites in socialist-oriented states like
Ethiopia who continued to implement decisions that adversely affected segments of the
population. Analysts like Andrei Zagorsky and Yuri Kashlev (1990:62-63) maintained
that that advocates of New Thinking in the Soviet Union were becoming increasingly
aware of the relationship that existed between a state's international prestige and the

human rights policies practised by its ruling elite.

CONCLUSION

In the Brezhnev era, serious attempts were made to restructure traditional
explanations about developing countries and Soviet priorities in Third World
relationships. Innovative ideas like the theory of socialist-orientation were introduced in
an effort to remedy past failures to develop an effective theory of socialist
transformation, to design a viable model of socio-economic development and to secure
permanent political commitment from revolutionary democrats for the Soviet Union
and the world socialist system. For a time, Soviet appraisals of the global correlation of
forces and the Soviet Union’s increased military capabilities enhanced ideological and
strategic prospects for the successful implantation of socialist-orientation in African
states like Ethiopia, where radical revolutionary leaders had expressed a desire to
pursue non-capitalist paths of development.

Subsequently, a number of Soviet analysts sought to explain anomalies that had
been identified in respect of internal developments in socialist-oriented states.

Although divergent viewpoints persisted, a general consensus gradually emerged in the

analyses of the internal and external relations of non-capitalist states like Ethiopia. Of
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these, the acknowledgement of an internationalised world market, the recognition of
economic differentiation among developing countries, and the acceptance of a global
division of labour were especially important.

Well in advance of Perestroika, traditional perspectives about the importance of
economic links between socialist-oriented states and the Soviet Union were changing,
largely as a consequence of the recognition of a global economy, a growing awareness
of the positive benefits associated with capitalist transactions and the realisation that
backwardness in developing countries could no longer be blamed exclusively upon
imperialist ventures undertaken by capitalist states. Consequently, the theoretical
foundations were laid for a different prescription of development in socialist-oriented
states that ultimately affected the conduct of Soviet relations with ruling elites like
Mengistu in Ethiopia. Although not generally applied in the pre-Gorbachev period, the
mixed economic model later resurfaced as a prototype recommended for progressive
economic development in socialist-oriented states in accordance with the principles of
perestroika.

Despite considerable theoretical and tactical innovation, however, the practical
conduct of Soviet relations with socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia continued to be
formulated in line with Marxist-Leninist notions of East-West rivalry and the ultimate
triumph of the socialist world system. Prescriptions advocated for military, political,
economic and social success continued to reflect the hostile, competitive nature of east-
west relations. Consequently, throughout the Brezhev era, Moscow’s preferred
strategies for conducting relations with socialist-oriented states remained focused upon
giving tactical advice to ruling elites aimed at consolidating state power through the
centralisation of administrative structures and strengthening political ties through the
creation of Marxist-Leninist vanguard parties, providing military assistance to
revolutionary democratic governments, conducting trade in line with the principles of
economic cooperation, and providing development assistance for large-scale,
collaborative ventures aimed at socialist transformation.

In Gorbachev’s time, the radical restructuring of domestic and foreign policy
under perestroika, glasnost and New Thinking had a decisive bearing on Soviet
perspectives about developing countries and eventually provided the much-needed

opportunity to downgrade the special involvement with socialist-oriented states like
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Ethiopia. Soviet Third World analysts, of course, continued to hold divergent views
about Moscow’s involvement with the various categories of Third World states
throughout the Gorbachev era, and the blending of traditional and progressive elements
varied substantially. Nevertheless, approaches that advocated expanding the Soviet
Union’s relations with a wide variety of capitalist-oriented states and contracting
existing relations with socialist-oriented states gained considerable ground. More
importantly, analysts like Brutents, Primakov and Yakovlev who were associated with
the new views became politically active and occupied important positions in
Gorbachev’s administration.

Ideas about global interdependence, the de-ideologisation of inter-state relations
and the prioritisation of universal human values were particularly important in
legitimising the changes. The recognition of global interdependence undermined the
utility of supporting national liberation forces and socialist-oriented governments
engaged in regional conflict and maintaining preferential economic links with socialist-
oriented administrations. The de-ideologisation of inter-state relations removed
traditional justifications for supporting radical political regimes that implemented
controversial domestic programmes for socialist transformation. The prioritisation of
universal human values eroded traditionalist beliefs that class conflict would initiate
progressive social change and made it more difficult for the Soviet Union to support
publicly the activities of ruling elites who implemented dubious policies in respect of
the population.

In conclusion, Soviet analyses of domestic conditions and the conduct of
relations with socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia changed markedly over time.
Officials, as well as analysts, recognised the need to take domestic complexities into
account and to assess the interests of radical leaders in socialist-oriented states more
carefully. Nevertheless, a confusing mixture of old and new theories and practices
prevailed. As we shall see in the following chapters, the shifting balance between old
and new views and recommendations made the restructuring of Soviet relations with

socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia inevitable.
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CHAPTER TWO
ASYMMETRY, INTERESTS AND EXPLOITATION
INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines ideas about asymmetry, interests and exploitation. It
begins at a general level by considering three perspectives on the dynamics of
asymmetric exchange operating between powerful and weak partners, with a view to
establishing some general criteria for analysing the patterns of exchange between the
Soviet Union and Ethiopia. Part two looks at regional factors prompting African ruling
elites to alter experiments in Marxist-styled socialism. In part three, issues specific to
the case study are examined. Ilook at some contrasting opinions regarding asymmetry

and exploitation in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship.

PART ONE: PATTERNS OF ASYMMETRIC EXCHANGE IN RELATIONS BETWEEN
POWERFUL AND WEAK STATES.

Three views on the dynamics of asymmetric exchange generally operating in
special relationships between powerful and weak states are particularly useful in
considering the relationship between the Soviet Union and Ethiopia: Johan Galtung's
ideas about Center-Periphery relations, Claude Ake's analysis of relations between
bourgeois and proletarian states and the views of Alexander Wendt and Michael Barnett
about the consequences of capital intensive militarisation.

In ‘A Structural Theory of Imperialism’ published just a few years before the
formation of the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship, Johan Galtung (1971) attempted to
explain the dynamics of asymmetric interaction in bilateral relationships made up of
powerful (‘Center’) and weak (Periphery) states. He was particularly interested in how
the Center state dominated such relationships, even in the absence of purposeful intent.
He assumed that interactions between powerful and weak states had value and that they
could be classified as symmetric or asymmetric on the basis of the costs/benefits
assessments rendered for each state in the relationship. Symmetric or equal interactions
existed when interactions were deemed to benefit both states about equally.
Asymmetric or unequal interactions applied when one state was deemed to benefit

considerably more than the other.
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Galtung (1971:303; 1980:119-121) was especially concerned with the dynamics

of asymmetric interaction in bilateral relationships between Center and Periphery states.
To explain them, he developed a model comprised of Center and Periphery states, each
having its own center and periphery. According to Galtung, the Center state was able to
penetrate the periphery state by establishing a bridgehead in the center of the
Periphery.22 In order for the bridgehead to function, two conditions had to be met.
First, a harmony of interests had to exist between the centers of the Center state and the
Periphery state, and the bridgehead had to be kept at a high standard of living.23
Second, the gap between the living conditions of ‘haves’ and ‘have nots’ in the
Periphery state had to be greater than those in the Center state.”* Once established, the
bridgehead was expected to play a crucial role in the process of imperialism and to
facilitate the penetration of the Periphery state via the Center state’s ideology. Over
time, the Periphery state would became dependent on the Center state, but the resulting
dependency would be generated in accordance with the needs of the bridgehead.
Consequently, the needs of the Periphery state would become synonymous with the
needs of its ruling elite.

Galtung developed a system for classifying categories of imperialism based on
his own ideas about the respective inputs provided by Center and Periphery states. He
refused to assign priorities on the grounds that all categories of imperialism were
equally important, any combination of categories could co-exist simultaneously and any
single category could initiate the entire imperialist process. He identified six categories
of imperialism: economic, political, military, communications, cultural and social.”?
Some of the views that Galtung (1971:309-311) held about political, military, economic

and social imperialism are also useful for identifying the negative aspects of

2 Galtung (1971:304) thought that the center of the Periphery state would disengage from its own
periphery and align with the center of the Center state. As a result, the Periphery state would become
progressively less cohesive.

% Galtung (1980:119) maintained that a strong coupling between the centers of the Center and Periphery
states was essential to the implementation of the penetration mechanism. His analogy was that the
arrangement between centers should be like that between a very harmoniously structured couple who went
up together and down together, sharing good and bad days.

# Galtung (1980:120) expected gaps between rich and poor to exist in both states, but he thought that the
gap would be an abyss in a Periphery country.

% Galtung (1971:309-312) identified the first five categories in 1971. The sixth category, that of social
imperialism, was discussed in his book, The True Worlds, 1980:127-131.
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asymmetric exchange in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship.

Under conditions of political imperialism Center states furnished decisions and
models, while Periphery states supplied imitators and obedience. He believed that in the
name of modernisation and development, the centers of Center states had persuaded the
centers of Periphery states (i.e., bridgeheads) to adopt Center models on the pretext that
they possessed superior structures and cultures. Consequently, the centers in Periphery
states attempted to reproduce structures and decisions imported from the ‘motherland of
liberalism’ (USA) or the ‘fatherland of socialism’ (USSR) with more regard for their
Center origins than their suitability for the Periphery.

In the case of military imperialism, Center states provided protection and the
means of destruction, while Periphery states furnished the discipline and traditional
equipment. He maintained that only Center nations had the technology to develop and
to provide sophisticated weaponry. By overpricing the military hardware that they sold
to Periphery states, Center states would be able to recoup financial losses if the prices
of raw materials imported from the Periphery increased, especially when the centers of
Periphery states were severely threatened. The centers of Center states also provided
officers and military advisors to assist the centers of Periphery states in armed conflict.
In contrast, the centers of Periphery states supplied the raw fighting power (rank and
file soldiers) and less technologically advanced weaponry.

Under conditions of economic imperialism, Center states provided processing
and the means of production, while Periphery states supplied raw materials and
markets. He thought that economic relations between Center and Periphery states were
likely to demonstrate patterns of asymmetric exchange, particularly in respect of
concentration on trade partners, commodity concentration and economic dependence of
the Periphery state on the Center state. He envisaged that the Periphery state would
conduct most of its trade with its Center partner and that high levels of import and
export concentration would probably characterise trade exchanges from the Periphery
state to the Center. The Center state would remain relatively free to extend trade in
almost any direction, but the Periphery state would become dependent on the Center, as
a result of trade partner and commodity concentration. He also argued that trade
between a particular Periphery state and its Center partner would account for a much
higher percentage of the GNP for the Periphery than for the Center. As a consequence,

the Periphery would become much more vulnerable to economic fluctuations and
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demands than the Center.

In the case of social imperialism, Centers supplied model social structures,
while Peripheries provided reinforcement through isomorphism. Galtung (1980:130)
believed that time-lags between the prototypes constructed by model-makers and the
models selected for replication by model-users were likely to occur, especially in
respect of the transmission of ideological symbols.26 He also thought that if social
implantation actually took place, the end product fashioned by ruling elites in Periphery
states would never replicate the original completely. The structures of the two systems
would appear to be alike, but in reality, they would continue to function within two
entirely different orders.

Galtung (1981:184-185) also argued that the Soviet Union's position of
dominance and control over client countries constituted an example of
imperialism. He maintained that imperialist relationships between the center of
the Soviet Union and the centers of Periphery states could exhibit net flows of
economic benefits directed away from the Center state as well as towards it and
that such relationships could be economically impoverishing, as well as
enriching, for Soviet ruling elites. He thought that Soviet officials might be
willing to endure economic losses within an imperialist relationship in order to
maintain military and political control. He also believed that social imperialism
aptly described the Soviet Union's endorsement of its own socio-cultural pattern
of development as a model for organising society in other states.

Three aspects of Galtung’s theory are particularly appealing as means for
testing the hypothesis that asymmetric patterns of exchange persisted in the
Soviet-Ethiopian relationship. First, his view that a bridgehead in the Periphery
state is needed to hold an asymmetric relationship together is interesting. The
idea that ideological penetration from the Center state is facilitated by the
Bridgehead and the notion that dependency is formed in line with the needs of
the bridgehead, rather than the rest of the population, are useful for analysing
this particular the case study. Second, his discussions about the patterns of
asymmetric exchange operating under conditions of political, military,
economic and social imperialism raise some interesting questions about the

% His illustration of the time-lag principle involved Brazilian tramworkers carrying banners supporting
August Comte, one hundred years after the Center states had forgotten about him.
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Soviet-Ethiopian relationship. To what extent did Moscow influence Mengistu’s
decision to introduce structures for political administration and a constitution
that closely resembled those existing in the Soviet Union? Was Ethiopia really
dependent upon Soviet military assistance? Did the economic exchanges really
benefit the Ethiopians? Did Soviet officials unduly influence Mengistu’s
decision to implement large-scale development efforts aime(%ltnodernising the
agricultural sector and the rural population? Finally, Galtuné’é charge that the
Soviet Union assumed a dominant position over client countries raises an
interesting question. Was the Soviet Union imperialistic in its relationship with
Ethiopia, despite its non-imperialist philosophy?

Nevertheless, Galtung’s theory has some serious limitations. His ideas
about what Centre states do are interesting, but the theory is seriously deficient
when it comes to explaining why leaders take certain kinds of actions in
Periphery states like Ethiopia. Connections between the Bridgehead and the
Center, for example, are made in isolation, without regard for the complex
pressures that influence elites in developing states to form alliances with
stronger states. His thesis of model emulation is intriguing but fails to factor in
the Bridgehead’s independent capability for selection and utilisation to achieve
its own ends. The views expressed by Claude Ake (1978) and Wendt and
Barnett (1993), provide some useful insights on these issues.

Claude Ake’s theory was published in 1978, the same year as the Soviet-
Ethiopian Friendship Treaty was agreed. As he was concentrating on Africa at the time,
it is very likely that some of the events happening in Ethiopia shaped his views about
radical revolutionary administrations.

Ake (1978:9-25) argued that the global economy had separated countries into
two camps: bourgeois states, which possessed the instruments of labour by virtue of the
ownership of capital and technology, and proletarian states, which possessed the labour
power. He maintained that these divisions applied, regardless of ideological affinities.
Consequently, he considered the Soviet Union to be just as much a bourgeois state as
any developed country in the West, due to its ownership of technology.

Ake (1978:20-32) also believed that primary contradictions in the global
economy arising in connection with the bourgeois and proletarian states constituted the

major source of revolutionary pressure in Africa. He thought that bourgeois and
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proletarian countries were engaged in a struggle of ever increasing intensity and that
each camp utilised an ideology which reflected its own interests. Leaders of proletarian
countries were preoccupied with exploitation, inequality and oppression. They viewed
international relations in terms of imperialism, neo-colonialism and unequal exchange.
In contrast, ruling elites in bourgeois countries stressed order, peaceful co-existence,
peaceful change, stability, unity and the struggle between East and West. Their
dominant ideology rested on the notion that that development had already been
achieved in bourgeois countries. Consequently, proletarian states were encouraged to
admire and to replicate the models provided by bourgeois countries, thereby reinforcing
their secondary position in the global economic order.”’ In the 1970s, for example, Ake
maintained that African ruling elites were being increasingly pressured to adopt foreign
development ideologies.”®

Ake (1978:26-28) argued that the powers of ruling elites in proletarian states
were much more limited than those exercised by leaders of bourgeois states. Although
African ruling elites had acquired political power as a consequence of decolonisation,
the ruling classes of bourgeois countries (patrons) had managed to retain economic
power. Within the parameters of the patron-client relationship, African ruling elites
were forced to function in dual roles as protectors of the interests of bourgeois countries
and political governors of the African proletariat. Consequently, relations between
patrons and clients reflected a curious mix of consensual and conflicting interests that
exerted a negative impact on Africa's position in the global economy.

Ake (1978:71-76) also maintained that most African elites were under

increasing pressure to adopt repressive policies, despite rhetorical commitments to

%7 As a consequence of over reliance upon external models of development, ruling elites neglected the
development of indigenous strategies. This made them exceedingly vulnerable to changes in the international
system, especially when radical changes in development prescriptions were recommended by officials in
bourgeois states (Ake 1978:30-32).

% Ake (1993:242) maintained that pressures to adopt foreign development ideologies still prevailed in
Africa in the 1990s. He believed that post-Cold War recommendations for the democratisation of African
states constituted yet another example of pressures exerted on weak states to emulate models recommended
by powerful states. He thought that indigenous efforts at African democratisation would focus on social and
economic rights, rather than on abstract legal and political rights and that economic adversities in most
African states would mandate considerable state intervention in the economy. He maintained that efforts at
democratisation along these lines would overtly conflict with the values and interests held by sponsors of
Western democratisation and that they would oppose indigenous remedies on the grounds that they were
socialist. He believed that it was very unlikely that the process of democratization in Africa would be
allowed to go its own way.
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radical ideologies condemning exploitation and inequality. Initially, two strategies
were favoured to improve economic performance: the direct use of coercive power for
expropriation and economic centralisation. Over time, both strategies proved to be
ineffective in containing growing pressures for revolution. The direct use of coercion
failed to redress existing economic adversities because it generally alienated the rural
population, exaggerated the importance of political power and ultimately retarded the
development of the material base. Strategies for expropriation, where the state extracted
tribute from the population via centralised state organs and government monopolies
over the marketing of primary commodities, also failed to strengthen the material base,
because they created a regressive form of capitalism.

Since economic expropriation had failed, Ake (1978:77-81) argued that African
ruling elites in the late 1970s had only two options left for responding to increased
revolutionary pressures on the continent: either meeting the political and social
demands of the population or depolitisation. He thought that African elites would be
disinclined to opt for strategies aimed at establishing social equality and well-being
because their power would be dislodged, and, as a consequence of limited economic
surplus and an underdeveloped material base, there could only be marginal
improvements. He concluded that most African ruling elites would aim to depolitise
domestic opposition. Under those conditions, revolutionary demands would be
discouraged; political manifestations of domestic opposition would be prevented, and
one party states or military regimes which behaved like one party states would reduce
the active participation of the masses. Ake predicted that depolitisation would increase
instability, internal violence, and underdevelopment in African states, because one party
states or military regimes had no mechanism for dislodging rulers. Consequently,
change could only be instituted by breaking the rules. Underdevelopment would
intensify because of the tendency of military regimes to resort to booty capitalism that
alienated the masses from ruling elites, precluded the mobilisation of the population
and was not conducive to African development needs.

Ake’s ideas are particularly helpful in identifying certain policies likely to be
implemented by African heads of state in the late 1970s and early 1980s in response to
external and internal pressures, regardless of capitalist or socialist alliances. In respect
of development, for example, the notion that patron states, regardless of ideological

persuasion, pressure client states to emulate approved strategies on the grounds of
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superiority is particularly interesting, given Ethiopia’s former relationship with the
United States and Haile Selassie’s capitalistic ventures undertaken in that period. Ake’s
description of the domestic policies likely to be implemented by African leaders in
response to internal pressures are also important to consider. If his views are right, then
policies aimed at economic centralisation, the augmentation of state power, the creation
of one party states and the depolitisation of domestic opposition by military means
constituted a normal response to internal crisis by African leaders in the late 1970s and
early 1980s, rather than strategies imposed externally by a Patron state like the Soviet
Union.

Two main problems exist with Ake’s theory, however. In the first instance, like
Galtung, he focuses on one side of the story at the expense of the other. The interests of
ruling elites in Africa are carefully explained, but he ignores analysis of the dynamics
operating in patron-client relationships. Second, Ake’s theory does not accommodate
change very easily. His ideas about the impact of external and internal pressures upon
African leaders are interesting but they do not provide us with a framework for
understanding increased complexities and a changing world order in the late 1980s and
early 1990s. Alexander Wendt and Michael Bamett’s theory about asymmetry in
capital-intensive militarisation provides a useful insight on this issue.

Two years after the demise of both Soviet and Ethiopian empires, Alexander
Wendt and Michael Barnett examined the dynamics of military exchange between
strong and weak states in the late twentieth century. Wendt and Barnett (1993:336-341)
believed that a fundamentally asymmetrical global military culture existed which was
shaping Third World military development in different ways than would be the case if it
were absent. They argued that the modern army, characterised by professionalism and
technologism,29 had become one of the most important symbols of the modern state.
They also maintained that a global security culture had socialised third world elites to
attach a high symbolic value to advanced weapons technology that could only be
provided by powerful states in the international system.

Wendt and Barnett (1993:321-326) advanced the hypothesis that in the late

20th century ruling elites in weak and powerful states alike wanted to acquire capital-

% Professionalism concerned the actual military establishment, especially those parts that helped to keep
ruling elites in place. Technologism referred to the symbolic valuation of advanced technology over
alternative technology.
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intensive militarisation, rather than labour-intensive militarisation. > However, they
viewed threats to national security differently. In developed states, officials viewed
national security threats as primarily external, while the leaders of most Third World
states perceived national security threats to be internal. Consequently, the acquisition of
capital-intensive militarisation exerted a decisive impact on the process of state
formation in most developing countries because of its considerable potential for
controlling domestic opposition.

In respect of state formation, Wendt and Barnett (1993:322) identified three
structures of dominance shaping the national security interests of ruling elites in Third
World states. First, dependence on a global economy tended to create weak regimes
that viewed the bulk of the population as security threats, rather than assets. Second,
dependence upon external security assistance tended to produce elites whose definitions
of security reflected the concerns of their external patrons and ignored the needs of the
resident population. Third, dependence upon a global military culture shaped Third
World ruling elites’ ideas about what should constitute a modern army, despite the
exorbitant costs incurred in the process of modernisation.

Wendt and Barnett (1993:334-336) also maintained that Great Power authority
had penetrated third world states to a considerable extent through the formation of
hierarchical structures of informal empire. Within informal empires, interactions
between sovereign states were characterised by the dominant or powerful state having a
significant degree of de facto political authority over the security policies of the weak
state and by the availability of local actors willing to act on behalf of the powerful state.
Dominant states created informal empires either to secure a political base for economic
expansion or to block the penetration of rival powers in geo-politically sensitive areas.
By virtue of ‘arms for influence’ trade-offs, particular local actors gained the military
means to assert power over rival contenders. Informal empires also adversely affected
the process of state formation in weak states because local elites relied upon external
military support to keep indigenous opposition under control, rather than resolving

differences through political accommodation. Moreover, dominant states typically

* They defined capital-intensive militarisation (CIM) as the accumulation of capacity for organized
violence (i.e., military build-up) through modem, advanced weapons systems and a small core of highly
skilled soldiers. In contrast, labour-intensive militarisation (LIM) was defined as military build-up
characterised by low levels of sophisticated weaponry and large-scale deployment of unskilled people's
armies or militias.
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adopted a two-pronged strategy for providing military assistance to Third World ruling
elites that encouraged military dependency of the latter, even though this particular
outcome was not always intended. The first tactic was to limit clients' access to
weapons that might actually enable them to defeat or to deter military intervention such
as weapons capable of mass destruction. The second tactic was to provide access to
technologies that would encourage Third World ruling elites to divert scarce domestic
resources towards the acquisition of capital-intensive militarisation.

The strength of the theory of militarisation offered by Wendt and Barnett rests
in its potential for explaining the security motivations of ruling elites in powerful and
weak states and describing the dynamics of modern military asymmetry. Its strength, of
course, is also its greatest weakness. That is to say, the theory is specialised and can
only be used to analyse the security dimension of the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship.

These three views of Johan Galtung, Claude Ake. Alexander Wendt and
Michael Barnett provide good starting points for the analysis of asymmetry and
interests in relationships between strong and weak states generally, but they do not
consider the consequences of ideological bonding and disengagement sufficiently.

These issues are addressed in part two.

PART TWO: CHANGING AFRICAN INTERESTS IN SOVIET-STYLE SOCIALISM.

It is vital to consider how the interests of elites in weak states change. The
changing responses of African elites to Marxist ideology and Soviet-styled prescriptions
for state governance, for example, serve as useful indicators for charting some of
Mengistu’s responses in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship.

Ethiopia was not the only country in Africa to pursue and to abandon
experiments in Soviet-styled socialism. Amold Hughes (1992a:9-11) points out that in
the late 1950s and early 1960s, African ruling elites in Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Tanzania

and Zambia selectively applied Marxist-Leninist development strategies to facilitate
modernisation and economic progress. These first-wave leaders in populist or African
socialism, however, were selective in the Soviet-styled rhetoric and policy prescriptions
that they adopted. They favoured centralised state structures, command economies,
egalitarian social policies, anti-imperialist rhetoric and support for broad-based
movements engaged in anti-colonial struggles, but ignored policies associated with

scientific socialism, especially those that emphasised distinct class divisions, inter-class
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conflict and the formation of Marxist-Leninist vanguard parties with explicit party
programmes. First-wave experiments were largely unsuccessful. The Soviet-styled
models that had been imported failed to increase productivity or to stimulate economic
growth. Moreover, as a consequence of their populist affinities and the selective nature
of their socialist experiments, proponents of African socialism received very limited
support from the Soviet Union or China. As a result, most first-wave African socialist
regimes had been swept away or retreated into isolation by the end of the 1960s.”!

Hughes (1992a:10-11) maintains that African leaders in the 1970s attributed the
failures of their experiments in Soviet-styled socialism to three shortcomings. First,
they thought that too much importance had been attached to the idea of forming broad-
based coalitions for socialist transformation. Second, they realised that opportunities
for non-capitalist development had been severely constrained by a combination of
domestic and external factors: in particular, high opportunism among leadership groups,
low popular support for socialist ideas, weak state institutions and massive needs for
Western economic assistance. Third, they recognised that that prospects for the
successful implementation of African or populist socialism had been sharply reduced as
a consequence of the very low levels of external assistance and support received from
powerful socialist states like the Soviet Union and China.

Armed with this knowledge, Afro-Marxist regimes that appeared in the mid-
1970s*? decided that that scientific socialism, with its clear-cut models for political,
economic and social organisation, held out real prospects for modernisation and
progressive development on the continent and could offset the shortcomings associated
with earlier failures. Consequently, they were willing to use Marxist-Leninist rhetoric
that emphasised distinct class divisions and inter-class conflict to establish vanguard
parties with explicit party programmes and to strengthen the power of the state through
the importation of Soviet political and economic administrative structures. In this way,

they hoped to bring about progressive development and social modernisation and to

*! Three prominent first wave socialist regimes were swept away within as many years: Bella in Algeria
(1965), Nkrumah in Ghana (1966) and Keita in Mali (1968). Others like Guinea opted for isolation
(Hughes 1992a:9-10).

32 Hughes (1992a:9-11) maintained that two parallel routes towards a more orthodox Marxism emerged in
Africa in the mid-1970s. The Afro-Marxist route was directly associated with military takeovers and
revolutionary military regimes. The Afro Communist route was associated with indigenous movements that
ultimately evolved along Marxist-Leninist paths. See also Simpson (1989) and Halliday (1983).
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avoid the failures associated with their first-wave socialist predecessors. More
importantly, by demonstrating a firm commitment to the principles of scientific
socialism, African officials in socialist-oriented states like Ethiopia hoped to acquire
development assistance provided by the Soviet Union and other socialist states.

Hughes’s discussion of changing African interests provides an interesting
account of the attempts made by leaders to alter Soviet-styled policies underpinned by
Marxist ideology in ways that would secure their interests. It is equally vital, however,
to consider why ruling elites in developing countries lost interest in Soviet prescriptions
for progress. Here, Forrest Colburn's and Dessalegn Rahmato's analysis of the problems
associated with implanting Soviet-styled socialism in Africa is particularly useful. Their
discussion contributes substantially to the analysis of Soviet-Ethiopian relations,
because it highlights some of the crucial structural constraints impeding Mengistu’s
efforts to implement socialist transformation and helps us to understand some of the
reasons underlying his decision to abandon Ethiopia’s experiment in scientific
socialism in 1990.%

Colburn and Rahmato (1992) claimed that Marxist leaders were unable to
realise their socialist objectives as a consequence of several problems. To begin with,
they believed that the majority of Third World revolutions had been fought to dislodge
the old order, rather than to introduce socialism. Consequently, post-revolutionary
regimes had to persuade, to force or to entice their populations to accept the changes
mandated for socialist development. Another issue was that most developing countries
had a limited capacity for economic development, but socialist prescriptions for
economic progress had dramatically increased the state's responsibilities. Consequently,
the costs incurred by post-revolutionary regimes in centralising state control over
economic activity generally exceeded the benefits, because leaders inevitably lost
political support whenever domestic economic conditions deteriorated. A third issue
rested in the fact that most post-revolutionary regimes remained dependent on the
generation of export revenue to pay for imports. The poorer the country adopting
socialism was, the more dependent it tended to become upon external economic

transactions.

% Colburn and Rahmato (1992:160) acknowledged that decision-making and leadership in revolutionary
regimes were important, but their analysis centred on six structural propositions deemed to impede the
successful implantation of scientific socialism in Third World states.
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Colburn and Rahmato (1992) believed that widening gaps between modern and
traditional sectors constituted another serious problem for post revolutionary
governments. Contradictions in revolutionary equality were inherent in developing
countries, and revolutionary governments had to allocate resources disproportionately
in order to initiate economic recovery. Consequently, Third World elites tended to
commandeer resources and to redirect them to the modern sector where the potential for
productivity was deemed to be greatest, at the expense of the traditional sector where
they were most needed. Strategies of this sort intensified agrarian problems because
revolutionary socialist regimes invariably alienated peasant populations by raising taxes
and enforcing collectivisation. Moreover, pro-socialist post-revolutionary regimes
tended to favour the industrial sector and to inflict costly changes upon the peasant
population.

Excessive reliance upon military means to control the population constituted the
final problem analysed by Colburn and Rahmato (1992). They concluded that Third
World revolutionary regimes almost always had to escalate military expenditure to stay
in power. Leaders had to contend with escalations in domestic opposition, as a
consequence of rising, unfulfilled political and economic expectations. Consequently,
most ruling elites had to harden post-revolutionary policies in order to stay in power.

The analyses provided by Hughes, Colburn and Dessalegn Rahmato provide
useful insights about policy problems associated with ideological bonding and
ideological disengagement. In the case of Ethiopia, they provide some useful guidelines
for identifying the pressures Mengistu faced after the revolution that were exacerbated
by his decision to adopt Soviet-styled ideologies, structures and prescriptions to secure

Ethiopia’s modernisation.

PART THREE: ASYMMETRY IN THE SOVIET-ETHIOPIAN RELATIONSHIP.

Part three examines the issue of asymmetric exchange or ‘who exploited whom’
in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship. In particular, it looks at the restructuring of
political, military and economic relations and whether or not the Soviet Union was
responsible for Ethiopian policies for intemal development. Each side of the argument
must be examined carefully in order to determine the balance of exploitation/

manipulation demonstrated in the Soviet-Ethiopian case.
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Soviet interests

One view commonly found in the literature is that the Soviet Union exploited
Ethiopia in order to pursue its own competitive interests and that Soviet ruling elites
disproportionately influenced and adversely affected Ethiopian strategies for
modernisation and progressive development. The Ethiopian Unity Party (EUP), for
example, levelled charges of imperialism against the Soviet Union in 1987 that were
also voiced by some Western specialists in African politics.

In a radio broadcast made just one month before the official launch of the
People’s Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (PDRE) in September 1987, EUP
spokesmen accused the Soviet government of committing a great violence to Ethiopia
on a scale tantamount to invasion. They claimed that Moscow had turned Ethiopia into
a colony. The Soviet Union was accused of overtly intervening in Ethiopian political,
military, economic and development affairs and conspiring with the Derg to undermine
the day-to-day progress of the people. On the political front, Ethiopian Unity claimed
that Soviet officials were keeping an unpopular government in power and strengthening
that regime's control over the Ethiopian population by allowing a carbon copy of the
1977 Soviet constitution to become legally binding. In military matters, Moscow was
accused of escalating regional conflict in the Horn, making Ethiopia a depot for the
export of second-rate Soviet arms and military equipment, utilising Ethiopian territory
for strategic purposes and determining Ethiopian military policies.34 Economically,
Moscow was accused of expropriating raw materials to pay for arms transfers,
providing unsuitable and unreliable equipment for Ethiopian farmlands, accepting
famine relief donations (food and money) as payments for arms debts, and providing

low levels of famine aid to populations at risk.” In respect of development, the Soviets

* BUP spokesmen claimed that high-ranking officials of the Soviet army approved and controlled
Ethiopian military and political policies. They also maintained that the Soviets had secured special strategic
concessions in Ethiopia, especially on the Dahlak islands, situated off the Eritrean coast. Similar complaints
about Soviet military participation in Ethiopian affairs were also launched by the EPLF in 1988. In contrast
to the charges leveled by Ethiopian Unity regarding second rate Soviet arms, EPLF spokesmen claimed that
Moscow had provided the Ethiopian military establishment with large numbers of sophisticated weapons
which had never been seen before in the region (BBC, SWB, 12 August 1987 and 13 May 1988).

% EUP spokesmen also maintained that gold from the Adola mines in Sidamo had been used as payment
or collateral for Soviet arms purchases and that Moscow had sold machinery to Ethiopians which was
unsuitable, often incorrectly assembled, highly prone to breakdown, and could only be repaired with Soviet
spare parts (BBC, SWB, 12 August 1987).



47

were charged with destabilising Ethiopian society and destroying traditional Ethiopian
cultural and religious values by the forcible implantation of Marxist-Leninist ideology
(BBC, SWB, 12 August 1987).

These charges made by the spokesmen for Ethiopian Unity are particularly
interesting because they reflected the views held by segments of Ethiopia’s population
resolutely opposed to Mengistu’s administration. The criticisms seemed plausible, but
to what extent were they valid? I shall be looking at the accusations in all four
categories in more detail in the case study analysis that follows, but Western views
about the exploitative nature of Soviet interests in political and military relations form
the basis of discussion for the remainder of this section.

In respect of the political relationship between the Soviet Union and Ethiopia,
two particular issues should be examined in more detail. First, is it the case that Soviet
officials provided Ethiopian ruling elites with prototypes for centralised structures of
governance that consolidated the power of one particular group of radical, post
revolutionary elites over others? Second, did Soviet officials intend to strengthen
political ties between the two states in an asymmetric manner by pressurising the
Ethiopians to create and to sustain a Marxist-Leninist vanguard party (MLVP) that
would be linked to the CPSU?

In general, Western analysts' criticisms of Soviet opportunistic designs to
acquire political influence in Ethiopia through the dissemination of Soviet-styled
socialist administrative structures are fairly muted. This is probably because replication
was involved, and that makes it difficult to assess Soviet intentions to influence the
Ethiopians.>® Clapham (1988:230), however, maintained that Soviet officials attached
particular importance to Ethiopia's emulation of Moscow's political model, because
they expected Soviet-styled organisational structures to stabilise the regime and to
facilitate its relationship with the Soviet Union.

In contrast, Western accusations that Soviet officials intended to moderate the
activities of Ethiopian ruling elites by establishing a vanguard party linked to the CPSU
are relatively common. Fukuyama (1987:24-35), for example, maintained that Soviet

officials regarded the MLVP as a far more significant tactical innovation than any of the

% Hughes (1992a:11-12), for example, argued that African Marxist regimes had borrowed extensively
from Soviet political language and institutional practices, but that Moscow had not physically imposed its
form of government upon any Afro-Marxist state.
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commonly noted policy instruments like proxy forces, a bluewater navy, tactical
transport aviation and other military power projection capabilities that appeared in the
late 1960s and early 1970s. He believed that the potential for political organisation
inherent in the creation of the MLVP was far more important to the Soviet Union than
its ideological connections. In terms of political organisation, he claimed that Soviet
officials viewed the vanguard party as a mechanism for stabilising revolutionary power
and eventually establishing a pro-Soviet orientation in developing countries by virtue of
its ability to provide the local regime with a firm organisational base. He also argued
that Soviet pressures to form a vanguard party were most evident in Ethiopia. There
ruling elites formed the Committee for Organising the Party of the Working People of
Ethiopia (COPWE) in 1979, largely in response to Soviet demands for initiating party-
building efforts aimed at establishing the Workers' Party of Ethiopia (WPE).

Colin Legum and Robert Patman also support the proposition that Soviet efforts
to influence the establishment of the WPE, Ethiopia's Marxist-Leninist vanguard party,
were considerable.”’ Legum (1987:240-243) maintained that Soviet officials regarded
Ethiopia as the test case for MLVP strategies, designed to make the process towards
socialist orientation irreversible through the creation of a vanguard party with strong
Soviet connections. In support of this argument, he pointed out that the entire Soviet
bloc provided extensive ideological training for Ethiopian officials and Marxist-
Leninist cadres at home and abroad. Patman (1990:270) also claimed that Soviet elites
considered the establishment of an MLVP necessary to ensure Ethiopia's continued
progress towards socialism. To this end, the vanguard party was conceived as a
political structure that would devolve Mengistu's power, enhance the role of Soviet
trained cadres, and institutionalise the Soviet Union's position as Ethiopia's political
patron.

In respect of the Soviet-Ethiopian military relationship, two issues are
particularly important. First, did Soviet ruling elites increase the power of one
particular group of Ethiopians after the revolution and subsequently ensure their tenure

and their loyalty through the provision of substantial military assistance: in particular,

7n theory, MLVPs fulfilled four functions. First, they provided a way of forming revolutionary
democratic alliances comprised of all classes. Second, they served as the focal point for organizational and
ideological unity. Third, they facilitated the revolutionary transformation of society through cadre
instruction in Marxist-Leninist doctrine. Finally, they provided links between developing countries and the
world Communist movement (Albright 1983:217).
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technologically sophisticated weaponry, skilled Soviet military advisors and well-
equipped surrogate troops? Second, did Soviet strategies for the management of
regional conflict in the Hom of Africa also include plans to establish a Pax Sovietica
made up of highly militarised, competitive powers in the region?

In respect of military assistance, Colin Legum (1987:241) believed that Ethiopia
became the testing ground for Moscow's surrogate-intervention strategy. He pointed to
the high risks willingly assumed by the Soviets in backing the Ethiopian revolution, and
he maintained that the size of Moscow's military commitment there in the late 1970s
was larger than any undertaking in the Third World, excluding Afghanistan.

As concerns Soviet aspirations for expanded spheres of influence, Patman
(1990:190-203, 264-265) maintained that Moscow's commitment to Ethiopia in the pre-
Gorbachev era, at least, was strongly conditioned by Soviet aspirations to establish a
pro-Soviet confederation in the Horn that conformed in principle to the notion of a Pax
Sovietica.”® Henze (1988:53-54) went a step further. He claimed that Soviet leaders
wanted Africa to become a continent of states like Ethiopia or Angola. In this
configuration, each state would form separate links to Moscow, and each would adopt a
basic pro-Soviet orientation. After elites in African states had formed strong links with
Moscow, lateral ties and international relations with other states and institutions would
remain weak and would not infringe upon the links that had already been established
with the Soviet Union. In respect of domestic conditions, Henze maintained that
parallel structures of development would be implemented in African states. First
peasants would be collectivised or employed on state farms, where they would be
exploited as sources of wealth to sustain military and industrial expansion. Second, a
growing urban proletariat would receive a larger share of scarce consumption goods as
a consequence of fulfilling targets in five-year plans. Third, semi-permanent patterns of
leadership would be established that would restrict change to narrow circles. Fourth,
societies would operate for the benefit of a nomenklatura of bureaucrats, party officials
and military officers. Finally, cultural and intellectual activity would be more rigidly

circumscribed.

38 Many authors support the idea that Soviet ruling elites wanted to establish a Pax Sovietica over the
Horn. See also discussions set out in Erlich (1988), Pascoe (1988) and Henze (1988 and 1991).
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Ethiopian priorities

The Ethiopian Unity Party may have powerful allies in its charges against the
Soviet Union, but there are altemative views which support the hypothesis that Ethiopia
entered into a relationship with the Soviet Union in pursuit of its own interests and
subsequently exploited the Soviet Union in order to acquire military resources,
blueprints for political organisation and mechanisms for dislodging feudal structures of
economic production and social organisation. Explanations offered by Christopher
Clapham, Marina Ottaway, Dawit Wolde Giorgis, Colin Legum, Adele Jinadu, Herbert
Block, Bonnie Holcomb and Sisai Ibssa demonstrate this.

In the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship, domestic considerations inside Ethiopia, in
particular, had a direct bearing upon the processes of restructuring and asymmetric
exchange. Christopher Clapham's analysis of Ethiopia's experiment in Soviet-styled
socialism generally supports this premise. Clapham (1992b:106-111) maintained that
Ethiopia's initial turn to Marxist-Leninist socialism and its subsequent abandonment
was determined more by internal than external factors. Four factors prompting the turn
to Soviet-style socialism were particularly important. First, Ethiopia and Russia had
similar backgrounds in respect of empires and systems held in place by hereditary
monarchs; consequently the solutions offered by Marxism looked promising initially
because the problems seemed so similar. Second, Marxist-Leninist doctrine provided
an approach to development that created new opportunities for sweeping out the old
order. Third, Soviet-styled socialism offered the military regime a doctrine of multi-
ethnic nation building. Finally, scientific socialism offered Mengistu and his officers
an ideology and a structure of control for strengthening the power of the state.”

Clapham (1992b:113-116) attributed Ethiopia's retreat from scientific socialism
to the fact that all the attractions that Marxism/Leninism held out in the 1970s had
either ceased to be relevant or had failed to work by the late 1980s. Ethiopia's
centralised, socialist institutions had worked well enough in terms of their own internal
structures, but they were unable to fulfil the objectives for which they had been created.
Shortcomings were particularly apparent in respect of economic development --

*In respect of external incentives, Clapham (1992b:106-111) thought that two factors were particularly
relevant. First, Ethiopian officials expected to access additional sources of international support. Second,

they planned to increase the international and domestic prestige of the military government by interacting
with other socialist states.
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especially agriculture -- and in the methods advocated for achieving national unity.
Clapham argued that the government's exploitative economic system had alienated the
population and had increased levels of domestic opposition. As a consequence of
economic failure, Mengistu turned to the West for economic assistance and acceded to
capitalist-oriented demands to implement agricultural marketing reforms in 1987, in
exchange for a comprehensive aid package aimed at improving peasant agriculture.

In looking at the political relationship from this perspective, it is important to
examine the same two key issues relating to political structures and institutions
identified previously in the argument about Soviet exploitation. In the case of Ethiopia,
however, some analysts argue that Ethiopian officials took advantage of Soviet advice,
interests, structures and institutions to obtain their own objectives. In other words, they
replicated Soviet structures of political administration for the explicit purpose of
strengthening the local state apparatus and formalising power,40 and they took
advantage of Soviet-approved vanguard party models and used the end product to
extend control over their own population.

Marina Ottaway (1987:37, 40), for example, maintained that Mengistu's military
regime was more interested in Marxist-Leninism as a blueprint for administrative
structures than as an instrument of ideology. She argued that Soviet-styled socialism
provided a model for the consolidation of state power that really did work under very
difficult conditions. She also maintained that the PMAC was extremely successful in
creating the political apparatus necessary to consolidate of central authority in a
socialist state. Within a ten-year period, for example, Mengistu's military regime
managed to construct organisational structures, establish parameters of authority, and
implement policies for national economic reform.

In contrast to the views of Legum, Patman, and Fukuyama that emphasised the
importance of Soviet influence over the creation of Ethiopia’s WPE, Ottaway (1987:32-
36) advocated the thesis that party building was a indigenous strategy initiated by the
Derg in conjunction with other policies designed to provide political organisation. She
claimed that the party was formed out of local need, rather than ideological conviction
or subservience to the Soviet Union and that the Derg had been attempting to establish
a national party since 1975, because of its potential utility as an effective instrument of

* See also Andargachew Tiruneh (1993:265-298) on the formalization of power enshrined in Ethiopia’s
1987 constitution, modeled on the Soviet constitution of 1977.
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control.*! She attributed differences between Soviet leadership and the PMAC in
respect of the speed of party formation to the fact that Mengistu's government was
determined to proceed cautiously in the new enterprise, rather than to risk failure.
Ottaway viewed the implementation of the Soviet-styled party model in Ethiopia in
1984 as a successful move towards strengthening the centralised authority of Mengistu's
regime, rather than a step taken to tighten links with the CPSU.#

Dawit Wolde (1989:57-61), a former high-ranking official in the Ethiopian
government, also claimed that Ethiopian elites exercised control within the Soviet-
styled system of political administration. He maintained that Mengistu used Stalinist
techniques of force, intrigue and manipulation within the centralised state apparatus to
stay in power. The vanguard party also provided Ethiopian officials with a useful means
of control. Although the WPE controlled the Ethiopian population, Mengistu exercised
full control over the party.

Ethiopian security interests in the military relationship must also be taken into
account before any meaningful assessments of restructuring or asymmetry can be made.
In respect of security interests in the Horn in general, Legum (1987:233) maintained
that it would be a profound mistake to regard local actors as merely passive victims,
clients or unsuspecting agents of the superpower blocs. He argued that African leaders
were skilfully exploiting East-West rivalries to enhance their own interests and that all
major powers had been cofnpelled to adjust their policies and interests in the region in |
order to address the interests of African ruling elites. In a similar vein, Ottaway
(1984:182-185) argued that great powers exerted minimal leverage upon conflicts in the
Horn. She maintained that great power successes in the region were dependent upon
the compatibility of their goals with the goals of the regional powers involved.

In relation to exploitation in the Soviet-Ethiopian military relationship, Dawit

Wolde Giorgis (Freedom House 1990:26) claimed that Mengistu had intentionally

“! In her analysis of Derg party building efforts from 1975 to 1984, Ottaway (1987:33-36) claims that two
concerted attempts were made to form state parties out of indigenous political parties between 1975 and
1979, and both failed abysmally. The first attempt sought to unify mainline, competing socialist opposition
groups such as the EPRP, MEISON, and POMOA. The second consisted of consolidation strategies
designed to unite marginal, fragmentary socialist parties under the umbrella of the Union of Marxist-Leninist
Organization (1979). According to Ottaway, party-building via Moscow's Marxist-Leninist vanguard party
model, was the third such effort.

2 Ottaway (1987:33) thought that the party fulfilled three essential functions for Ethiopia’s ruling elite:
first, the country’s socialist image gained credibility; second, new possibilities were opened to control the
population; third, officials acquired additional protection against radical civilian groups.
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fostered a relationship of dependence with the Soviet Union in order to acquire Soviet
goods and services for the regime's security. In addition, Dawit (1989:61) maintained
that models of Soviet military organisation had been deployed in the Ethiopian army to
reduce the threat of military rebellion and that party members and cells existed at all
levels of the military hierarchy.

The importance of economic transactions in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship
has been generally underrated, particularly in respect of the patterns of asymmetric
exchange they demonstrated. The reason why they are undervalued is that many
analysts argue that Ethiopia continued to conduct the majority of its trade and aid
dealings with capitalist states and institutions during the period under review. Clapham
(1988:11), for example, maintained that post-revolutionary Ethiopia had undergone only a
partial transformation, because existing Western-oriented trade links had been retained.

This may be true to some extent with regard to the sale of coffee, Ethiopia's
major export. It is not the case, however, in respect of two categories of imports that
Mengistu deemed to be crucial: namely, militarisation (the acquisition of modern
weaponry and the provision of military advisors) and industrialisation (in particular, the
provision of crude petroleum and large-scale machinery for modernisation). As we shall
see in Chapter five, Ethiopian officials relied heavily upon Soviet imports in these two
categories for almost the entire period.

~ Inrelation to aid, many analysts point out that Soviet contributions were
meagre, as compared to those provided by Western donors. But they forget that
Ethiopian ruling elites wanted support for large-scale projects aimed at modernisation:
projects that Soviet officials were willing to underpin to a certain extent and that
Western donors were exceedingly reluctant to finance throughout the Brezhnev and
Gorbachev eras.

Adele Jinadu (1987) supports the thesis that Ethiopia's approach to economic
relations with the Soviet Union remained opportunistic and in line with the strategies
traditionally favoured by imperial regimes in the past for cultivating economic ties with
powerful states. Her explanation focuses upon Ethiopian efforts to downgrade the
importance of the economic relationship and to spread the risks more globally. Jinadu
(1987:234-237) maintained that the Soviet-Ethiopian economic relationship was
already showing signs of strain and stress in the early 1980s. She argued that Ethiopian

concemns about the burden of heavy arms expenditures were further exacerbated by the
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paucity and inappropriateness of Soviet non-military assistance, in particular,
development assistance and food aid. She claimed that as a consequence of the limited
prospects for improving economic relations with the Soviet Union, the PMAC initiated
overtures to Western donors and implemented a number of policies designed to
improve Ethiopia’s creditability to prospective capitalist donor states and institutions in
the early 1980s. First, Ethiopian ruling elites began to look for loans in Westem capital
markets. Second, the Ethiopian government took measures to restore its eligibility for
loans and assistance from the World Bank. Finally, the strategic emphasis in Ethiopia's
ten-year development plan drafted in July 1981 was nominally shifted away from
collectivisation and nationalisation, and roles were outlined for Western bilateral and
multilateral economic assistance in the plan's implementation.

The extent of Soviet influence over Ethiopian development strategies is a highly
contentious issue. The problem is that the accumulation of hard evidence about the
degree of influence one state exerts over another state's development policies remains
elusive, chiefly as a consequence of three factors: replication, showcasing and
interpretation.

To state the problem of replication briefly, the copying of one state's structures
and systems by the ruling elite of another state does not constitute cloning.
Consequently, the external and internal dimensions of the original and the replication
will never be identical. This factor is particularly important in céses where ruling elites
in a weak state like Ethiopia replicate structures of political, socio-economic and
agricultural development that have been championed in the past by a powerful state like
the Soviet Union. This helps to explain why gaps are most likely to develop between
the interests of originators and replicators when the originator rejects the old model and
supports a new development prototype. Block (1983:240), for example, argued that
regimes that were politically and ideologically close to Moscow had their own motives
for imitating Soviet patterns. In many cases leaders of such regimes would ‘out-
Kremlin the Kremlin’ in their zeal to please their overlords. In such cases, Moscow
would attempt to brake their enthusiasm, out of fear that they would have to be bailed
out.?

Showcasing presents a slightly different problem. In this instance, it refers to

# See also Halliday (1989:106-107) regarding this phenomenon.
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the idea that ruling elites in weak states may carefully adapt their development rhetoric
and formal project plans to conform with wishes of powerful donors in a bid to gain
financial assistance, but such strategies are only facades used to mask their own policy
agendas. Holcomb and Ibssa (1990:9-10), for example, argued that Ethiopia was a
colonising state and that imperialistic Ethiopian ruling elites had traditionally fostered
dependence upon a strong imperial power in order to obtain foreign technology and
skilled advisors. They claimed that over time Ethiopian regimes had developed
showcasing techniques to foster dependence in asymmetric relationships. Under
conditions of showcasing, carefully designed programmes and policies were presented
to powerful partners to win their approval and to facilitate existing relationships.
Holcomb and Ibssa concluded that in real terms, showcasing strategies were only
facades that masked the real policy intentions of Ethiopian officials.

The best way to demonstrate the importance of interpretation (perception) is to
examine some views expressed by analysts in respect of Soviet influence over
Ethiopian strategies for agricultural development: in particular, collectivisation and
resettlement. Dawit Wolde (Freedom House 1990:27), for example, maintained that
the Soviets did not pressure Mengistu to collectivise. As evidence, he pointed out that
Soviet officials had issued a statement in 1984 against the Derg's collectivisation
policy.* He claimed that Mengistu was deploying Marxist-Leninist organisational
strategies to increase his control over Ethiopian society. First, society was restructured
into peasant associations, urban dwellers associations and collective farms. Second,
party cells at multiple levels were introduced to control the Ethiopian population.

Divergent views about Resettlement expressed by Henze, Holcomb and Ibssa
also demonstrate the proposition that the determination of influence in Ethiopian
schemes resembling earlier Soviet projects hinges upon the particular interpretation.
Henze (1989:31), for example, maintained that Mengistu's strategy for opening up new
agricultural lands by massive resettlement schemes with the use of state-operated heavy
equipment was modelled upon Soviet prototypes. He believed that Mengistu's colossal
resettlement effort in the mid-1980s was essentially an imitation of Khrushchev's virgin
lands programme of the 1950s. Henze (1985:94) skirted around the issue of Soviet

* He maintained that Mengistu's strategies had been influenced by North Korean examples. In respect of
Mengistu's tactics for controlling agrarian populations, he argued that Ethiopian villagisation schemes, like

Tanzanian ‘ujamaa’ projects, were mandated by the government, built by the peasantry and sustained by the
villagers' own efforts. Also see Crouch (1987:39-53) on ujamaa.
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influence, however, preferring instead to point out that Mengistu’s resettlement plans
reflected actual Soviet practice only in respect of their bias towards the formation of
state farms and collectives and the fact that the plans entailed the forcible movement of
the population.

In contrast, Holcomb and Ibssa (1990:365-370) ignored links to earlier Soviet
models altogether. They argued that Mengistu's strategy of resettlement represented a
continuation of tactics traditionally employed by Ethiopian ruling elites like Menelik
and Haile Selassie. As evidence, they pointed out that the settlement studies which had
been carried out under Haile Selassie became available to the Derg after the take-over.
They maintained that Mengistu viewed resettlement as an important mechanism for
controlling Ethiopian land and labour. Control was expected to be implemented in two
stages: first, the dependency of resettled populations on the Ethiopian state was to be
fostered; second, land policy was to be liberalised and the land given to resettlers in
order to minimise their opposition to the regime.

Finally, in considering ‘who exploited whom’ in the Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship, it is important to consider the reluctance of Ethiopian ruling elites, in
general, to relinquish sovereignty in relationships with powerful partners. Analysts
Mulatu Wubneh, Johannes Abate, Bonnie Holcomb and Sisai Ibssa agree that
Mengistu's motivations for cultivating alliances with powerful states like the Soviet
Union and the United States differed little from the practices traditionally advocated by
Ethiopian ruling elites. Wubneh and Abate (1988:163-164), in particular, maintained
that finding a major power willing to provide ample military and economic aid had
traditionally constituted the top priority for Ethiopian political elites, regardless of
traditional or radical affinities.

Clapham, Erlich, Holcomb and Ibssa argue that Ethiopian ruling elites have
traditionally demonstrated a reluctance to relinquish sovereignty in relationships with
powerful states. Clapham (1988:222) pointed out that Ethiopia had demonstrated an
inherent impenetrability throughout Haile Selassie’s relationship with the United States
and Mengistu’s relationship with the Soviet Union. In 1992, he also argued that major
Ethiopian opposition groups had used Marxist-Leninist ideology to gain their own
objectives and that rises and falls in avowed commitment levels, plus the use of

socialist organisational models by opposition groups over the years, indicated that
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internal priorities had shaped the level of Marxist commitment to a considerable degree
in Ethiopian opposition forces, as well as among Ethiopian officials. The TPLF, for
example, had downplayed Marxist affinities and reversed all of Mengistu's socialist
policies immediately after take-over in order to gain internal support. “ Clapham's
analysis implied that Ethiopian opposition groups, as well as Ethiopian ruling elites,
had selectively applied ideologies originally generated in the Soviet Union to serve their
own purposes and that both groups had demonstrated a readiness to abandon them
when the political climate became too unfavourable.

According to Haggai Erlich (1988:130-139), Soviet leaders had been able to
exercise very little control over Mengistu because they failed to understand Ethiopia’s
impenetrability and the geopolitical history of Ethiopian relations with powerful states,
as traditionally evidenced in the policies of 'politica tigrina' --where outside agents
recruited Ethiopian partners for purposes of internal subversion, as a consequence of
Ethiopian fluid personal politics and the existence of many losers wanting to regain
power -- and ‘politica scioana’ --where foreign powers attempted to promote economic,
cultural and political influence through Ethiopian emperors.

Holcomb and Ibssa (1990:363-365) argued that the Ethiopian superstructure had
remained intact under the Derg and that Moscow's relationship with Ethiopia and
Mengistu's rhetorical commitment to socialist orientation had not really changed
anything. They thought that the Derg's implementation of so-called state socialism
constituted little more than a return to the old maderia land model of Menelik, under

which all land had belonged to the crown.*®

Soviet and Ethiopian interests in combination.

As the preceding discussions have shown, any analysis of asymmetric exchange

in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship must take the interests of ruling elites in both states

* In his analysis of the two major opposition groups, Clapham (1992b:111-112,116-118) indicated that
the TPLF-EPRDF and the EPLF also differed considerably in their objectives and that each group used
Marxist propositions in different ways to attain them. See Alex DeWaal (1994:28-36) for another account of
contending forces.

“ In contrast to Holcomb's and Ibssa's thesis of imperial continuity, Andargachew Tiruneh (1993:289-
298) argued that Mengistu's new autocracy had significantly changed the Ethiopian political culture. He
claimed that a fundamental difference existed between Haile Selassie's paternalistic traditional aristocratic
autocracy and Mengistu's 20th century totalitarian autocracy. He maintained that as a consequence of the
1974 Ethiopian revolution, a 20th century totalitarian dictatorship had replaced a feudal autocratic system.
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firmly into account. Legum and Ottaway, for example, stressed the importance of
considering the separate interests of ruling elites in each state. Legum (1984:10) argued
that a proper perspective of the Soviet Union's encounters with Africa could only be
formed if the individual objectives and interests of both Soviet and African parties were
considered. He maintained that the best way to interpret Moscow's experience in Africa
was to regard it as the dynamic interplay between converging and conflicting interests
of both parties. Ottaway (1984:169) was particularly interested in security interests.
She maintained that relations based on a compatibility of separate interests strong
enough to allow trade-offs between military aid and access to military facilities was the
most that global superpowers could expect in relationships with regional powers in the
Homn.

Clapham and North, on the other hand emphasised the complex coupling of the
two states in the relationship. Clapham (1988:228) visualised the Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship as based upon an interlocking set of mutual interests. North (Freedom
House 1990:29) described the relationship between Soviet and Ethiopian ruling elites as
a bad marriage from which neither partner could escape. He argued that Gorbachev
was reluctant to withdraw from the relationship, even though he disapproved of
Mengistu's economic policies, because the Soviet Union still derived prestige and
strategic strength from its relationship with Ethiopia. As for Mengistu’s reluctance to
abandon the partnership, North maintained that he was locked into the relationship

because of his dependence on Soviet assistance.

CONCLUSION

All the perspectives outlined in this chapter are interesting in their own right.
Their real importance to this thesis, however, rests in the questions they raise about the
interests and dynamics of exchange actually operating within the Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship and in their utility for locating patterns of asymmetric exchange particularly
adverse for Ethiopia.

In respect of interests, analysts like Legum, Marina Ottaway, Clapham and
North emphasise the importance of taking the separate interests and complex interplays
of ruling elites firmly into account when analysing the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship. I
share this view, and their methodology forms a vital aspect of analysis in the next four

chapters.
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In respect of asymmetry, Galtung, Wendt and Bamet and Henze stress the
notion that strong states guide the direction of exploitation. Proponents of this view
would probably claim that the Soviet Union dominated the relationship and that
Ethiopia became overly dependent upon the Soviet Union. In addition, Henze would
claim that Soviet officials unduly influenced Ethiopian policies for socialist
development and, by so doing, actually weakened prospects for Ethiopia’s self-reliance.

On the other hand, Ake, Ottaway, Holcomb and Ibssa remind us that the analysis of
asymmetric exchange in relationships between strong and weak states is never so
straight-forward. Exploitation is not just a one-way process. Ruling elites in weak states
frequently take advantage of strong states to secure their own interests.

The charge that the strong state set the pace of exploitation, however, is
probably the best starting point in this particular analysis of the Soviet-Ethiopian
relationship. The accuracy of such claims can be evaluated by examining facets of the
relationship in the chapters that follow.

In respect of political relations, I shall investigate the claim that the Soviet
Union took advantage of existing opportunities to expand its influence in Ethiopia. To
achieve those ends Soviet officials had to strengthen the power of one particular group
contending for recognition after the Ethiopian revolution. They were able to do this by
implanting Soviet-styled administrative structures, introducing a Soviet-styled
constitution and establishing a Marxist-Leninist vanguard party, technically responsible
to the CPSU.

In the discussion on military relations, I examine the accusations made by
Ethiopian Unity spokesmen that the actions of Soviet officials actually escalated
regional conflict in the Horn, made Ethiopia a depot for exports of Soviet military
equipment, utilised Ethiopian territory for strategic purposes and heavily influenced the
direction of Ethiopian military policies.

In the chapter on economic transations, I take a closer look at trade transactions
to see whether or not available evidence would support the claim that the exchanges
were asymmetrical and benefited the Soviet Union more than Ethiopia. In addition,
evidence about aid and debt will be examined to see whether there is any merit in the
charges that Soviet aid to Ethiopia was inadequate and that Ethiopian dependence upon
the Soviet Union increased as a consequence of Moscow’s willingness to allow so

much unpaid debt to accrue.
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The chapter on agricultural development examines the charges made by
Ethiopian Unity spokesmen that Soviet development prescriptions for Ethiopia’s
modernisation rooted in collectivisation, Marxist-Leninist ideology and the values of
scientific socialism were devised to facilitate cultural penetration. These prescriptions
undermined traditional Ethiopian cultural and religious values and destabilised

Ethiopian society.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESTRUCTURING
POLITICAL RELATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the changes in Soviet-Ethiopian political relations from the mid-
1970s to the early 1990s are examined. I start from the simple premise that officials in
each state pursued their own separate interests and that political exchanges in the
Brezhnev era were conducted on roughly equal levels, despite sharp differentials in the
projection of global power. During Gorbachev’s time, however, three issues increased
in importance: the extent of influence exerted by the strong state over its weaker
partner; the effects of pressures exerted by the United States upon the relationship, and
the impact of a radical change in leadership in the strong state upon the relationship at a
given point in history.

In Part One, the issue of balance between Ethiopian interests and Soviet
influence in Brezhnev’s time is addressed by looking at Mengistu’s ideological
commitment to Soviet-styled socialism and his decision to create a socialist vanguard
party. Iargue that the strengthening of political relations in Brezhnev's time was
prompted more by the needs of Ethiopia's revolutionary military administration to
control domestic opposition than by the desires of Soviet officials to intervene and to
dominate Ethiopian internal affairs.

The central focus of the chapter rests in Part Two. Here, Soviet-Ethiopian
relations in the Gorbachev era are analysed with a view to explaining significant
changes in the level of political compatibility over the six-year period. I argue that real
events triggered gaps between the interests of Soviet and Ethiopian ruling elites which
widened markedly between 1985 and 1991. The changes ultimately turned out to be
more costly for Mengistu’s regime than they did for Gorbachev’s administration,
because of the Ethiopian leader's marked reluctance to adjust to new times and to
relinquish the perceived benefits associated with old-fashioned notions of ideological

bonding.
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PART ONE: INTERESTS AND INFLUENCE IN BREZHNEV’S TIME.

Evidence about Soviet-Ethiopian political relations is inconclusive when it
comes to assessing the balance between Ethiopian national interests and Soviet
influence over Ethiopian ruling elites in Brezhnev's time. What can be ascertained is
that the Derg's position in Ethiopia was weak after the revolution and officials needed

external support to stay in power.

The take-over

In 1974, Ethiopia’s military establishment mounted an organised campaign
against Haile Selassie's imperial regime. In June, the Military Coordinating Committee
secured a mandate from the armed forces to create the Coordinating Committee of the
Armed Forces, Police, and Territorial Army (the Derg). In September, the Derg
stripped Emperor Haile Selassie of his powers and seized control of the Ethiopian
government in the name of the Provisional Military Administrative Council (PMAC).
In December, the PMAC introduced the ‘ten-point programme’ that incorporated
nationalist, as well as socialist objectives (ETPMG 1974; Clapham 1988:45-46).

Initially, Ethiopia's new revolutionary administration raised some hopes for the
rank and file of the population. Assisted by Marxist intellectuals eager to facilitate the
building of a more progressive Ethiopian state, the Derg introduced some broad-based
socialist reforms aimed at reducing the economic power base of Ethiopian aristocrats.
In March 1975, peasant associations were created, and rural lands became government
property under Proclamation 31/1975 (Mulugetta, et. al. 1978:159-172). In July, urban
lands and extra houses were nationalised under Proclamation 47/1975 (Wubneh and
Abate 1988:106-107). Kebelles (Urban dwellers’ associations) were established shortly
thereafter (Clapham 1988:130-136).

During 1975, dissatisfaction with the Derg’s administration began to rise,
largely in response to the PMAC's repressive tactics and the persistent refusal of
officials to hold national elections. The Derg responded to public disapproval by
intimidating organised resistance. To reduce the threat associated with mounting
student unrest in urban areas at the end of 1974, Ethiopian officials sent some 50,000
university and high school students into the country to indoctrinate the peasantry on the

revolution under the National Development Through Cooperation Campaign or
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Zemacha (Clapham 1988:49-50). To prevent the emergence of an organised coalition
of labour, government officials detained leaders of the Confederation of Ethiopian
Labour Unions (CELU), banned strikes and, in December 1975, finally replaced the
union with the All-Ethiopian Trade Union (AETU), their own institution (Wubneh and
Abate 1988:53). To curtail prospects for a peasant uprising, the military government
invested Ethiopian peasant associations with official powers to enforce rural land
reform under the provisions of Proclamation 71 (Mulugetta, et. al. 1978:173-194).

In 1976, some of the more radical members within the Derg strengthened their
positions, intensified their socialist rhetoric and introduced even tougher measures to
protect their relatively weak status. On 20th April, shortly before Soviet officials
indicated the first positive interest in providing assistance, the PMAC adopted the
Programme of the National Democratic Revolution (PNDR), aimed at eradicating
feudalism, bureaucratic capitalism and imperialism and establishing a firm foundation
for Ethiopia’s socialist transformation (Wubheh and Abate 1988:205-210). In July,
criminal codes were tightened. In September, retaliatory attacks were undertaken with
the All-Ethiopia Socialist Movement or Mella Ethiopia Socialist Nekenake (MEISON)
against the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Party (EPRP). In October, police powers
were extended to include arbitrary rights of search and seizure, and, simultaneously,
government security forces and the people’s militia intensified mopping up procedures
in the provinces. In December, PMAC members consolidated their positions by
restructuring the administrative bureaucracy along the lines advocated formally by
Soviet officials. In line with the new recommendations, the PMAC was divided into
three bodies: a Standing Committee of seventeen members; a Central Committee of
forty members, and a Congress made up of all PMAC members. General Teferi Banti
became the PMAC chairman, the official Head of State and the Commander-in-Chief of
the Ethiopian military establishment, and Colonels Mengistu and Atnafu assumed the
positions of first and second vice-chairman, respectively (Wubneh and Abate 1988:59).

The introduction of Soviet-styled, centralised bureaucratic structures in 1977
strengthened the PMAC's power over Ethiopian citizens in general, but administrative
restructuring had the unintended effect of destabilising the internal hierarchy of the
provisional government. Consequently, Mengistu re-established his authority over the
PMAC by a surprise manoeuvre in February 1977 and confirmed his intention to

engineer Ethiopia's socialist transformation in accordance with the principles of
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scientific socialism. At that time, he announced that the course of revolutionary
reforms in Ethiopia would be altered from a defensive to an offensive direction
(Izvestia, February 5, 1977, in CDSP v 29, no 5:20).

The provisional powers of the PMAC acquired a more permanent character
shortly thereafter. The Derg was incorporated into the General Congress; the 32
member Central Committee was invested with specific economic and diplomatic
powers, and the Standing Committee was accorded the authority to administer political,
legal and diplomatic affairs (Legum and Lee 1977:53-54). Mengistu now exercised full
power over the entire political apparatus, as Chairman of the PMAC, the de facto Head
of State and Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces.

Once in control, Mengistu extended the PMAC's potential reach by creating
civilian policing groups and by strengthening centralised control over administrative
structures at national, regional and local levels. In the cities, Kebelles and workers’
defence squads were recruited to serve as urban vigilantes. In rural areas citizens were
recruited to serve in the peasant militia (estimated at 300,000). In addition,
Revolutionary Administrative and Development Committees (RADC), introduced at
national, regional, provincial and district levels, were subsequently empowered to raise
money and materials for the elimination of internal and external enemies by any means
available (Legum and Lee 1977:81; Wubneh and Abate 1988:66-67).

In 1977 and 1978, the PMAC's newly strengthened coercive powers were
demonstrated in the Red Terror campaigns designed to reduce organised opposition in
urban regions even further. This period was also characterised by high levels of
compatibility in the Soviet-Ethiopian political relationship, as a consequence of the

Ethiopian- Somali conflict.

Strengthening Soviet-Ethiopian relations

Reports from the Soviet media issued early in 1974 indicated that ruling elites
and newspaper correspondents in the Soviet Union were monitoring indicators of
political change in Ethiopia well in advance of the September revolution. Two articles
in Pravda on 10™ and 12™ March by Vladimir Ozerov and Valentin Korovikov entitled
‘Winds of Change over Ethiopia’ and ‘Working People's Victory’, respectively,
examined the 10™ March strikes. Both writers considered signs of Ethiopian political

unrest to be progressive, and both applauded the Ethiopian proletariat for participating
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in the process of political change (CDSP v 26, no 10:21-22).

In 1975, Soviet news correspondents portrayed post revolutionary ideological
and political developments in Ethiopia in a very favourable light. A. Nikanorov, for
example, welcomed the socialist-oriented reforms that had been introduced in
accordance with the political manifesto released on December 20 1974 and commented
favourably on the Derg's avowal to seck a peaceful resolution of the Eritrean problem
(Izvestia, 8 February 1975, in CDSP, v 27, no 6:19-20). V. Korovikov maintained that
the Derg's nationalisation of rural and urban lands constituted the most important
reform of the year. He also reported that the PMAC intended to create a national
political party made up of workers, peasantry and the intelligentsia (Pravda, 16 August
1975, in CDSP v 27, no 33:16).

Soviet approval of the military government's revolutionary policies increased in
1976. In April, only a few days after the PMAC introduced the PNDR, Soviet officials
applauded the revolutionary efforts of the Derg and referred to the status of true
friendship which also implied a willingness to assist the PMAC in future endeavours
(Legum 1987:241). In May, Korovikov reported that the new leaders of Ethiopia's
National Democratic Revolution were actively drawing the masses into the reform and
implementing a gradual transition from a military regime to a democratic system. The
Derg, he claimed, had initiated efforts to create and strengthen mass organisations and
political parties supportive of the National Democratic Revolutionary Programme
(Pravda, 16 May 1976 in CDSP v 28, no 20:20). In July, high-ranking Soviet officials,
including A. N. Kosygin (Politburo member and Chairman of the Council of Ministers),
A. A. Gromyko (Politburo member and Minister of Foreign Affairs), B. N. Ponomarev
(candidate member of Politburo and Secretary of the CPSU-CC), and I. V. Arkhipov
(CPSU-CC member and Vice-Chairman of the Council of Ministers) met an Ethiopian
delegation in Moscow. Soviet and Ethiopian officials issued a joint communiqué
promising to develop the relationship further. Brezhnev’s administration also offered to
send experts to Ethiopia to explore areas suitable for mutually advantageous economic
and technical cooperation and to expand training programmes for Ethiopian national
cadres (Pravda, July 14, 1976, as cited in CDSP, v 28, no 28:15). Soviet specialists
visited Ethiopia to assess military and economic needs in October, and, in December,
officials in the Soviet Union concluded an arrangement with the PMAC to provide arms

assistance (Patman 1990:196).
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Throughout 1977, Soviet news correspondents and officials supported
Mengistu's more aggressive approach to socialist-oriented domestic reform. In May,
Mengistu met Podgorny, Brezhnev and other officials in Moscow. During a dinner at
the Kremlin Palace, Podgorny confirmed that the Soviets were pleased with the
PMAC's decision to pursue a socialist-oriented path of development, and Mengistu
reaffirmed his commitment to sweep away feudalism, imperialism and bureaucratic
capitalism in Ethiopia and to lay a solid foundation for the transition to socialism. At
the end of the meeting, a Declaration of Friendship establishing friendly relations on a
mutually advantageous basis was issued. (Pravda, 5-6 May 1977, in CDSP, v 29, no
18:9-11).

Soviet ruling elites strengthened political and ideological ties with the Mengistu
administration on a more formal basis in 1978. In November, a Treaty of Friendship
and Co-operation was concluded. Under the provisions of the 20 year Treaty, ruling
elites in both states agreed to strengthen friendly relations and to cooperate on political,
economic, trade, scientific, technical, cultural and other matters, on the basis of equality
and non-interference in each other's internal affairs (Pravda 21 Nov 1978, in CDSP, v
30 no 46:11-12).

The formation of Ethiopia's Marxist-Leninist party.

The PMAC planned to create a national party capable of reinforcing government
policy after the revolution. Ethiopian officials envisaged that the party should be strong
enough to withstand political opposition and cohesive enough to oversee the
implementation of official policy at local, regional and national levels. In this case, the
Soviet-styled socialist features of Mengistu's national party were determined more by
domestic political necessity than by the external pressures imposed by Soviet officials.
The intense concern of the PMAC about the rise in popularity of indigenous socialist
parties like the Ethiopian People's Revolutionary Party (EPRP), inaugurated in August
1975, make this clear.

The EPRP was formally inaugurated as a proletarian party on 1% August 1975
(Legum and Lee 1977:44). Its prescriptions for Ethiopia's modernisation threatened the
Derg's authority because they advocated the restoration of civilian rule as a pre-
condition for the implementation of socialist reforms. To counter EPRP influence,

PMAC officials initially backed a rival Marxist party, the All-Ethiopia Socialist
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Movement (Mella Ethiopia Socialist Nekenake or MEISON), led by Haile Fida.*’
Throughout 1975 and 1976, the Derg conducted extensive propaganda campaigns
designed to discredit the allegedly Maoist intentions of the EPRP. In September 1976,
MEISON officials launched a retaliatory campaign against EPRP leaders to eliminate
the potential threat of a political take-over. During 1977 and 1978, the PMAC and
MEISON jointly conducted Red Terror campaigns to counteract White Terror attacks
attributed to the EPRP. In the campaigns, neighbourhood militias were recruited to root
out EPRP members and supporters.

After the EPRP's powerbase was destroyed in Addis Ababa, the PMAC began to
doubt MEISON's utility as a national political party for promoting official objectives.
As aresult, Mengistu’s regime formed the Revolutionary Flame (Abiotawi Seded), a
military-dominated socialist party that competed with MEISON for power. MEISON
was eventually outlawed by Ethiopian officials, after an unsuccessful attempt to
overthrow the PMAC (Wubneh and Abate 1988:57). In December 1979, Mengistu’s
administration set about organising another national party. This time, a preparatory
committee was convened: the Commission to Organize a Party of the Workers of
Ethiopia (the COPWE). At the time, the COPWE happened to conform roughly to
Soviet recommendations for organising a vanguard party.48

In theory the COPWE was supposed to lay the groundwork for establishing a
Soviet-styled vanguard socialist party in Ethiopia. In practice, it provided an effective
mechanism for consolidating Mengistu's control over the population. First, the
COPWE, like the PMAC, was organised into executive and central committees and a
congress, and Mengistu presided over each of the three main organs. Second, PMAC
officials and military representatives dominated the membership of COPWE executive
and central committees. The Central Committee, for example, included the entire

PMAC Central Committee, all of the cabinet ministers in the Mengistu administration

*7 Both parties advocated socialist transformation along Marxist lines, but there were important
differences. MEISON recognized the right of ethnic groups to self -determination, but only within the
confines of a united Ethiopia. EPRD officials supported the idea of grass roots revolution, and they
acknowledged the right of various nationalities to secure self-determination by secession (Wubneh and
Abate 1988:55).

“® Six rival Marxist-oriented groups operated in the country before the COPWE was convened. Two
parties, the EPRP and MEISON, were outlawed. The other four, including The Labour League (Wez Ader),
the Marxist-Leninist Revolutionary Organization (MALERID), the Ethiopian Oppressed Revolutionary
Struggle (ECHAT) and the Revolutionary Flame (Abiotawi Seded), supported the PMAC and were
eventually absorbed by the COPWE (Wubneh and Abate 1988:57).
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and around 70 representatives from the military (Wubneh and Abate 1988:60). Finally,
the COPWE was legally empowered to exercise complete control over all political
cadres, including the military (Clapham 1988:70-77).

In the early 1980s, the CPSU and the COPWE strengthened their links. In
October 1982, Mengistu met with Brezhnev, A.A. Gromkyo, Chernenko and other
officials in Moscow. Brezhnev and Mengistu signed an ‘agreement on cooperatioﬁ’
between the CPSU and the COPWE (Pravda 17 October 1982, in CDSP, v 34, no 41:11-
12). In March 1984, during a state dinner held in the Ethiopian leader's honour in
Moscow, Chernenko, the new Soviet leader announced that the creation of an Ethiopian
ruling vanguard party guided by the principles of scientific socialism was extremely
important for the successful accomplishment of the urgent tasks of the revolution.
Mengistu, in turn, recognised the importance of Soviet experience in party creation and
claimed that existing ties and exchanges of experience between the COPWE and the
CPSU were creating favourable conditions for the work of the future vanguard party
(Pravda, Mar 30, 1984, as cited in CDSP, v 36, no 13:14-15).

The Workers' Party of Ethiopia (WPE), Ethiopia's official Marxist-Leninist
Vanguard Party, was finally inaugurated during the 10th anniversary celebrations of the
Ethiopian revolution in Addis in September 1984. In his speech to the newly formed
Ethiopian party assembly, Soviet Politburo member G.V. Romanov emphasised the
importance of the WPE as an instrument for consolidating the revolutionary
administration and for establishing the foundations for a new socialist society. He also
maintained that the guidance of a vanguard party guidance was essential to ensure
Ethiopia's transition from backwardness to socialist orientation. Pravda and Tass
correspondents reported at the time that the WPE would assume responsibility for
working out the details of directives for the new system of State administration and the
creation of a People's Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (Pravda, 8 September 1984, in
CDSP, v 36, no 36:9).

The WPE may have been duly approved as a socialist vanguard party by the
Chernenko regime when it was established, but it is doubtful that Soviet officials had
any influence over the selection of Ethiopian party officials. When one compares the
membership of the COPWE and the WPE and the distribution of power within the
framework of Soviet-styled structures, it is clear that future party decisions were much

more likely to reflect Mengistu's personal political inclinations, than Soviet political
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preferences. To begin with, membership of the WPE at decision-making levels
remained firmly under PMAC domination and closely approximated that of the
COPWE. Ninety-two percent of the full Central Committee members appointed to the
COPWE in June 1980, for example, were still serving in the WPE Central Committee
in September 1984 (Clapham 1988:74). Second, while it may be fair to say that the
administrative structures and functions of Ethiopia’s PMAC and the WPE overlapped
in a manner similar to the Soviet system operating in Brezhnev's day,49 supreme
political power in Ethiopia in 1984 continued to be wielded by one person, rather than
by a party-driven, oligarchic system such as the one that prevailed in the Soviet Union
after Stalin.

Soviet political support for socialist oriented reforms implemented in Ethiopia
after the revolution actually helped to consolidate the power of Mengistu's military
regime in the pre-Gorbachev era. By taking advantage of Brezhnev's heightened
political and military interests in the Horn in the 1970s, Mengistu was able to
strengthen his position of power when Ethiopia's relationship with the United States
declined. In respect of political ideology, Marxist-Leninism, with its anti-imperialist
slogans, optimistic views about rapid, progressive development and clear-cut
prescriptions for socialist transformation, offered Ethiopia's revolutionary military
administration a unique opportunity to introduce radical strategies aimed at dislodging
the old imperial order and modernising the Ethiopian state. As regards political control,
the establishment of an Ethiopian socialist party in the mid 1980s in line with Soviet
recommendations to create a Marxist-Leninist vanguard party provided the military
regime with an effective organisation for monitoring and enforcing national policies at
regional and local levels.

As discussed in Chapter two, Fukuyama, Legum and Patman maintained that
Soviet pressures for vanguard party formation had a significant bearing upon the
development and organisation of Ethiopia’s Marxist-Leninist national party. However,
Marina Ottaway’s claim that the Derg built and organised a national party in accordance
with its own, indigenous priorities more closely captures reality. Clearly, in this case,

Mengistu’s interests were served, more than those of Soviet officials.

* Wubneh and Abate (1988:60,62) provide useful diagrams on the Ethiopian governmental and party
structures.
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PART TWO: THE RESTRUCTURING OF POLITICAL RELATIONS AFTER 1985

Four stages in the Soviet-Ethiopian relationship directly related to developments
within Ethiopia can be used to illustrate the decline in political relations that occurred
during Gorbachev’s time in power. In the first stage, from 1985-1987, a positive
balance in compatibility levels was sustained between Soviet and Ethiopian officials,
despite the adverse pressures exerted by American officials. The two sides had a
common interest in transforming Mengistu’s military establishment into a civilian
administration. In the second stage, in 1988, a precarious balance in compatibility was
maintained. The relationship was not very much affected by Soviet involvement in the
restoration of Ethiopian-Somali relations, but Mengistu's decision to expel international
relief agencies from the northern regions of Ethiopia had a negative effect. During the
third stage, in 1989-1990, the rapid pace of decline in political relations was triggered
by events in Eritrea that substantially widened the gap between the interests of Soviet
and Ethiopian elites. In the fourth stage in 1991, political relations were restructured
and preferential exchanges removed, largely as a consequence of important domestic
changes within Ethiopia: in particular, rising levels of organised opposition; the
introduction of government reforms aimed at liberalising socialist structures; the
decline in Mengistu’s own power base, and the emergence of a Ethiopian leader eager
to distance himself from the policies and practices associated with the previous

administration.

Stage 1: 1985-1987

Between 1985 and 1987, exchanges between Soviet and Ethiopian officials
reflected more or less the same ideological affinities that had characterised political
transactions in Brezhnev's day in substantial measure, because the new Soviet views
took time to filter down and both parties wanted to restore civilian rule in Ethiopia.
Nevertheless, signs of impending change were apparent. Gorbachev's new priorities for
improving relations with the United States under New Thinking, coupled with Reagan's
renewed interest in Ethiopia in the mid-1980s, made the future restructuring of Soviet-

Ethiopian political relations inevitable.
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Ethiopia’s transformation into a civilian administration.

In preparation for the transfer of power from a military regime into a civilian
administration, the drafting of a constitution appropriate for Mengistu’s new order
played a crucial part in legitimisation. Ideological directions and administrative
structures enshrined in the 1987 Ethiopian constitution relied heavily upon the 1977
Soviet constitution. Although Ethiopia’s new constitution may have served the interests
of both parties in some respects, the end product provided Mengistu with an effective
mechanism for consolidating and amplifying power, more than it facilitated
opportunities for Soviet penetration.

The ideological aims advocated and the organisational structures recommended
for political organisation in the two constitutions were remarkably similar, particularly
in respect of the functions allocated to political entities, the roles and responsibilities
assigned to official bodies, party intervention in governmental affairs, and the policies
advocated for accommodating the interests of multiple nationalities. This can be
illustrated by comparing the two constitutions. First, administrative organs in both
countries were supposed to function according to the principles of democratic
centralism (USSR, 1977:Chl A3; PDRE, 1987:Chl A4). Second, Ethiopia's National
Shengo and the Soviet Union's Supreme Soviet, the supreme organs of state power in
the two states, were invested with roughly parallel powers, and the delegates to both
bodies were elected to serve five year terms (USSR 1977:Ch12-15, A89-127; PDRE
1987:Ch9,A62-80). Moreover, the Soviet Presidium and the Ethiopian Council of State
exercised similar executive responsibilities in respect of overseeing the legal system
and treaty ratification (USSR 1977:Ch15 A121-123; PDRE 1987:Ch10 A82-83). In
addition, Councils of Ministers in both states were officially recognised as the highest
executive and administrative organs, and officials in both Councils were empowered to
direct the activities of state ministries, to ensure the implementation of monetary and
fiscal policy and to take legal measures deemed necessary for the welfare of resident
populations (USSR 1977:Ch16, A128-136; PDRE 1987:Ch12, A89-A94). Third, in
both constitutions, a high priority was placed upon party intervention in governmental
affairs. In the Soviet case, the Communist Party was expected to form the nucleus of
the political system. In Ethiopia, the Workers Party of Ethiopia was expected to
become the guiding force of the State and the entire society (USSR 1977: Chl
A6;PDRE 1988:Chl A6). Finally, both constitutions contained clauses advocating
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equal rights for all nationalities, regardless of ethnic origin. (USSR 1977:CH6 A36;
PDRE 1987:Chl A2).

However, some important differences also existed in respect of the contents of
the two documents. Three of these were particularly important for the future conduct of
Soviet-Ethiopian political relations. In the first instance, Soviet and Ethiopian officials
were committed to different stages in socialist development. In the Soviet Union, the
principal goal of the socialist political system rested in extending socialist democracy.
For the Ethiopians, completing the national democratic revolution and laying down
socialist foundations constituted the chief aims of political development (USSR
1977:Chl A9; PDRE 1987:Chl Al:3).

A second important difference rested in the distribution of power at top levels.
In the 1977 Soviet constitution, an oligarchic power structure was favoured via the
Presidium, which was supposed to function on behalf of the Supreme Soviet. In the
Ethiopian document, vast powers were delegated to the PDRE President who also
presided over the Council of State (the Ethiopian equivalent of the Presidium), and
served as Commander-in-chief of the Armed Forces (USSR 1977:Ch15, A119-124;
PDRE 1987:Ch10-11, A81-88).

A third difference, which existed in theory, related to the different approaches
taken with respect to managing the balance between central and regional control. In the
Soviet constitution, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was defined as an integral,
federal, multinational state formed on the principle of socialist federalism, as a result of
the free self-determination of nations and the voluntary association of equal Soviet
Socialist Republics (USSR 1977:Ch8 A70). In theory, under the provisions of Article
72, each Union Republic retained the right to secede from the Union.”® In the Ethiopian
constitution, however, the notion of a voluntary association of regions was not
recognised, even in theory. The Ethiopian state was defined as a unitary structure,
comprised of administrative and autonomous regions (PDRE 1987:A59). Under the
provisions of the Ethiopian document, there was no legal possibility for representatives
from regions like Eritrea to enter into negotiations with the Mengistu administration

with a view to securing real autonomy or independence.

% In Article 75, however, the territory of the Soviet Union was defined as a single entity comprised of the
various Republics, and the sovereignty of the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics was recognized over
all of its territory (USSR, 1977:Ch8 A75).
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While it is fair to say that the Ethiopian constitution of 1987 closely resembled
the Soviet document fashioned in Brezhnev's time, it is important to note that the
Ethiopian document institutionalised the existing powers of Mengistu's administration,
as opposed to offering new prospects for a more equitable distribution of power within
Ethiopia under civilian rule. The existing power structure of the provisional military
administration was carried over virtually intact into the new civilian administration.
This remained the case, even after elections for representatives to the Ethiopian national
assembly (Shengo) were held in Ethiopia during the summer of 1987. For example, all
Politburo and Central Committee members formerly affiliated with the PMAC were
elected to the Shengo (EIU 1987, CR , no 3:21-22).

As far as party organisation was concerned, essential organisational features of
the CPSU were replicated in the administrative design of the WPE. This was especially
so in respect of hierarchically designed administrative structures that facilitated the
party’s and the government’s control over the population. First, both parties were
organised into tightly controlled, hierarchically structured institutions on local, regional
and national levels in accordance with the principles of democratic centralism.

Second, in theory, both held Party Congresses that convened every five years. In
the case of the Soviet All Union Party Congress, delegations were supposed to reflect
the interests of the populations in the various Republics having been elected in a series
of complicated, upwardly tiered, hierarchical selections initiated at primary party
organisational levels (Smith, G. 1992:110-111). In contrast, delegates to the Ethiopian
Party Congress came from all regions and were supposed to represent the interests of
the population at large ( Wubneh and Abate1988:61).

Third, at the middle level, Central Committees (CCs) in both parties were
supposed to assume political responsibility in between Party Congresses. In practice,
however, they were excluded from the highest levels of policy making. Both CCs
functioned primarily as sounding boards for legitimating Politburo decisions. In the
Ethiopian case, important party and government officials, influential civilians, and top
military and police personnel formed the bulk of membership at the expense of workers
and peasants (Wubneh and Abate 1988:61-64).

Finally, at the top level, Politburos in both parties represented Central
Committee interests in theory but served as the principal decision-makers of party and

state policy in practice. The internal workings of both Politburos remained secret.
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Nevertheless, Politburo decisions made in the USSR were probably more collectively
determined than those made by the Politburo of the WPE, as a consequence of Soviet
preferences for oligarchic control after Stalin, as opposed to Mengistu's autocratic
control over the chief institutions of Ethiopian party and government power, including
the Politburo.”!

Mengistu's administration may have replicated Soviet structures of party
organisation, but the replications benefited the interests of Ethiopia's ruling elite more
than CPSU officials. First, Soviet-styled organisational structures helped to retain
Mengistu's monopoly of power over the government during the transition from military
to civilian rule. Second, the hierarchical structures and the unitary character of the
WPE sharply reduced prospects for disrupting the existing power balance by curtailing
possibilities for alternative party channels. Third, the wholesale accommodation of
PMAC officials into the WPE ruling elite amplified the political powers of the military
regime in the new civilian administration. Finally, the inclusion of representatives from
the armed forces within the party structure provided the military means to enforce the
political will of Mengistu’s administration.

Official party links between the CPSU and the WPE were actively encouraged
by the Gorbachev and Mengistu administrations in preparation for the transformation to
civilian authority in September 1987. In a joint communiqué issued on 12" November
1985, Soviet and Ethiopian officials recognised the growing importance of close
connections between the CPSU and the WPE and expressed a joint desire to de\}elop
and to strengthen party ties (Izvestia, Nov 12, 1985, in CDSP, v 37, no 45:15).

In the transformation to civilian rule, closer party ties particularly served the
interests of Mengistu’s administration. First, Ethiopia's international position was
strengthened as a consequence of affiliating with a far more powerful partner. In March
1986, for example, CPSU and WPE officials agreed to adopt a common approach on
problems in the Middle East, southern Africa, the Indian Ocean, the Persian Gulf and
other regions, including the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen. In addition, WPE
representatives supported Soviet peace initiatives advocated by Gorbachev in January

1986 (TASS, 5 February 1986). Second, the access to CPSU networks offered

5! Politburo sizes in both parties were also similar. Throughout the 1980s, CPSU Politburo membership
varied from 17 to around 24 (11-15 full and 6-8 non-voting member candidates). In comparison, the
Politburo of the WPE in 1984 consisted of 17 members (11 full and 6 alternate members). (Smith, G.
1992:114-115; Wubneh and Abate 1988:61).
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thiopian officials additional prospects for establishing long-term cooperation with
other African socialist-oriented states. In May 1987, an agreement of cooperation
between Frelimo and the WPE was signed in Maputo, Mozambique (BBC, SWB,19
May 1987). Third, the WPE had little or no experience in devising strategies for
socialist transformation. They needed advice and instruction that only the CPSU could
provide. With this aim in mind, WPE representatives met a CPSU delegation in Addis
in May 1987 to discuss participation in Marxist-Leninist ideological training and the
prospective role of the mass media (BBC, SWB, 27 May 1987).

American proposals for Soviet-Ethiopian relations.

Gorbachev's new priorities for improving relations with the United States under
New Thinking conflicted with Reagan's renewed interest in Ethiopia in the mid-1980s.
His strategy for perestroika relied heavily upon the importation of current Western
technological know-how, economic principles, business systems, and managerial
strategies, which required an improvement in Soviet-American relations. Initially,
however, efforts in this direction were seriously hampered by the Reagan
administration’s view that an improvement in East-West relations should coincide with
the demilitarisation of Soviet relations with Ethiopia.

In October 1985, during the 40th anniversary session of the United Nations
(UN), President Reagan proposed that the United States and the Soviet Union jointly
undertake regional peace efforts in Ethiopia and four other Soviet-backed countries
described as ‘at war with their own people’. He outlined a three level strategy for
Soviet-American cooperation in regional conflict resolution. First, regional talks were
to be initiated at local levels by the warring factions. Second, after progress in these
talks had been demonstrated, the United States and the Soviet Union would implement
cooperative strategies aimed at enforcing lasting political solutions. All foreign military
presence would be eliminated from the conflict zones and the flow of outside arms to
warring parties would be restricted. Finally, the five countries would be welcomed
back into the global economy, after signs of improvement became evident.”?

In 1985, Reagan's suggestions for involving Gorbachev’s administration in

52 The other countries were Afghanistan, Cambodia, Angola and Nicaragua (Associated Press, 24-25
October 1985).
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regional conflict management were unfavourably received by Soviet and Ethiopian
officials. On the Soviet side, Foreign Minister Shevardnadze failed to join in the 45
second round of polite applause that followed. On the Ethiopian side, Foreign Minister
Goshu Wolde condemned Reagan's ‘inaccurate and wholly unjustified reference to
Ethiopia’ and confirmed that Mengistu remained totally opposed to the idea of Ethiopia
becoming the subject of future discussions between Soviet and American officials
(Associated Press, 24-25 October 1985).

Prominent Washington officials continued to criticise Gorbachev’s
administration for its involvement in Ethiopian affairs. Shortly before the Geneva
Summit, Assistant Secretary of State Chester Crocker accused Soviet officials of
exploiting internal divisions in the Horn and adversely affecting Ethiopian development
in order to de-stabilise African governments in general. He claimed that Soviet
influence had reduced Ethiopia to near vassalage and that Ethiopia had lost its chances
for development and its internal stability under Soviet domination (Associated Press, 13
November 1985).

Despite American complaints regarding Soviet relations with Ethiopian
officials, talks between Reagan and Gorbachev at the Geneva Summit went ahead
towards the end of November.** Although issues related to Ethiopia and the Horn
conflict were undoubtedly discussed, neither Soviet nor American ruling elites
demonstrated the political will to formulate co-operative strategies for the management
of Third World regional conflict. Nevertheless, Reagan and Gorbachev agreed to
exchange views about regional issues on a regular basis (Associated Press, 21
November 1985).

During 1986, the year preceding PDRE formation, Soviet-American dialogue
continued to improve, but no progress was made about managing the process of Third
World conflict resolution. No substantive policy recommendations emerged from the
Reykjavik meeting in October, although the same five Marxist-led countries identified

by Reagan in 1985 formed the nucleus of discussion about Soviet-American

3 During 1985, Gorbachev concluded several agreements with Mengistu and treated him with high regard
during the Ethiopian leader's ninth visit to Moscow from 31 October to 9 November. During the October
Revolution parade, the Ethiopian leader was allowed to stand on the podium with members of the Soviet
Politburo (Pravda 2 November 1985, in CDSP v 37, no 45:14-15; Associated Press, 31 October and 9
November 1985).

3 The Geneva Summit was the first meeting between Soviet and American leaders in six years.
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cooperation in this area. (Associated Press, 9 October 1986).

Despite a general warming in Soviet-American relations between 1985 and
1987, the gains perceived by Soviet officials in respect of establishing a pro-Soviet
civilian government in Ethiopia generally outweighed the temptation to agree to Soviet-
American cooperation aimed at managing regional conflict in the Horn. Consequently,
in 1987, at the risk of incurring American displeasure, Gorbachev officially confirmed
his unwavering support for the just cause of the people of Ethiopia during talks with
Mengistu held in Moscow in November and, one month later, sent a Soviet
representative to Addis to brief Ethiopian officials on the results of the Washington
Summit (TASS, 17 December 1987).

The joint decision to expand Soviet-American dialogue on regional conflict
management in November 1985, however, directly affected the political behaviour of
Ethiopian officials. Shortly thereafter, Mengistu stepped up efforts to improve relations
with the Reagan administration. In December, he agreed to settle American
compensation claims and to pay $7.5 mn over a five year period for the 30 companies
nationalised during the revolution (EIU, QER 1986, no 1:21). Five months later,
Mengistu officially confirmed that a rapprochement with Washington would be
welcomed (Associated Press, 19 May 1986).

To be sure, differences in the political interests of Soviet and Ethiopian officials
appeared prior to PDRE formation. Nevertheless, between 1985 and 1987, they were
largely obscured by mutually compatible interests in transforming Mengistu’s military

government into a civilian administration.

Stage two: 1988

In 1988, vestiges of the old relationship remained, but differences in the
interests of Soviet and Ethiopian officials increased, as Gorbachev’s New Thinking
assumed more practical dimensions. This precarious balance can be demonstrated by
reference to two events: the resolution of the Somali-Ethiopian conflict and Mengistu's
expulsion of international relief agencies from Ethiopia in the spring of 1988.

Gorbachev's decision to improve relations with Somalia undoubtedly prompted
Ethiopian and Somali officials to make some gestures towards reconciliation.
Nevertheless, the impact of Soviet efforts to persuade ruling elites in the African Horn

to resolve their differences remained marginal, in comparison to the pressures exerted
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upon the two leaders by rising levels of domestic opposition.

In 1986, Gorbachev’s administration initiated a concerted bid to improve
relations with Somalia. Shortly before the Reykjavik Summit in October, Soviet
officials announced the resumption of relations with Barre’s administration. In June
1987, news commentators in Moscow reported that some parts of the Soviet-Somali
trade and education agreements had been reinstated (BBC, SWB 27 June 1987).
Gorbachev’s enthusiasm for improving relations with Somalia and reducing conflict in
the Horn region, however, was not shared by Mengistu’s administration. During 1986
and 1987, Ethiopian and Somali officials demonstrated a mutual reluctance to resolve
their dispute over the Ogaden territory, despite Soviet efforts to the contrary.55 In April
1988, however, the two leaders finally settled their grievances, largely as a consequence
of rising domestic pressures. Diplomatic relations were re-established, borders were
demilitarised, war prisoners were returned, and official support for subversive groups
engaged in cross-border operations was withdrawn over a four month period (EIU, CR
1988, no 2:17-18).

Soviet correspondents applauded the decision and used the case to argue the
viability of Gorbachev’s new strategy. No deep political rifts developed between
Soviet and Ethiopian officials over Soviet efforts to secure the peaceful resolution of
the Ethiopian-Somali conflict between 1986 and 1988, because compatible interests
were not fundamentally challenged. Indeed, the peaceful resolution of conflict actually
accommodated the separate interests of Soviet, Ethiopian and Somali political elites
alike. Nevertheless, some important shifts in priorities occurred, particularly on the
Soviet side. As a consequence of restructuring relations with Somalia, Gorbachev was
able to set up some guidelines for limiting further Soviet intervention in Horn affairs.
First, he confirmed a policy of non-intervention in the Horn region. Second, he
promised continued diplomatic support for the peaceful resolution of the Ethiopian-

Somali dispute.

% Grievances were rooted in traditional disputes over the Ogaden, a triangular-shaped region in Ethiopia
that jutted into Somalia, which was inhabited largely by the Somali. Somalia's claim to the Ogaden was
enshrined in that country's constitution, making negotiations virtually impossible. Ethiopia, on the other
hand, refused to negotiate until existing state borders had been officially recognized by Barre’s
administration. In January 1986, Mengistu and Siad Barre met for the first time since 1977 at a drought
summit in Djibouti and agreed to set up a joint committee to improve bilateral relations. The committee
met three times during 1986 and 1987, but negotiations were generally unsuccessful (Keesing's, 30 April
1987).
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In April 1988, however, Soviet-Ethiopian political relations were strained by
Mengistu's decision to shut down international relief operations after insurgent activity
increased in the northern regions. On 6 April 1988, Mengistu ordered all foreign relief
organisations except UNICEEF to cease operations in Tigre and Eritrea, including the
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), which operated across government
and rebel-controlled areas and accounted for half of the aid workers withdrawn
(Associated Press, 14 April 1988). The ICRC refused to turn its relief supplies in Tigre
and Eritrea over to the Ethiopian Red Cross, and consequently, in May, ICRC relief
workers were expelled from Gondar and Wollo provinces, as well (Keesing's, 30
November 1988). Mengistu’s decision evoked a hostile reaction from the Reagan
administration. American officials believed that the government planned to mount a
massive military offensive in the northern provinces. In an effort to prevent this,
Reagan proposed that Gorbachev should use his influence to persuade Ethiopian
officials to resume relief operations (Associated Press, 21 April 1988).

To contain the adverse effects of co-operation between the Reagan and
Gorbachev administrations, Mengistu attempted to cultivate the good will of both
governments. In June, shortly before the Moscow Summit, he reaffirmed his
commitment to an Ethiopian-Soviet relationship based on socialist solidarity and
ideological unity, but he also stressed that Ethiopia's primary objective was to become
self-reliant. In respect of Washington, Mengistu expressed the desire to restore
Ethiopian-American relations, providing this could be accomplished on the basis of
equality and mutual re:spect.56 His efforts to play both ends against the middle,
however, were not very successful. In the summer of 1988, Soviet-American dialogue
on Ethiopia's domestic problems intensified. The situation was discussed at the
Moscow Summit in June (BBC, SWB, 4 June 1988). One week later, Mengistu agreed to
allow major relief operations to be implemented in government-held areas in the
northern regions (Keesing's, 30 November 1988). Further discussions between Soviet
and American officials on African regional issues were held at the Geneva meeting in
July (TASS, 1 August 1988). However, no public statements were issued, possibly in

deference to Mengistu's earlier insistence that the Gorbachev and Reagan

% Prospects for Ethiopian-American political relations improved marginally in the fall of 1988. This was
due more to Ethiopia's election to the UN Security Council in October and George Bush's election to the
American Presidency in November than to any conciliatory rhetoric voiced by the Mengistu administration
(BBC, SWB, 7 June 1988).
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administrations refrain from public discussions about Ethiopian domestic affairs.

The difference between Soviet and Ethiopian political interests widened after
Mengistu’s expulsion of relief agencies in April 1988. Changing attitudes to the
relationship were particularly evident on the Soviet side. In May, Karen Brutents
arrived in Asmara for talks with Mengistu on the Ethiopian-Eritrean situation, carrying
a personal message from Gorbachev to the Ethiopian leader. The contents of the
message were never publicly disclosed, but Soviet correspondents maintained that talks
between Brutents and Mengistu had focused on conflict resolution, particularly the need
to solve regional disputes by political means. They also reported that Brutents had
briefed Mengistu on Gorbachev's current course of restructuring (BBC, SWB, 9 May
1988).

In July, Soviet officials informed Mengistu in Moscow that new thinking
priorities had shifted (TASS, 26 July 1988). In the new order, universal human values
would replace class-struggle as the basis of Soviet diplomacy (Woodby 1989:103-108).
In addition, Gorbachev spelled out Moscow’s new political priorities in its conduct of
relations with Mengistu’s administration. Although Soviet officials continued to
support Ethiopian unity and territorial integrity in theory, considerable importance was
attached to securing a just solution to the Eritrean problem (Pravda, 29 July 1988, in
CDSP, v 40, no 30:26).

In December, a delegation from the Ethiopian Shengo was invited to Moscow to
strengthen inter-state parliamentary ties and to receive instruction on the course of
Gorbachev's new domestic political reforms.”” During the sessions, Shengo members
were briefed on the measures being taken to enhance the role of the people's deputies in
the Soviet system, the changes proposed for the new Soviet constitution and the
forthcoming elections for the people's deputies. They were also told about Gorbachev's
new stress on humanising international relations. Ethiopian and Soviet delegates agreed
that peace should be established in the Horn, and they concluded that inter-
parliamentary contact would become an important new feature of Soviet-Ethiopian
political relations (TASS, 28 December 1988). Soviet initiatives to improve relations
with Ethiopian parliamentarians at the end of 1988 indicated that Gorbachev was losing

patience with Mengistu’s decisions and planned to cultivate political contacts with a

57 The Shengo delegation, led by Debele Dinssa, WPE-CC member and PDRE Vice President visited
Moscow, December 19-26 1988. Mengistu was absent from the proceedings (TASS, 26 December 1988).
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broader representation of Ethiopians. This new direction gained additional credibility

because Mengistu was absent from the proceedings.

Stage three: 1989-1990

Mengistu’s failure to resolve the Eritrean conflict in 1989 and 1990 further
diminished compatibility in the political relationship. Despite Gorbachev’s efforts to
persuade him to focus upon political solutions, the Ethiopian leader demonstrated a
firm resolve to handle the matter via military means. Three developments illustrate this:
plans to partition Eritrea, reluctance to negotiate terms for peace with the Eritrean
People’s Liberation Front (EPLF) and refusal to share power with regional leaders. Let
us examine these situations in more detail.

Partitioning Eritrea

As a consequence of Mengistu's radical proposal for partitioning Eritrea, the
level of the Ethiopian-Eritrean conflict intensified markedly, despite Gorbachev's
increased interest in securing a peaceful solution to the problem. Moreover, complaints
against Moscow’s continued support for Mengistu’s political intransigence levelled by
the Eritrean resistance leader at the end of 1988 challenged the credibility of
Gorbachev’s New Thinking doctrine.

Prior to 1989, Ethiopian and EPLF officials refused to recognise any validity in
their opposing claims, despite the fact that informal discussions between the two sides
had taken place between 1982 and 1985.”* EPLF demands remained firmly based on
the notion of Eritrea's right to self-determination, while Mengistu refused to deviate
from the axiom set out in the constitution that Ethiopia must remain a unitary state.

In 1987, this adverse state of affairs was exacerbated by Mengistu's decision to
change the territorial boundaries of Eritrea. Inspired by Soviet ideas about ethnic
considerations in regional planning, the Ethiopian Institute of Nationalities (established
in 1983) carried out extensive research on re-districting along ethnic lines in the mid-

1980s. As a consequence of its findings, the Shengo approved a plan for regional

%8 Ten informal meetings between Ethiopian and EPLF political elites reportedly took place between
September 1982 and 1985. At the close of talks in September 1985, each side complained about the other.
In the end, EPLF representatives maintained that further talks were contingent upon Mengistu's agreement to
the presence of a mediating third party and his public announcement that the peace process was underway
(EIU, QER 1985, no 4:16).
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restructuring in September 1987.% Mengistu's proposed reform, in effect, dismembered
Eritrea. First, the new region of Eritrea was to be divided into three zones: one catering
for the Kunama inhabiting the southwest area; another accommodating the largely
Christian, Tigrinya-speaking populations in the centre, and one situated in the North,
encompassing a region of Tigre. Second, the Afar sections of Eritrea were supposed to
become part of the new autonomous region of Assab (EIU, CR 1987, no 4:22). EPLF
officials objected to the plan on grounds that the removal of Assab and the division of
Eritrea along ethnic and nationality lines constituted an attempt to destroy Eritrean unity
(Keesing's, 30 November 1988).

Between September 1988 and July 1989, Ethiopian officials intensified efforts
to partition Eritrea. In September 1988, Mengistu announced that all new regional
structures would be operational within the year (EIU, CR 1988, no 4:21). In December,
he appointed former Derg officials to leadership positions in the new Eritrean region
who were generally considered to be unsympathetic to the Eritrean cause, and he also
discussed prospects for creating an autonomous Muslim region in Eritrea (EIU, CR
1989, no 1:21-22). In January 1989, the WPE central committee duly approved
Mengistu's proposal for a separate Muslim region in Eritrea, and the proposal was
placed on the Shengo's June agenda for ratification.*

EPLF opposition to the plan, to the Ethiopian government and to Soviet support
for Mengistu's activities increased markedly during 1988. During an interview in
December, EPLF leader Isayas Afeworki complained that the new regional reforms had
failed to address the crucial issue of separatism. He also criticised Gorbachev's policy
on the grounds that continued Soviet support for Mengistu’s administration and a
unitary Ethiopian state were contrary to basic Eritrean rights to opt for independence,
federation, or regional autonomy (BBC, SWB, 3 January 1989).

Negotiations

Negotiations between Ethiopian and Eritrean officials in 1989 were not

successful. This was due primarily to Mengistu's refusal to consider EPLF demands,

% Under the new plan, the 14 existing regions were to be divided into 24 administrative regions and 5
autonomous regions: Eritrea, Tigray, Assab, Dire Dawa and the Ogaden. In autonomous regions, assemblies
were directly accountable to the national Shengo, to the Council of State and to the President of Ethiopia, as
well (EIU, CR 1987, no 4:22 and 1988, no 4:21; Keesing's, 30 November 1988).

% The proposal was approved during an extraordinary meeting of the WPE-CC, on grounds that the new
Muslim region in Eritrea would constitute an expression of basic democratic rights (EIU, CR 1989, no 1:22).
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despite considerable Soviet and American efforts to improve the quality of discussions.
During the spring of 1989, officials in Gorbachev’s administration intensified efforts to
persuade Mengistu to resume talks with the EPLF. In April, Soviet diplomats in
Washington confirmed that Gorbachev had refused Mengistu's requests for increased
military support and debt rescheduling because of the inordinately large military
expenditures incurred in combating domestic insurrection (Washington Post, 21 April
1989).

In the end, however, domestic necessity, rather than Soviet pressure, forced the
Ethiopian leader to reconsider his position. Less than a month after an unsuccessful
coup, Mengistu officially agreed to open unconditional negotiations with any party in
Ethiopia.61 The Shengo went a step further in June 1989 and approved the Six Point
Peace Plan for Ethiopian-Eritrean conflict resolution. Under the plan, talks would be
held in public under the auspices of a mutually selected observer. In addition,
negotiations between the government and opposition parties would embrace the notion
that differences would be reconciled within a united Ethiopia (Associated Press, 5 June
1989).

Gorbachev’s administration responded very favourably to the Shengo's decision
to introduce the Six Point Peace Plan (BBC, SWB, 15 June 1989). Shortly thereafter,
Soviet officials intensified their efforts to influence both parties to begin negotiations.
In July, Y. Yukalov, the Director of the African Department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, met EPLF head Issayas Afeworki to discuss the situation. As a concession to
Afeworki, Soviet officials rejected Mengistu's proposal to create an autonomous
Muslim region in Eritrea (EIU, CR 1989, no 4:21). When a WPE-CC delegation visited
Moscow in August to discuss prospects for expanded cooperation, Soviet and Ethiopian
party representatives focused on the importance of improving dialogue on the Eritrean

.. 62
Crisis.

8! Despite conciliatory rhetoric, Mengistu remained adamantly opposed to the idea of regional secession
(BBC, SWB, 8 June 1989).

%2 Simultaneously, American officials also intensified efforts to persuade the Ethiopians to open
negotiations with the EPLF. In July, former President Jimmy Carter also met with Mengistu in Addis to
discuss frameworks for negotiation. In August, Assistant Secretary of State Herman Cohen, the first
senior American official to visit Ethiopia since the 1974 revolution, informed the Ethiopian president that
better relations with the U.S. were contingent upon improved human rights policies and an imminent
reconciliation with Eritrean separatists and Tigrayan autonomists (BBC, SWB, 29 August 1989;
Associated Press, 27 July and 4 August 1989).
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Gorbachev’s efforts to influence the course of Ethiopian domestic affairs in
1989 in conjunction with American officials proved to be generally disappointing. In
September 1989, the first round of official Ethiopian-EPLF negotiations was held in the
Carter Presidential Center in Atlanta, Georgia. Marginal progress was made, but the
talks concluded before consensus could be obtained on the agenda. A week later,
Shevardnadze, the Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs, and James Baker, the U.S.
Secretary of State, discussed prospects for further negotiation at Jackson Hole,
Wyoming (BBC, SWB, 25 September 1989). In November, the second round of
Ethiopian-EPLF negotiations were held in Nairobi. In the course of the meeting
international observers were selected, but prospects for success dimmed markedly,
when EPLF leader Afeworki accused the Ethiopian government and Carter of delaying
negotiations. Eventually, negotiations came to an end, despite considerable effort
expended by Gorbachev’s administration.®’

Sharing power in Port Massawa

Gaps between the interests of Soviet and Ethiopian ruling elites widened even
more in 1990, as a consequence of Mengistu's reluctance to share power with the EPLF
in the distribution of famine relief out of Port Massawa and his decision to continue
bombing raids on the Port. Once again, the joint efforts of Soviet and American
officials to persuade Ethiopian and Eritrean leaders to cooperate remained largely
unsuccessful.

At the beginning of 1990, famine prevailed again in northern Ethiopia.64
Although international donors recognised that high levels of conflict existed in the
northern areas of Ethiopia, they believed that Port Massawa would remain under
Mengistu’s control and that it would continue to serve as the primary port for
offloading emergency food aid in the northern regions. In February 1990, however, the
EPLF defeated government troops at Port Massawa. Shortly thereafter, victorious
EPLF officials offered to reopen the Port so that food supplies could be shipped into
northern Eritrea. Mengistu rejected their offer at the time on the grounds that

% Both parties approved the notion of United Nations participation, but the UN Secretary General refused
to become involved in Ethiopian-EPLF negotiations, unless requested to do so by the Security Council or the
General Assembly.

% At the beginning of 1990, harvests in Eritrea were down to 20 percent of the norm. Tigray's harvests
were reduced by half, from previous levels (EIU, CR 1990, no 1:31).
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recognition of EPLF control in the region would undermine prospects for Ethiopian
unity.

In response to the crisis, unprecedented levels of American-Soviet cooperation
developed in the spring and summer of 1990. At the beginning of June, officials in both
states agreed to cooperate on joint food airlifts in northern Ethiopia, particularly in the
area of Asmara.”’ At the close of the June Summit, Bush and Gorbachev issued a joint
statement confirming their intentions to cooperate and to pool Soviet and American
resources to combat starvation. In addition, they also supported the idea of convening
an international conference under the auspices of the United Nations to settle conflicts
in the Horn region (BBC, SWB, 6 June 1990).

Unfortunately, international relief agencies, as well as Soviet and American
officials, underestimated the importance of accommodating the conflicting interests of
Ethiopian and EPLF officials. In June, Mengistu tentatively agreed to allow Port
Massawa to be used for unloading famine relief aid. In July, four technicians from the
World Food Programme (WFP), acting on the assumption that the Ethiopian
government’s approval still sufficed for port inspection, arrived from Djibouti in an
empty boat. The gesture offended EPLF representatives who exercised de facto control
over Massawa. Although Soviet and American political elites exerted considerable
pressure on Ethiopian and EPLF officials to work out a plan for sharing port
management, relief operations in the northern Ethiopian areas were severely hampered
between February and December 1990, as a consequence of the closure of Port
Massawa (EIU, CR 1990, no 3:29-30). In December 1990, however, Ethiopian and
EPLF political elites finally agreed to allow imports of emergency food aid into
Massawa. WFP and USAID representatives were credited with successful mediation,
and the efforts of Soviet and American officials to persuade Mengistu and the EPLF to

re-open the Port and to resolve their differences were scarcely mentioned.®

5 Under this proposal, US food would be transported on Soviet aircraft. The EPLF, however, opposed the
idea of joint aid airlifts to Asmara (Associated Press, 3 June 1990; EIU, CR, 1990, no 3:26).

% Under the terms of the agreement concluded in December 1990, cargoes arriving in the Port had to
be inspected by both warring parties. Half of the aid would be distributed by the Eritrean Relief
Association, and the other half would be loaded on to trucks by the Ethiopians and shipped to Asmara
(EIU, CR, 1991, no 1:26).
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Stage four: 1990-1991

In the final two years of Gorbachev’s and Mengistu’s administrations,
compatibility in the political relationship dropped sharply. At one level, relations
declined partly as a consequence of the overriding priorities of both leaders to maintain
domestic control over disputed regions. At another level, the relationship was
substantially eroded by the overriding priorities of Soviet and Ethiopian officials to
improve their own individual relations with the United States.

Soviet-Ethiopian relations were particularly affected in 1990 and 1991 by four
developments taking place within Ethiopia. First, in the late 1980s, organised, pro-
Marxist, insurgent organisations began to co-ordinate efforts to rid the country of Soviet
influence. Second, in March 1990, Mengistu formally rejected his experiment in
scientific socialism and announced his intention to implement a more modern
development programme. Third, in April 1991, the Shengo proposed recommendations
for government restructuring that included power sharing. Finally, Mengistu's
resignation and the transitional government's subsequent take over during May and June
of 1991 provided unique opportunities for the ruling elite in both states to normalise
their relationship and to divest it of preferential ties.

As Soviet military support declined in the late 1980s, the level of organised
resistance to Mengistu's administration in Ethiopia increased markedly. The most
important factor in the new equation involved the coordination of efforts between the
Ethiopian People's Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF), an umbrella group led by
the Tigray People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) (committed to Mengistu's removal from
the government and greater autonomy within a united Ethiopia) and the EPLF
(committed to Eritrean independence).67

In 1989, the political threat to the Mengistu government posed by the EPRDF
began to eclipse the lohg-term dangers associated with the Eritrean conflict. In March,
the Third TPLF Congress resolved to remove Mengistu’s administration from power
and to end Soviet intervention in Ethiopian affairs. In addition, TPLF spokesmen

indicated a willingness to cooperate with the EPLF and to support Eritrean demands for

% In April 1988, TPLF and EPLF officials agreed to restore relati