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I
INTRODUCTION W

In analyzing the involvement of China and the U.S.S.R. with j
countries 1n sub-Saharan Africa since the end of the 1950's,

one must conslider a bewlldering list of factors to account for
various aspects of Chinese and Soviet activities in an area that
historically had been of minimal concern to either country
(aside from a traditional Tsarist interest in Ethiopia and a

record of occaslional maritime trading expeditions from China to i
East Africa during the Ming dynasty).
Soviet and Chinese interest in Africa was aroused when the {

newly independent African states suddenly became numerically
important, particularly in the United Nations; when some of them
were gripped by turmoil that seemed to Peking and Moscow to con-
tain a revolutionary potential; and when several African regimes
headed in a radical direction that appeared to be compatible
with Chinese or Sovliet policies. Sino-Soviet competition also s
played a role; the emergence of independent black African
countries coincided with the eruption of the Sino-Soviet dispute.
An additional factor may have been that after the passing of

colonialism, the West was not deeply committed in Africa.

Africa has therefore been seen by Peking and Moscow as a place
where each can expand its influence at the expense of residual
Western interests or at the expense of the other, with relatively
little risk and seemingly without much need to compromise other
policies, such as détente.

Chinese and Soviet economic and geopolitical interests make
up another set of factors that must be considered. Trade with
Africa has not been important overall to the economy of either
China or the U.S.S.R. However, 1in some cases the specific

1
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resources of certain friendly African countries may be impor-
tant (such as the bauxite of Guinea to the U.S.S.R.); in other
cases, trade with China or the U.S.S.R. has grown to consider-
able proportions (for example, China's trade with Tanzania).
Nevertheless, 1t 1s difficult to justify the depth of Chinese
or Soviet involvement in Africa on economic grounds, since
expensive ald programs have been required to establish and main-
tain economic influence in particular countries. Geopolitical
considerations may be more important, especlally in the most
recent period. Soviet ald programs have increasingly'focused
on countries such as Somalia, Angola, Guinea, Congo (Brazza-
ville), and, most recently, Ethiopla, that can provide air and
naval facilities for Soviet forces operating in the Indian or
South Atlantic oceans. China has established an Impressive
chain of influence across central Africa, through the construc-
tion of the railway from Tanzania to Zambia and through its
relationship with Zalre. However, the importance of geopolitical
factors should not be exaggerated, particularly since both China
and the Soviet Union have learned that influence in Africa 1s
obtained at high cost and more often than not 1s transitory.
Peking and Moscow have been able to exercise policies in
sub-Saharan Africa ranging from revolution to trade and diplo-
macy, but it 1s important to note that Africa did not thereby
become a major theater of Sino-Soviet competition. The Chilnese
or Soviet interests at stake in Africa are not comparable with
those at stake in Europe, along the Sinc-Soviet border, in the
Middle East, or in Northeast, South, and Southeast Asia.
Initial Chinese or Soviet involvement 1in a particular African
situation 1s explainable less by vital pollcy concerns than by
the opportunities that Africa presented, particularly for low-
risk operations. This 1s not to deny, however, that Chilnese
and Soviet involvement in time created some important interests,
because of the commitment of resources and prestige and because
of the element of Sino-Soviet competition. Moreover, because
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of the general radicalization of African politics in the 1970's,
Peking and Moscow have come to perceive African opportunities
as increasingly promising.

A list of the factors that, in various combinations, have
played a role in Chinese and Soviet involvement in African
affairs would suggest that the two countries have approached
African issues in a more random fashion than has actually been
the case. The governing element 1n Chinese and Soviet formu-
lation of policies in Africa 1is the 1ldeological factor.
Ideology has been a relatively prominent consideration, possibly
because other Chinese and Soviet interests were not at stake,
and therefore there was less need to compromise ideological
purity to the concerns of state to which it is sometimes vul-
nerable. Also, ideology has been particularly important in all
aspects of the Sino-Soviet split, which was evidenced in diver-
gent ideological formulations long before it became obvious in
other areas.

The importance of ideology as a legitimizing factor for
authoritarian Communist regimes should not be underestimated.
China has almost no established process for effecting political
change, such as that involved in the Cultural Revolution or in
the succession to Mao Tse-tung, except the test of i1deological
loyalty to the currently accepted version of the "thought of
Mao Tse-tung." The U.S.S.R. also depends on ideology as a
political mechanism, and Soviet influence among other Communist
movements hinges on maintaining Moscow's image as a major, 1if
not the major center of Communist orthodoxy.

While the Sino-Soviet alliance was intact, Moscow was
willing to let Peking claim that the ideology of the Maoist
revolution in China was of particular relevance for the under-
developed world. However, once the Sino-Soviet split became
evident, Moscow was no longer willing to let Peking's preten-
sions pass without challenge, even in regard to an area like
Africa where vital Soviet interests were not involved. Thus,
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Moscow and Peking both attached irrortance to finding in various
African situations support for thelr own particular ideological
formulations or material to rebut the other's accusations--e.g.,
Moscow's support for "armed struggle" in Southern Africa as
refutation of Peking's charges of "revisionism." Africa in
addition provided a means to illustrate the ideological dimen-
sion of domestic factional disputes, particularly for China
(e.g., in the Cultural Revolution) but to some extent also for
the U.S.S.R. (as at the time of Khrushchev's fall). Both
countries have also used their African involvements to illus~
trate 1deological orthodoxy at times when elsewhere ideology
has been compromised to other concerns of state. Examples are
Moscow's militancy in Angola at a time of détente politics in
Europe, and Peking's renewed propaganda emphasis on radical
liberation movements at a time when the new Hua Kuo-feng regime
stressed pragmatism in domestic and international affairs.

While both countries have emphasized 1deological concerns
in their African activities, there have been some marked differ-
ences. Ideology 1is a more pervasive element of Peking's actions
than Moscow's, almost all of it discernible in the form of
simplistic Mao quotes rather than the kind of dilalectical
analysis published by various Soviet research institutes. The
Chinese emphasis on ideology and Peking's requirements for
reciprocity from her African clients have not been constant,
but rather seem to have had an inverse relationship to more
conventional diplomatic concerns. Generally, both the U.S.S.R.
and China have held up their own experience as a "model" for
African clients, but while the U.S.S.R. earlier tended to stresé
the developmental side of its model, China stressed the more
militant and revolutionary aspects; to some extent these posi-
tions have more recently been reversed. (It should be added
that, as reflected in Africa, neither model has much historical
verisimilitude.)




The present study seeks to isolate the competitive factor
in Chinese and Soviet activities in Africa and to view that
factor from the vantage points of Moscow and Peking. The
i1deological element will inevitably be stressed, both because
of the importance of that element in the Sino-Soviet dispute
and because each country has chosen to demonstrate in Africa
the vitallty of its version of the common legitimizing creed.
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EVOLUTION OF GOALS AND POLICIES:
THE SOVIET POSITION

Compared to other regions of the world, Africa has historically
been an area holding relatively little interest for the Soviet
Union. Taken by itself, this might support the notion that,
events in Angola notwithstanding, the U.S.S.R. 1is unlikely to
perceive Africa as an area of great significance in the future.
On the other hand, one might with equal justification therefore
regard the U.S.S.R.'s Angolan involvement as being particularly
ominous, signalling a different Soviet assessment of Africa's
future importance. A look at some of the details of the overall
Soviet assessment is clearly in order before any Jjudgment on
future Soviet attitudes can be made.

A. THE EARLY PERIOD

For all intents and purposes, Africa was beyond the pale
for Tsarist Russia. Over the years Tsarist foreign policy and }
security concerns were overwhelmingly continental in emphasis,
with an understandable primary focus on Europe. To the extent
that Tsarist Russia was concerned with those areas of the globe
that later came to be included under the rubric "Third World,"
attention was limited basically to countries on Russia's peri-
phery.

The North African states bordering on the Mediterranean
might concelvably have attracted Tsarist Russila's attention,
had she ever succeeded in becoming a power in the Medlterranean.
But the "stralts question" with Turkey was never resolved 1n a
way that would have permitted Russila to acquire that status.
Africa south of the Sahara was of even less interest, despite




the fact that by the late 19th century it was the scene of
extensive colonization efforts by the Western powers. !

In most major respects, the Communist successors to the
tsars endorsed Tsarist geopolitical priorities until well after
World War II. To be sure, Lenin and other Communist theoreti-
cians had called attention to the fact that the colonilal areas
of the world were deserving of attention, since they supposedly
were crucial to the economic health of the capitalist West.
However, while Communist movements were built up to try to
exploit this weakness, in the overall context of Soviet forelgn
policy activities the effort thus expended was hardly consider-
able. And where Soviet activity was more extensive--e.g., in
China, beginning in the 1920's--the results were somewhat of a
mixed blessing, even before Mao achieved power in 1949.

Africa took a back seat even to this relatively low-priority
effort to oust the imperialists from their colonies. With
certain minor exceptions, such as the Communist Party of South
Africa, there were no real Communist movements worthy of the
name, and the economic class basis necessary to sustain such

Tt might be noted, however, that just as ideological concerns
were to give the Soviets at least some interest in Africa, so
too what minor Tsarist interest there was was basically
ideological in nature. From time to time under the tsars, a
little attention was paid to Ethiopia as the home of the
ostensible coreligionists of the Russian Orthodox church--the
Coptic Church. Just prior to World War I, however, Russia
opened a permanent mission in Addis Ababa--the only Russian
mission in Africa. None of this really adds up to any sub-
stantial Tsarist security interest in Africa, although some
interest of this sort can be adduced to help explain even the
relatively small Russian concern with Ethiopia (given its
location) in the latter half of the 19th century, after the
Suez Canal was opened by Russia's principal imperialist "com-
petitor"--Great Britain. For an interpretation which stresses
this interest, see Edward Thomas Wilson, Russia and Black Africa
Befgfe World War II (New York: Holmes and Meler Publishers,
1974),




movements was even less apparent than in certain Asian states.?
This latter local deficiency combined with the comparatively
higher priority the Soviets accorded to ousting the Western
imperialists from their Asian holdings to make Africa (particu-
larly Africa south of the Sahara) of almost negligible interest
from a Soviet foreign policy standpoint.

The period of Soviet foreign policy activities up to the
mid-1950's can thus be characterized as one in which specific
ideological concerns seem not to have conflicted in any sub-
stantial way with other Soviet interests and objectives in sub-
Saharan Africa. The area was apparently not regarded as
promising enough In terms of revolutionary prospects to prompt
serious Soviet involvement. And there were no discernible
interests or objectives stemming from a specific ideological
concern that would have prompted such involvement.

B. THE KHRUSHCHEV PERIOD

In the mid-1950's a turning point occurred in Soviet policy
toward the Third World. Indeed, this turning point was mainly
the acknowledgment of the idea that there was a Third World to
be dealt with. Up to this point, the Soviets viewed the

2That at least some perfunctory attention was paid to Africa in
this period is also seen in such developments as the creation
(under the tutelage of the Soviet-led Communist International)
of a Negro International in 1930. Such Communist activities

as were under way were nevertheless sharply curtailed beginning
with the "Popular Front" period of Soviet diplomacy in the late
1920's. This curtailment, which basically persisted through
World War II, was brought about by a Soviet conc«rn to propi-
tiate the Western colonial powers because of the Nazl threat.
After the war, with the Comintern disbanded, tutelage of the
revolutionary movements in Africa (such as they were) was
placed in the hands of the French and British Communist parties.
And their efforts met with a notable lack of success.

See Arthur Jay Klinghoffer, "The Soviet Union and Africa,"

in The Soviet Union and Developing Nations, Roger Kanet, ed.
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1974), p. 52.




colonial areas of the world in the context of a Manichean
perspective. On the one hand there were the Western industrial
states, the bastion of caplitalism, whose economic decline was
postponed by thelr exploitation of colonial areas. On the other
hand there was the Soviet Union and, by the late 1940's, the
rest of the socialist camp. When colonies were freed under
Communist movements, they would joln the socialist camp. Until
then, however, they were included in the imperialist camp.

This point of view was expressed most explicitly by Andrei
Zhdanov in the late 1940's, and it basically worked to inhibit
Communist exploitation of the end of colonial rule in many key
areas. Refusing to countenance the idea that non-Communist
nationalist movements could really be at odds with the imperi-
alists, the Soviets refused to acknowledge Indla's independence,
for example. Although independence was still some years away
for the African colonies, this attitude was nevertheless
discernible in the Soviet view that such nationalist leaders
as Kwame Nkrumah and Jomo Kenyatta were stooges of the British.

The official departure from the two-camp thesis occurred in
1956 at the Twentieth Party Congress, when Khrushchev promul-
gated the notion of a "vast zone of peace" encompassing the
socialist camp and the "peace-loving peoples of Asia and
Africa." 1In fact, however, the Soviets had already taken steps
indicating theilr cognizance of the significance of Third World
nonalignment. Soviet backing of (or perhaps, more correctly,
acquiescence in) the Bandung Conference in 1955 (the first large
gathering of Afro-Asian leaders), the Soviet-prompted Czech arms
deal with Egypt, the beginning of Soviet support for the Arab
states (versus Israel) in the United Nations, and the famous
Khrushchev-Bulganin Asian tour all 1mmed1ate1y preceded the line
put forth formally at the Party Congress.

It is important to note, however, that this new policy was
implemented much more slowly in Africa south of the Sahara than
in cther Third World areas like the Middle East and Asla.

10




Of course, this was quite understandable in part because
independence had not yet been achieved by many African states.
However, longstanding Soviet ideological suspicions still
seemed to inhibit Soviet policy. Ghana's achlievement of
independence under Nkrumah in 1957, for example, initially met
with Soviet skepticism.

The true watershed in Soviet policy toward Africa per se
probably occurred with Guinea's attainment of independence in
1958. Sékou Touré's sharp break with France and subsequent
appeal to the Communist bloc for aid prompted the Soviets to
regard Guinea as the "model" African state. However, the
Soviets still showed some ambivalence in their approach to
Africa in the late 1950's as more and more African states began
to attain independence.

Particularly in view of recent Soviet activities in Africa,
indications of a Cuban connection to Soviet African policies at
this time are particularly notable. One analyst has argued
that Soviet estimates of the chances for a non-Communist leader
eventually to bring his country into the Communist camp were
shaped by evolving Soviet views of the Cuban situation.?
According to this interpretation, Soviet concern during the
first year or so after Castro came to power in January 1959
that Castro's socialist but avowedly non-Communist takeover
might provide a tempting alternative revolutionary model for
the Third World prompted the Soviets to reaffirm the importance
of Communist parties in Africa. One 1indication of this concern
was the founding in the fall of 1959 of a journal to help
promote the specifically Communist revolutionary line in Africa.
With the worsening of Cuban-U.S. relations in 1960 and a con-
comitant strengthening of Soviet ties with Cuba, the Soviets
took a more positive view of Castro's "model" as being capable
of serving, rather than competing with, Soviet revolutionary
ambitions in Africa.

’Ivid., p. 56.
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By late 1960, the Soviets had evolved a new concept, arguing
that non-Communist leaders could start their countries down the
Communist path and, in fact, that local Communists were in no
position to play this role. Guinea, Ghana, and Mall were the
first African states regarded as falling into this new category
of "national democratic" regimes. (Congo [Brazzaville] was
later added to the 1list.) Delegates from these states were
among the first non-Communist Party representatives to attend a
Soviet Party Congress (the 22d Congress in October 1961), and
all three of their rulers received Lenin Peace Prizes.

Castro's public espousal of Marxism-Leninism in December
1961 seems also to have reinforced Soviet (or at least
Khrushchev's) hopes that Soviet aims could be furthered through
leaders like Keita, Nkrumah, and Touré. Castro in fact was
specifically identified as a model for such leaders to emulate.“
Quite possibly the Soviets' lack of success with more bellicose
approaches--such as the ill-fated backing of Lumumba in the
Congo in the early 1960's--also reinforced this tendency to
focus on countries like Guinea, Ghana, and Mali.% 1In any event,
by 1963 the concept of a revolutionary democrat was formulated,
giving the leaders of these states additional revolutionary
credentials. At the same time, 1t might be noted, the Soviets
did not entirely neglect the other African states not regarded
as progressive. By the end of the Khrushchev period they had,
for example, established diplomatic relations with several other
African states and had made economic aid commitments to what

*Ibid.; p. 58.

It has been argued that even in the Congo crisis (or crises),
the Soviet position was more one of bluster and propaganda
posturing to score points against the "imperialists" (espe-
cially on behalf of Lumumba, whom the Soviets lionized after
his death) than substantial material support to combatants.
See Charles B. McLane, Soviet-African Relations (London:
Central Asian Research Centre Publication, 1974), pp. 166-69.
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were at the time "nonprogressive" states such as Ethiopia,
Somalia, Tanzania, Kenya, Sudan, Senegal, and Uganda.®
In determining what role the ideological factor played in
Soviet policy toward Africa during Khrushchev's tenure, several
considerations are germane. First, when strictly construed,
the ideological factor would seem to have been of negligible
significance, in that Soviet activities 1in thls period were
basically characterized by the same dismissal of indigenous
Communist efforts as in the preceding period. When the
ideological factor 1s viewed somewhat more loosely, however, it
does seem to have mattered. While the Soviets were aware that
hewing closely to longstanding ideological precepts (e.g., the
key role of Communist movements) would have confined the
U.S.S.R. to playing a minimal role in the Third World in general
and Africa 1n particular, they nevertheless were by no means as
pragmatic and flexible as they might have been.
Distinctions were made between "progressive" and '"non-
progressive" regimes and movements, and the Soviets devoted the
lion's share of their attention to the former--most notably
Ghana, Guinea, and Mali. Soviet policies toward their favored
clients also had a notably 1deological cast. Economic relations
in trade and aid, for example, were shaped less by a sober b
economic calculus almed at securing a decent economic return
for the U.S.S.R. and promoting the economic health of the client
than by an apparent desire to exhlbit Soviet largesse and to
promote the ideologlcally desirable growth of the state sector, !

-

®The Soviets in fact made their largest single economic aid
commitment to Ethiopia in this period (1959) reflecting perhaps
some appreciation of Ethiopla's "strategic" location. However,
from an ideological standpoint, the Soviets cast a jaundiced
eye on Ethiopia throughout the sixties; many of the projects
agreed on in 1959 went uncompleted, and after the Sovliets made
their first military aid commitments to Somalia (Ethiopia's
long-time rival) in the early 1960's, the Ethioplans were
basically wary of Moscow. Ibid., p. 42.
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in the apparent hope of pushing the client economy more quickly
down the socialist road.’

It is also useful to note in this regard that those Soviet
obJectives distinct from ideological concerns in evidence in
this period were basically diplomatic, aimed broadly at
enhancing the image of the Soviet Union as a global power and,
perhaps more narrowly, intended to help the U.S.S.R. eventually
break the grip of the West on the United Nations. Nevertheless,
relations with nonprogressive states were basically low key.
Moreover, even in those states where the Soviet ideological bias
might have acted to reinforce other presumed Soviet objectives,
the Soviets did not galn very much. During the Cuban missile
crisis, for example, Guinea denied the Soviets landing rights
(for Soviet planes bound for Cuba) at the Conakry airport that
the Soviets themselves had earller improved to accommodate Jjet
alrcraft.

If it 1is possible to 1dentify and distinguish a discrete
ideological factor shaping Soviet policies toward Africa in this
period, it 1s also necessary to acknowledge that the legitimizing
function of the 1deology was important in giving this factor
some weight. In this regard, Khrushchev's effort to deal with
the broader 1deological challenge posed by China 1s probably
significant. Although Chinese perspectives on Africa are treated
elsewhere, several points should be noted here. The Chlnese--
particularly Mao--focused on ideological matters in general (for
which they had some claim to credentials superior to
Khrushchev's) in the late 1950's as a means of trying to pressure
the U.S.S5.R. to pursue the interests of the Communist bloc

’Soviet and Chinese aid policies are described in some detail in
Chapter IV of this study. Changes in the Soviet approach to
trade and aid that indicate ups and downs in the role of the
ideological factor are well discussed in Elizabeth Kridl
Valkenier, "Soviet Economic Relations with Developing Coun-
tries," in Kanet, The Soviet Union and Developing Countries,
pp. 215-37.
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more boldly. Moreover, Chinese assertions of the special rele-
vance for the Third World of the Chinese revolutionary model
began to take on a much more competitive tone than had been the
case earlier.

That Khrushchev took these challenges very seriously, and
that he saw the basic threat from China in this period mostly
in ideological terms 1s suggested by his responses. For i
example, he mounted strenuous efforts to rally other Communist
parties and governments to read the Chinese out of the bloc.
And he persisted in these efforts, despite the fact that they
proved counterproductive by giving various Communist powers 1
more leverage--more autonomy from the U.S.S.R.--than they other-
wise could have achleved. At the same time, Khrushchev tried
to demonstrate to the Third World that the U.S.S.R. was still 1
very much the standard-bearer of a living revolutionary creed.
His strong espousal of Soviet backing for so-called wars of
national liberation 1s a prime example of that effort.

In this context, the attention paid to the progressive
regimes of Africa and the successive gestures made to buttress
thelr radical credentials are particularly understandable. It
may have been, as was suggested earlier, that the Soviets were
keeping one eye on the evolution of the Castro regime, gauging
the eventual Communist potential of the African regimes. But
it seems highly likely that the broader Chinese 1deological
challenge gave Khrushchev a strong incentive to give these
regimes (and perhaps Castro as well) the benefit of the doubt.
Especially in a setting where prospects for several bona fide
Communist revolutions were hardly bright, success in trans-
forming African nationalists into Communists would serve to
demonstrate (a) that Khrushchev was a bold ideological innovator
in his own right, and (b) that the U.S.S.R., not the P.R.C., had
found the correct path for guiding the footsteps of the Third
World to Communism. The Sino-Soviet competition thus affected
Soviet involvement in Africa somewhat indirectly. The dispute
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would seemingly have affected Soviet policy toward the so-called
progressive states regardless of whether the Chinese were
directly involved with those states. (As a matter of fact, the
Chinese did have diplomatic relations with, and provided eco-
nomic aid to Ghana, Guinea, and Mali.)

As was suggested earlier, one particular consideration that
bears on any discussion of the ideological factor in Soviet and
Chinese foreign policy is that for certain Communist leaders,
ideological matters per se are a profession. Viewing the
problem from this decision-making perspective highlights certain
contradictions that cropped up during the Khrushchev period.
Ideological concerns were quite important to Khrushchev, both in
dealing with the overall challenge from the Chinese and in
setting Soviet priorities in Africa. However, from the stand-
point of certain professional ideologists in the U.S.S.R.,

Khrushchev's efforts threatened to undermine the ideology. +
Making it relevant to the Third World may have been regarded as

one way of showing that the U.S.S.R. and its ruling party were

the wave of the future. At the same time, however, diluting the

ideology to achieve such relevance carried the danger that the

ideology would be progressively corrupted in the U.S.S.R. itself.

There 1s evidence that certain professional ideologists thought t
Khrushchev had gone too far in stretching the ideology to give

revolutionary credentials to African regimes.®

8"There 1s evidence that even before Khrushchev was forced from
power, several high officials, including Mikhail Suslov, the
chief party ideologue, Boris Ponomarev, the party Secretariat
member responsible for relations with non-bloc Communist
parties, and Alexel Rumyantsev, then editor of the World Marziet
Review, resisted Khrushchev's attempts to prod historical
processes by manipulating ideology. Judging from their comments
at the time, they doubted that any African regime merited the
kind of ideological endorsement Khrushchev wished to extend."
Robert Legvold, "The Soviet Union's Changing View of Sub-Saharan
Africa," in Soviet Policy in Developing Countries, W. R. Duncan,
ed. (Waltham, Mass.: Ginn-Blaisdell, 1970), pp. 63-64.

The situation 1s different in the case of China, because it
was Mao Tse-tung himself who was the (continued on next page)
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C. THE BREZHNEV-KOSYGIN PERIOD THROUGH THE LATE 1960'S 1

In several major respects, the regime that succeeded
Khrushchev sought to play down the ideological factor in Soviet
foreign policy. In the broader context of Sino-Soviet relations
the Brezhnev-Kosygin leadership began to back off from ideo-
logical confrontation with the Chinese. This did not mean that J
ideological differences were no longer appreciated. It did mean
that the Soviets realized they could not rally sufficient support
to oust the P.R.C. formally from the socialist camp, and that
continuing to try would only weaken the Soviets' hold on their i
remaining ideological allies.

In the African context, the decision to soft-pedal ideology 1
was reflected in a policy of greater skepticism about the {
soclalist pretensions of the African states on which Khrushchev
had focused. It was also reflected in an active effort to
cultivate state-to-state relations with more so-called non-
progressive African states (Zaire, Uganda, Nigefia, and the
Ivory Coast). Nevertheless, despite the fact that the latter
effort indicated that the new regime was determined to "keep
its hand in" in Africa, Africa south of the Sahara seems 4
generally to have been accorded an even lower priority in Soviet v 1
foreign policy calculations than Khrushchev had given it. 1In
1965,~for example, the U.S.S.R. extended no new economic credits
to African states for the first time since 1958.° b

What this suggests overall 1s that ideological concerns had
beenvthe most 1important stimulus to Soviet involvement in Africa.

As of the mid-1960's there appa *n.ly were no particular

(cont'd) chief ideologist and who, in the decision-making pro-
cess, would have on the one hand resisted dilutions of ideology
for the sake of pragmatic diplomacy and who on the other hand
was 1In the best position to make such adjustments when convinced
they were needed--as in fact he did in formulating the "three
worlds" thesis. See Chapter III, below.

Legvold, "The Soviet Union's Changing View," p. 65.
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economic, diplomatic, or security reasons to encourage other
than a relatively low level of Soviet involvement, once the
ideological factor became less important.

Over the next several years Soviet policy toward Africa
reflected the same basic disinterest in ideological confron-
tation. Moreover, despite the heavy and remarkable Chinese
commitment to Tanzania that was represented by the Tan-Zam
railroad project, the eruption of the Cultural Resvolution in
China in 1966 had apparently decreased Soviet anxieties about
Chinese rivalry in Africa generally.!? 1In fact, the Soviet
attitude toward China in the late 1960's seems on the whole to
have altered in ways that made Soviet competition with China in
the Third World seem a less pressing concern.!! Partly this
was a consequence of the setbacks Peking had suffered in 1965,
prior to the onset of the Cultural Revolution, in backing the
losing side in the Indo-Pakistan war and in the decimation of
the Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI), Peking's largest
Communist supporter, in the overthrow of Sukarno.!? Partily 1t

19See Chapter III, Section A.l4 and Chapter IV, Section B, espe-
cially p. 83.

11Renewed Soviet concern with this competition was evidenced in
1969, however, as indicated in the Soviet effort to push the
notion of an Asian collective security system. But it should
be stressed that, as thls very notion suggests, Asia, not
Africa, was the focus of this concern. Moreover, in 1969, the
Soviets pushed for a world Communist party conclave such as
Khrushchev had tried to convene in the early 1960's, indicating
a revival of the ideological concern with Peking. But whether
the Soviets entertalned any real hope that this conclave could
serve to expel the Chinese from the Communist movement 1s open
to question. In any event that aim, if it was one, was not
achieved, and since 1969 the Soviets have made no serious
further attempts along these lines.

123ee pp. 63-64, below. Of course, Sukarno's overthrow was a
setback for the Soviets too. The Soviets under Khrushchev had
a heavy investment in Indonesia in the form of a number of
large, expensive, and economically unsound projects. And even
the political payoff expected of these projects came to nought
when Sukarno's successors basically took a pro-West stance.

The noticeable Soviet hardheadedness on (continued on next page)
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was a consequence of the new basic focus on internal affairs
that characterized the Chinese Cultural Revolution. And partly
it was because in the context of the bizarre events of the
Cultural Revolution, Peking may have appeared to the Soviets to
be becoming more a military than an ideological problem. Soviet
doubts about Chinese sanity and consequent willingness to avoid
war (more than any sober assessment of Chinese capabilities
vis-a-vis the U.S.S.R.) would seem to have provided partial
stimulus for the bulldup of Soviet forces on the border with
China that commenced in the mid-1960's.!?3

The late 1960's also witnessed other opportunities and
problems for the U.S.S.R. that would seem to have reinforced a
Soviet inclination to make sub-Saharan Africa a relatively low
priority area. Even while Khrushchev had been pursulng a
comparatively active policy toward both the Middle East and
Africa south of the Sahara, seeking to cultivate progressive
regimes in both places, the Mlddle East had received relatively
more attention. The Middle East got considerably more attention
from the Soviets in the late 1960's, both before, but particu-
larly after, the 1967 Arab-Israell war. It was not until 1964,
for example, that the Soviet Navy became a force to be reckoned
with in the Mediterranean. And although the U.S.S.R. incurred

(cont'd) economic relations with African states in the late
1960's was doubtless reinforced by such bitter lessons as the
Indonesian experience.

13Even though, as noted above, by 1969 the Soviets were again
paying attention to Peking as an ideological competitor, Peking
was still a maJor concern as a military problem as well. The
Ussurl River border clash between the Soviets and Chinese took
place in this year and in 1969 the Soviet buildup on the border
with China also increased significantly. What 1s suggested by
these events 1s that--as with the Asian collective security
proposal--as of the end of the 1960's, the U.S.S.R. still had
ample reason to focus on the China problem much more in the
Asian context than in the African one.
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costs in the 1967 Arab loss to Israel, replacing Arab military
equipment after the war gave the U.S.S.R. an opportunity to
strengthen its hold on its Arab clients.

Vietnam also testified to the fact that the Soviets were
concerned with other areas of the world, where important
interests were at stake and where substantial investments had
to be made to sustain those interests. In comparison to the
opportunities for enhancing Soviet global power offered by
Africa, Vietnam was clearly a much more promising area. At a
minimum, the survival of an established Communist state was at
stake--not to mention the neutrality of that state 1n the Sino-
Soviet dispute. At a maximum, the Soviet Union could hope that
her superiority over the P.R.C. as a supplier of needed military
equipment would win over Hanoil in the Sino-Soviet dispute and,
above all, ensure that the U.S.S.R.'s principal global rival,
the United States, remained pinned down in an enervating war.
Africa in the late 1960's obviously neither placed comparable
demands on the U.S.S.R. nor offered comparable opportunities.

Not only did events in the global arena help keep Soviet
interest and involvement in Africa at a low level, events within
Africa also basically reinforced this tendency. In February
1966, the Soviets suffered their first major setback in any of
the progressive states that Khrushchev had so assiduously
cultivated. Although as noted, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime had
already retreated from Khrushchev's excessive ideological claims
on behalf of these states, they still enjoyed some measure of
Soviet favor in comparison to other African states. Nkrumah's
overthrow in Ghana therefore represented a clear setback. The
economic unsoundness of Nkrumah's policles appears to have
impressed more strongly on the Soviets the principle (which they
were already beginning to incorporate into their economic
relations with Africa) that the basic economic health of a client
state had to have priority over attempts to propel 1ts economy
down the socilalist path. In the wake of Nkrumah's overthrow,
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the Soviets preached this particular lesson to their other
favored clients, which by this time included Congo (Brazzaville)
as well.

To some extent, Mali's Modlbo Keita absorbed this principle
while also striving to move down the socialist path.!* Never-
theless, Keita's efforts were given scarce attention by Moscow--
one measure of the increasing lack of Soviet confidence in beilng
able to reap many benefits by pushing progressive regimes.
Ironically, Mali was much closer to meeting the high hopes that
Khrushchev had held for progressive African regimes than it had
been when Khrushchev was in power. Soviet retrenchment was
further evidenced in the noncommittal attitude of the Soviets to
Keita's overthrow in November 1968. A similar reaction initially
followed Massamba-Debat's overthrow in Congo (Brazzaville) in
September 1968.!'% As will be described in some detail below,
Soviet wariness in the late 1960's of being trapped into ideo-
logical overcommitments contrasts vividly with Moscow's current
treatment of ideological pretenders in Africa, signalling an
important shift in Soviet views on Africa 1in general and on the
salience of the ideological factor in particular.

In rounding out this discussion of the evolution of the
Soviet perspective on Africa through the late 1960's, a new, or
at least more prominent factor in shaping Sqviet policy deserves
attention as well--sheer opportunism. Prior to the Nigerian
civil war in 1967, Soviet relations with Nigeria were minimal.
By any reasonably strict ideological calculus, the Soviets
should have backed the "oppressed" Ibos against the '"reactionary"
central government. Yet, apparently estimating that the central
government would emerge the victor, and seizing the opportunity
to influence the central regime by furnishing military supplies

14T, egvold, "The Soviet Union's Changing View," p. T72.

15Tt was not until late 1969, when Congo (Brazzaville) became
the Congo People's Republic, that the Soviets were willing to
acknowledge clearly the new regime's "progressive" complexion.
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that the West had expressed a reluctance to provide, the Soviets
supported the Gowon central regime. (China, presumably goaded
by the Soviet stance, publicly came out on behalf of the
Biafrans, but there 1s little evidence that they gave any
material support to the rebels.!®)

Soviet activity in the Nigerian civil war has several im-
plications. First, it suggests quite strongly that the Soviets
had reached the point where they were not averse to seizing a
golden opportunity, ideology or no. Ironically, the Soviet
involvement also underscores the hold ideology had on Soviet
policy toward Africa in preceding years. By almost any other
standard--economic, diplomatic, or strategic--Nigeria should
have figured as a first-priority target for the Soviets in
Africa. In terms of population and GNP it is the largest
and richest of the black African states. It has important oil
resources as well as a harbor that would have been useful to
the Soviet Navy. Yet the Soviets made no real attempt to woo
Nigeria until the civil war.!’ Even considering that Nigeria
had not been too receptive to the Soviets earlier, this basic
lack of effort is notable, and suggests the lmportance of Soviet
ideological concerns as well as the relatively low priority of
other concerns ih shaping Soviet African policy, at least until
the late 1960's.!® Finally, it 1s useful to note that the war

'¢See McLane, Soviet-African Relations, p. 106.

17John Stanley and Maurice Pearton, The International Trade in
Armg (London: Chatto, 1972), p. 183.

18This bears on one of the arguments recently advanced to ex-
plain the apparent increase in Soviet involvement in Africa
beginning with the Angolan civil war--namely, Soviet appre-
clation of the significance of African natural resources. It
is, to be sure, argued that the Soviets are basically more
interested in depriving the West of these resources than they
are in securing these resources for themselves. And it 1s
further argued that the Arab oil embargo following the 1973
Middle East war particularly encouraged thls Soviet appreci-
ation. Nevertheless, these views are rooted in basic Soviet
ideological assumptions regarding the (continued on next page)
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gave the Soviets a lesson in the importance of certain instru-
ments of foreign policy--in this case, as in the Middle East
after the 1967 war, the significance of military supplies.}'®

D. THE BREZHNEV-KOSYGIN PERIOD AFTER 1969

Soviet perspectives on Africa after the late 1960's were
affected by two key developments: the onset of East-West
détente, and Soviet "blue water" naval expansion, which intro-
duced the strategic element into the U.S.S.R.'s African policy
calculations. While it 1s difficult to determine precisely
when either development occurred, late 1969 seems to be a
useful date for our purposes. East-West détente may have
gotten under way as early as the mid-1960's, but 1969 was
notable for Chancellor Brandt's earnest Ostpolitik efforts and,
of course, the initiation of SALT in November. By 1969 the
Soviet Navy constituted a definite presence in the Indian Ocean;
1969 was also the year in which Soviet military aid to Somalia
increased greatly.

1. Détente

Soviet assertiveness in the Angolan civil war in 1975-76
has been regarded by many as particularly ominous since, among

(cont'd) nature of Western industrial economies, the importance
to these economies of "colonial" areas, and the like. If ideo-
logical predispositions are important in sensitizing the
Soviets to the significance of African natural resources, it is
curious, to say the least, that this was hardly discernible
(except perhaps for the war in the Congo) in Soviet African
policy in the Khrushchev years when the ideological factor was
quite prominent. Soviet neglect of Nigeria 1s a case in point.
A recent study that places heavy stress on the resource motive
for Soviet involvement in Africa is Walter F. Hahn and Alvin

J. Cottrell, Soviet Shadow Over Africa, Center for Advanced
International Studies (Florida: University of Miami, 1976).

19T7he Nigerian civil war also provided a lesson in the use of
proxy forces that was later evidenced by the Cuban role in the
Angolan civil war. Egyptian pilots flew Soviet MIG's on behalf
of the Nigerian central government in the war against Blafra.
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other things, it contravened expectations regarding the re-
straining influence of East-West détente on the Soviets.??
Indeed, with the exception of the Soviet backing of its Arab
clients in the 1973 Middle East war, the U.S.S.R.'s Angolan
involvement was regarded as the first major Soviet breach of
the spirit, if not the letter, of détente. To some extent, the
conclusion that therefore the Soviets have discounted détente
in formulating their African policy seems perfectly Justifiable.
Insofar as détente represents a commitment by the Soviets and
the West to minimize tensions in thelr relationships, Soviet
involvement in the Angolan civil war was an apparent violation
of that commitment. And, as such, it raises understandable
questions ahout the U.S.S.R.'s overall interest in maintaining
a détente relationship with the West.

It is possible, however, to postulate a somewhat different
interrelationship between détente and the U.S.S.R.'s African
policy. If one bears in mind how significant the ideological
factor is in Soviet forelgn policy, 1t can be argued that
Soviet assertiveness in the Angolan civil war was 1n part
stimulated by Soviet détente relations with the West. In short,
contrary to the usual view, the Soviets were heavily involved
in Angola because of détente, not despite it.

It is not our intention here to weigh the costs and benefits
of détente for the West, or to evaluate in any detall the major
elements of Soviet détente policy. Nevertheless, it is neces-
sary to outline briefly some of the key factors determining the
Soviet perception of détente in order to explicate both its

203ee, in particular, the testimony of Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger in U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on African Affairs of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings, U.S. Involvement
in Civil War in Angola, 9U4th Cong., 2d sess., January-February
1976; and U.S. House of Representatives, Report to the Commit-
tee on International Relations, The Soviet Union and the Third
World: A Watershed in Great Power Policy? (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1977), especially p. 106.
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implications for the role of ideology in Soviet foreign policy
and what this means for Soviet policy toward Africa in
particular.

a. Détente and the Soviet Economy. The Soviets have per-

sistently maintained that whatever détente may mean for East-
West relations, 1t does not mean that the U.S.S.R. has abandoned
its ideological struggle with Western capitalism. This is not

a ritual incantation, as can be seen by looking at some examples
of the relationship between Soviet ideological concerns and

détente. 2!

Indeed, a concern for the ideological underpinnings
of Soviet rule may have helped pfecipitate Soviet interest in
détente with the West in the first place. This concern is
basically connected with the Soviet interest in securing Western
technology and capital. =

For most of its history the U.S.S.R. waé capable of securing
high rates of economic growth by relying on forced planning and
the multiplication of the factors of production (e.g., capital
and labor). Beginning in the 1960's, however, it became appar-
ent that as the economy became more sophisticated, technological
advancement and increased efficiency would be the keys to future
economlic growth, and that these could be achieved by making

major structural changes in the economy.??

-However, it was also
clear that such changes could have unsettling political impli-
cations. The Soviet commitment to central planning, for ex-
ample, 1s rooted in the idea that the Communist Party is the

indispensable guiding force in Soviet society. The Soviets thus

“'See Adam B. Ulam, "Détente Under Soviet Eyes," Foreign Policy
(Fall 1976), pp. 145-59.

22The new demands that confront the Soviet economy, as well as
the difficulties the Soviets are encountering in trying to res-
pond to these demands within the context of their established
economic arrangements, are comprehensively examined in U.S.
Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Soviet Economy in a New
Perspective (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
October 14, 1976).
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may well be concerned that if they move away from central
planning in order to allow marke® forces LO stimulate the tech-
nological ipnovation that the economy padly needs, an important
prop of the regime would be undermined. The collective farm
system is also rooted in this ideological tradition. Accord-
ingly, despite the particularly severe agricultural problems
they face, the goviets have glven no hint whatsoever that they
are willing to consider an alternative approach to organizing
agricultural production.

Such ideologicai considerations, serving 28 they do the
vested interests of the Party., appear to have encouraged the
soviets to find other ways to meeb thelr economic needs. One
such way is by securing Western technology and capital, and
this is 2 key element of Soviet détente policy toward the West.
Thus, 1t seems reasonable to argue that, far from beling an
indication that the U.S.S.R. is gradually departing from 1ts
ideological heritage, soviet interest in increased economic
relations with the west, and hence détente, 1s rather an indi-
cation of how important the goviet ljeaders continue to regard
that neritage. 1t is therefore particularly significant that
these contacts with the West are threats in their own right to
‘the ideological underpinning of the Soviet state. The soviet
concern that ideology’not be compro 1ged bY these contacts is
discernibie in various ways. Many Western observers, for
example, have argued that inputs of Western technology and
. capital are 1ikely tO have only marginal-curative effect on the
311s of the soviet economy unless the goviets are willing to
countenance some significant structural changes in that
economy.” vet 1t is preciseiy to avoid making such changes
in the fipst place that the goviets have turned to the West.
_______—_______.___._._____
237his point of view 1s most effectively argued in Joseph S

Berliner, The Innovation Decigion N Soviet Industry (cambridge
Mass.: The MIT Press, 1976) .
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There are, therefore, scant signs that the Soviets will imple-
ment measures to realize completely the benefits from Western
economic inputs.

Even aside from the question of structural changes in the
economy, Soviet ideological concern has worked to impair
economic relations with the West. Apparently worried that
increased ties with the West could make Soviet society particu- 