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ABSTRACT 

This study offers a .frame of reference for the 

analysis of interventionary alliances in civil wars. It 

uses comparative case studies to work out an explanation 

of the peculiarity of the Angolan and the Chadian civil 

Wars. Developed through critical reflection on 

assumptions and types of explanation common to most 

received theories of domestic instability and linkage 

politics, the principle of analysis sketched in the first 

chapter are meant to re-orient our senses of what is 

characteristic of, and problematic about, foreign 

intervention as it actually has been traditionally 

studied. Existing theories of foreign intervention are 

found inadequate for the analysis of factional civil 

warfare, and an attempt has been made to develop an 

alternative theoretical approach and explanatory 

hypotheses. 

The remainder of the study attempts to make the 

tenets of chapter come alive in application. In their 

broad sweep, the civil wars of Chad and Angola are treated 

as two comparable instances of a single, coherent, pattern 

of interventionary alliance. 

Some contrast of the two case studies with the 

cases of Grenada and Czechoslovakia are used to clarify my 

critic of the inadequacies of existing theories of foreign 
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intervention. I should make it clear that I do not 

outrightly reject existing theories of foreign 

intervention. I simply find them inadequate to address 

all cases of foreign involvement in domestic crises. 

Indeed, some studies present fresh evidence; 

others make arguments that urge the reader to see old 

problems in a new light. This study is decidedly of the 

latter sort. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

since the era of the famous social philosopher, 

Thucydides, social scientists have been preoccupied with the 

study of external involvement in internal conflicts. 

However, as a result of the absence of a maj or theoretical 

breakthrough, interest in the phenomenon has apparently been 

on the wane, particularly among contemporary social 

scientists. Spurred by this dampening of interest, the 

present study hopes that by reformulating and rephrasing 

traditional social science concepts on the subject, some 

interest can be rekindled. 

The purpose of the present study, therefore, is to 

introduce a new concept to the study of foreign involvement 

in civil conflicts by using the Angolan and Chadian civil 

wars as case studies. The underlying proposition the study 

intends to pursue is that the concept "Interventionary 

Alliances in Civil Conflicts" is more relevant to the study 

of external involvement in civil conflicts than the 

traditional concept of "Foreign Intervention." While the 

concept of "Interventionary Alliances in Civil Conflicts" is 

more conducive to theory building and thus more likely to 

lead to a theoretical breakthrough, the power politics 

concept of "Foreign Intervention" is of very limited value 

with respect to theory building. Albeit a systemic concept, 

._ ... -~-.. ----
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the term "alliances" will be synthesized, and used to 

explicate phenomena occurring at the subsystemic level. 

As will be explained, not only does the multi-level 

application of the term "alliance" point to the richness of 

the systems paradigm, it also points to its flexibility as 

well. Thanks to the works of such eminent contemporary 

social scientists as Eulau and Fenno, the resort to other 

levels of analyses for properties that cannot be found at 

one's level of analysis has become practical reality. Today, 

one can take full benefit of the conceptual opulence of 

systems paradigm just by moving up and down various levels of 

analyses, and without infringing much upon the modus operandi 

of scientific methodology. 

The present study starts with the assumption that 

there is a pervasiveness of civil conflicts in our present 

international system, but with no corresponding scholarly 

attention given to the phenomenon. This is somewhat 

paradoxical, particularly, during a post war period when the 

literature in international relations has burgeoned. 

Generally, international relations scholars have often chosen 

to explain the structure of the international system by 

focusing solely on such international phenomena as interstate 

wars, alliance configurations, armaments, and foreign policy 

restructuring. The irony of it all is that the structure of 

the international system can be equally, if not better, 

understood by looking at factionalized civil conflicts, 
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foreign participation in such conflicts, and motivational 

factors for allying with given factions. such foreign 

participation in internal fighting, or "Interventionary 

Alliances in civil Conflict," is the subject of our present 

study. 

The study discards the traditional concept of 

"Foreign Intervention" as inadequate to explain the various 

forms of external involvement in localized civil wars. 

"Foreign Intervention," sui generis, is a rather limited 

concept in that it implies unilateral action taken by one 

state - usually a stronger state - to influence the policies 

of another. Yet the concept has been used, indistinctively, 

in the social sciences to study the multilateral 

participation of foreign powers in all forms of domestic 

strifes. It may be due to this lack of distinction in the 

use of the concept that the subject has failed to received a 

general theoretical breakthrough, leading to the dampening of 

interest mentioned above. 

Regretting the fact that "not much is known about the 

subject," as a result of this lack of a theoretical 

breakthrough, Rosenau points out that "There is an abundance 

of specific detail but no general knowledge; a profusion of 

elaborate impressions, but no verified findings. The role of 

intervention in the Spanish civil war of 1936-39, in the 

Hungarian Uprisings of 1956, in the Middle Eastern Crises of 

1956, 1958, and 1967, and a host of other historical 
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situations have been amply documented, but no attempt has 

been made to use the case materials as data with which to 

frame or test hypotheses that might lead to any intervention 

or even to specific types of interventionary behavior 

with the result that the literature is barren of any 

established generalizations (and) plagued by analytic 

problems that inhibit wisdom and leave major questions 

unanswered" (Rosenau, 1971, p. 72). 

The present study is not as concerned with making the 

theoretical breakthrough as it is with making the distinction 

that will set the path for such a breakthrough. If, as a 

result of the analysis that will be presented in here, there 

is a general recognition by academicians that the 1983 U.S. 

involvement in Grenada is characteristically different from 

the current U.S. involvement in Nicaragua; or that the 1956 

Soviet involvement in Czechoslovakia is characteristically 

different from the current U.S. involvement in Angola, then 

the present study shall have accomplished its goal. Such 

recognition would be admitting the applicability of the 

systemi 

ent in Grenada is 

characteristically different from the current U.S. 

involvement in Nicaragua; or that the 1956 Soviet involvement 

in Czechoslovakia is characteristically different from the 

current U. S . invol vement in Angola, then the present study 



shall have accomplished its goal. 

admitting the applicability of 

13 

Such recognition would be 

the systemic concept of 

"alliance" to the study of phenomenon within the nation-state 

level, thus admitting the flexibility of the systemic 

paradigm in general. 

While presenting and calling for the espousal of a 

new conceptual approach in the study of external involvement 

in civil conflicts, it is necessary to point out what the 

flaws of the tradi tional concept have been. It is my 

conviction that the traditional approach to the study of 

interventionary activity has failed to produce generalizable 

theoretical knowledge because its focus has been on the wrong 

properties, such as right/wrong, just/unjust, the morality or 

immorality, or the legality or illegality of foreign 

intervention. Real life events are not so clear-cut as to be 

reconcilable to such "either/or" conclusions. Any systems

study which is designed to focus on a normative order, 

rather than on instrumental systemic and SUbsystemic 

properties is bound to produce results that are I barren of 

any established generalizations. I 

Futhermore, I am also convinced that the traditional 

conception of intervention is itself ecologically fallacious. 

An external power may intervene to modify the foreign or 

domestic policy of a given state; but once there is a 

prevalent domestic conflict between opposing factions, such 

intervention can no longer be conceived merely as foreign 
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intervention in internal affairs but, rather, as an alliance 

with the belligerent factions. Thus, while the 1965 U.S. 

involvement in the Dominican Republic, or the 1968 Soviet 

involvement in the Czechoslovakian crisis may be interpreted 

as "intervention"; the 1960s U.S. involvement in Vietnam and 

the 1979 involvement in Nicaragua, or the 1975 and 1979 

Soviet involvement in Angola and in Afghanistan cannot. be 

correctly interpreted as "intervention" but, rather, as 

"interventionary alliance." The distinction between the two 

is that "intervention" is more likely to be short, brisk, and 

successful (such as was the case in Czechoslovakia, Grenada 

or the Dominican Republic), while "interventionary alliance" 

with internal factions in a civil war is more likely to be 

protracted, escalatory, and end in stalemate (such as was the 

case in Vietnam, Afghanistan, or Angola). 

Furthermore, the norms of the international system 

require that ,vhen a local uprising has reached a certain 

level where the opposing belligerent factions can be clearly 

defined, it is necessary that the insurgent faction(s) be 

given recognition so they can gain international legal 

status. This recognition gives both the incumbent government 

and the insurgent(s) equal status in the international 

environment, and makes them eligible to contract legitimate 

alliances with external powers. Military assistance provided 

by these external powers cannot therefore be considered 

intervention, ipso facto. Thus, social scientists who have 
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in the past used the concept of "foreign intervention" to 

study the involvement of foreign powers in civil wars have 

actually been using a concept that is rather too restrictive. 

"Foreign intervention" violates national sovereignty; 

"interventionary alliance" does not; because it is an 

alliance with factions internationally recognized as 

belligerents, and legally permitted to contract alliances 

wi th external forces. It would, thus, be erroneous to 

consider such an invitation, tendered by the internal faction 

to the external party, simply as "foreign intervention." The 

U.S., which allied with anti-communist forces in vietnam and 

in Korea to preempt the spread of communism, cannot be 

accused of having violated the sovereignty of these states. 

But it can be said the U.S. violated the sovereignty of the 

Dominican Republic and of Grenada when she intervened in the 

internal affairs of these two independent states in 1965 and 

1983 respectively, not to ally itself with any local waring 

faction, but to forcefully impose her will. Thus, 

"interventionary alliance," not "foreign intervention," is 

the more appropriate concept for analyzing the involvement of 

external powers in factionalized internal conflicts. 

The present study will endeavor to avoid the 

dissipitating pitfalls of the normative approach, and will 

focus on a more dialectical approach that attempts to bring 

such systemic properties as "alliances," and such sUbsystemic 

properties as "civil strifes" to the same level of analysis. 



16 

It is theoretically more productive to attempt to integrate 

properties from different levels of analysis, rather than to 

resort to a normative approach in the study of any given 

phenomena in the international system. 

In the proceeding chapters, a variety of 

conceptualizations about interventionary alliances in civil 

conflicts will be considered and, in a refined form, applied 

to the Angolan and to the Chadian civil wars. Attributes of 

interventionary alliances are introduced in propositional 

form in order to best explore its empirical character. 

Chapter One stresses the relevance and the importance of the 

study of the subject matter of civil war by pointing to its 

preponderance in the post-war era. It reviews and criticizes 

current social science literature for its neglect of such a 

crucial subject matter, despite its ubiquitous presence in 

the international system and provides justifications for the 

choice of the case studies. The chapter also discusses a 

variety of theoretical propositions, and outlines a 

theoretical framework for the study. Chapter Two will focus 

on the two case studies (Angola and Chad) by examining the 

background to the conflicts, the parties involved, and the 

problems that are at stake for each actor. Chapter Three 

will examine other historical instances of foreign 

involvement in internal conflicts such as the sixties 

Sovier. involvement in Czechoslovakia, and the eighties U. S. 

involvement in Grenada - in order to delineate the empirical 
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differences between "Foreign Intervention" and 

"Interventionary Alliances in civil Conflicts." Chapter Four 

will highlight the empirical findings, and will attempt to 

provide a conclusion that will overview the study. 

In summary, I contend that a new conceptual tool is 

required for the study of the crucial phenomenon of foreign 

involvement in civil conflicts. The concept of "Foreign 

Intervention," based on notions of the power theory, is 

discarded as being of a normative and doctrinal character, 

and for being theoretically sterile - having failed through 

the years to inspire interest and theory building in the 

subject. In its place, the concept of "Interventionary 

Alliances" is espoused, and presented as dialectically more 

palatable to theory building. This new conceptual tool, 

formulated and presented here in the form of a proposition 

will not only rekindle nascent interest on the subject, but 

will, hopefully, set the path for a grand theoretical 

breakthrough. 
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CONTEMPORARY INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM 
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World War Two did not bring an end to war as most 

optimists had hoped and prayed. If the advent and the threat 

of nuclear weapons has successfully deterred indirect 

confrontation between the superpowers for over forty years, 

it has done nothing to deter indirect confrontation between 

them. Now, more than ever, the struggle between nations 

continues. But this time in a new form indirectly, 

through local political conflicts such as belligerency, 

insurgency, rebellions, separatist and revolutionary civil 

wars. The introductory chapter of Richardson's statistics of 

Deadly Quarrels, for example, begins with an anecdote in the 

form of a conversation between an optimist, world federalist 

and his "realist" critique. The dialogue goes: 

FEDERATOR: Clarence streit seized on the most 
essential fact when he stated that the League 
of Nations failed because it was an organiza
tion of governments to maintain their national 
sovereignty and independence, the very claims 
that needed to be restricted. When we shall 
have formed a Federal Union, that is to say a 
world government elected by the people, affairs 
will go much better. 
CRITIQUE: We shall merely have most of the old 
troubles under new names. There will be wars, 
but they will be called rebellious or civil 
wars. (Richardson 1975, p.1). 

Elsewhere, Istvan Kende (1971) argues that it would 

be erroneous to use the adage "peaceful coexistence" as a 

basic characteristic of our present international system, 

because: 



Thus, 

While it is true the nuclear powers have not 
come into conflict, and one hopes they will 
not do so, it is also true that many wars 
have been waged since the Second World War, 
and several are still in process in various 
parts of the world. It is primarily in respect 
to Europe and North America, then, that the 
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world presents a relatively peaceful picture; it is 
much less peaceful from the perspective of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America •.• (where) local wars 
are not infrequent. They are, in fact, steadily 
increasing in number. Our world is experiencing 
the coexistence of peaceful coexistence and local 
wars (Kende, 1971, p. 6). 

it is ostensibly evident that civil war is a 

phenomenon that is here to stay and, therefore, a phenomenon 

that needs to be understood. Only scholarly exploration can 

enable such understanding. 

A number of explanations for the phenomenon have been 

suggested. However, most of these explanations center on the 

role of pOlitico-socio-economic variables such as "discontent 

and relative deprivation" (Ted Gurr,1970; 1980); "income 

distribution and regime repressiveness" (Edward Muller,1979; 

1985) ; "military-civilian relations" (Nordlinger, 1978; 

Finer, 1962; Perlmutter, 1977); "countermobilization" (Jerry 

Green,1982); "legitimacy and governmental performance" (Lip-

set, 1981); "institutionalization and political order" (Hun

tington, 1968); ideology and nationalist movements, etc. as 

the focal catalyses of civil conflicts. None of these works 

have particularly focused on the role that alliances with 

external forces plays in the outbreak and/or escalation of 

civil conflicts. 

Other scholars, in their earnest concern to advance 
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our unde~standing of the crucial phenomenon of conflict, have 

tended to focus their research concerns to the study of the 

general causes of war. George Modelski and Patrick Morgan 

(1985) deplore this approach, arguing that any theory that 

purports to explain war in general will only deal with 

proximate causes, such as misperceptions, declining 

hegemonies, expected utility of cost and benefit calculi, 

etc. According to Modelski and Morgan, "[I]t seems unlikely 

that war, in all its manifestations and dimensions, is a 

sufficiently discrete phenomenon arising from a suitably 

limited set of factors to permit construction of a concise 

and worthwhile theory" (ibid, p. 39) Thus, a general theory 

for the nature· and causes of war would be "unprofitable" 

since the factors that cause it are diverse and multifarious. 

It is only "by breaking down the problem of war so that only 

a certain kind of war is the subject of investigation •.. " 

that progress might be made (ibid.). 

Despite Modelski and Morgan's vivid assessment of the 

shortcomings of the contemporary macro-theoretical approaches 

to the study of war, Modelski and Morgan go on to focus on 

the study of the least prevalent of all wars -- "global 

warfare. " While it may be said that the twentieth century 

has experienced no more that two global wars (indeed, one may 

say one global war only -- as most scholars tend to regard 

the Second World War merely as a continuation of the First 

World War), the same thing cannot be said about civil wars. 
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Focusing on the post war era alone [(even though there were a 

lot more bloody civil wars in the pre-war era ( Russia in 

1917; China in 1939; Spain in 1936; the united States in 

1860, and Spain in 1936)], one finds that there have been 

some 67 civil wars as opposed to only 27 interstate wars(see 

table 1.1 a & b). In the same period, from 1945 to the 

present, not a single global war has been fought. 

contrasting Secretary of State John F. Dulles' argument that 

all international systems are inherently warlike 

(Dulles,1956, pp.739-46), Michael Haas (1974,) points out 

that "[N]evertheless, in the analysis of an exhaustive 

compilation of deadly quarrels by Lewis F. Richardson for the 

years 1820-1949, we find that more conflicts are actually 

internal rather than international" (Haas, p. 21; Bruce M. 

Russett, 1965, p. 56). 

In his work entitled "Twenty Five Years of Local 

Wars," Istvan Kende (1971) stresses the significance of the 

subj ect of civil war by pointing out that " ... the number of 

persons killed in action since the Second World War comes 

close to the total loss of lives in the Second World War" 

(p. 6) . He estimates the number of casual ties in various 

as follows: The Chinese post-World War II civil conflicts 

civil War (1946-1949) =10 million; the Korean War = 1.5 to 2 

million; the Algerian civil War = 1 million; the Indian 

Religious War = 600,000; the Columbian civil War = 300,000; 

colonial wars in Portuguese Africa = 600,000; the vietnam 
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War = "several million casualties;" the French colonial war 

of retaliation in Madagascar in 1947-1948 = 80,000 (Kende, 

1971, p.21fn). 

It is worthwhile noting that Kende' s work published 

17 years ago, in 1971, does not include civil war casualties 

from the period 1971 to the present. Thus, his argument that 

"the number of persons killed in action since the Second 

World War comes close to the total loss of in lives in the 

Second World War," [which was estimated at 32-50 million 

(ibid. p. 21fn.)] may be an underestimation in today's terms. 

Given the. number of civil wars that have been fought since 

1971, the degree of outside involvement, and the 

sophistication of their weaponry, the number of lives lost in 

civil wars since World War II may, until the outbreak of the 

Iranian-Iraqi war, have actually surpass the total number of 

lives lost in World War II. 

Thus, it would appear that had Modelski and Morgan 

focused on the study of civil war which has been acknowledged 

by a variety of scholars as the most prevalent of wars, 

rather than on the study of "global warfare," which is the 

least prevalent of wars (see table 1.1), their work may have 

been a better reflection of the pressing realities of the 

contemporary international system; and their findings as to 

what constitutes the causes and consequences of this crucial 

phenomenon could have been more useful. 

The eschewal of the study of civil war is, however, 
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not peculiar to Modelski and Morgan alone. Indeed, a review 

of all professional journals in the field of political 

science, and in all of the social sciences for the past ten 

years will indicate that these journals have very little to 

offer with regards to research done on matters of civil 

conflicts, and particularly with regards to civil wars. 

The lack of scholarly attention on the subject has 

resulted in a lack of understanding of the phenomenon and, in 

corollary, to a lack of consistent foreign policy designs, by 

member-states of the interstate system, on matters of civil 

conflict. This lack of understanding is inexplicable, given 

the fact that, today, on almost every continent of our globe, 

at least one or two civil wars are currently being fought 

(see table 1. 2) . These are civil wars that did not just 

begin today but have, on average, been going on for the past 

ten years; and regularly reported by journalists and 

documentaries. 

So while social scientists may have, of late, 

remained oblivious to the phenomenon of civil conflicts, 

journalists do seem to have been doing their home work. A 

perusal of the major newspaper indexes --the New York Times, 

The Washington Post, PAIS, the London Times, and the French 

"Le Monde," etc. would indicate that they are replete 

with up-to-date accounts of most of the civil wars that are 

currently being fought in various parts of the international 

system. So must we say, social scientists are falling behind 
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journalists in the exploration and the advancement of 

knowledge on one of the most crucial phenomenon of our times? 

At least, this is what some scholars in the discipline think. 

David s. Sullivan and Martin J. Sattler are among the 

scholars in the discipline who acknowledge that social 

scientists are falling behind with respect to the study of 

civil conflicts. 

Revolutionary War: 

In their co-edited book 

Western Response, they point 

entitled 

out that 

"despite enormous amounts of commentary on the Indochina war, 

few writers have dealt systematically with the nature of the 

'civil war,' its dynamics, or its international 

repercussions" -- a phenomenon all too relevant to the future 

(p.vii). They augur that u.S. response to the political 

challenges of civil wars has erroneously been labelled 

"counter-insurgency," while the nature and underlying 

background causes of the "insurgency," have been overlooked 

(ibid.) . 

On his part, Harry Eckstein (1964) discovered that 

between 1956 and 1959 (a period of just 13 years), the New 

York Times alone reported 1200 unequivocal cases of civil 

conflicts in the international system -- and it is unlikely 

that all existing conflicts were covered (p. 3) . with the 

multitude of new nations that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s, 

instances of civil conflicts and domestic instability may 

have become even more commonplace -- especially, given the 

fragile institutionalization of these new regimes. 
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In his attempt to answer to the question as to "why 

the recent neglect of internal war studies," Eckstein (pp.5-

6) points out that social science has been mainly concerned 

with the broad processing of theoretical tools that might be 

used for diverse sUbstantive purposes, at the expense of the 

direct processing of concrete experiences that should prepare 

social scientists for a theoretical contrivance, required for 

the analysis of 'abstract systems'(such as civil wars) that 

are now in vogue. "That is why, in general, an enormous gulf 

still exists in social science between theoretical schemata 

and empirical work and why, when confronted with a concrete 

subject like internal war, even the more illustrious masters 

of social theory are visibly ill at easel! (p.6). 

The second reason Eckstein gives for the general 

neglect of internal war studies in contemporary social 

sciences is our infatuation with methodological precision. 

Unlike other subjects for which ready-made and large scale 

quantitative data are easily obtained, civil wars can hardly 

be staged experimentally to enable precision in data 

collection and, therefore, tend to deter the use of social 

science techniques that are designed to elicit reliable and 

replicable data-techniques such as experimentation in 

controlled environments, field work, surveys, interviews and 

pollsters (ibid.). 

Overall, this general neglect of the study of civil 

war by contemporary social scientists has caused Eckstein to 
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forewarn that in future when the works of present day social 

scientists shall have become intellectual history, one 

question will inevitably be asked about it: "Why did social 

science which has produced 

subj ects, produced so few on 

regrets the fact that in a 

so many studies of so many 

•.• internal war?" (p . 1) He 

recently published 1400 page 

anthology of social theory compiled by notable contemporary 

social theorists, no section was devoted to internal 

conflicts. Eckstein thinks "this omission constitutes a 

serious gap in that mammoth (and useful) work, a 

misrepresentation of the history of social theory, and a good 

measure of the status currently accorded in social science to 

studies of internal war" (p.2.). 

For Eckstein, the omission would be better understood 

had there been a sUbstantial decline in interest in civil 

conflict. But the contrary is true. The history of social 

thought contains almost every conceivable perspective on 

civil war, with philosophers and social thinkers holding the 

subject high and giving it a core place in their reflections. 

In contemporary social thought as well, "one finds not merely 

interest in social force and war, but obsession," ... and "if 

internal war was commonplace in the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries, it is practically the essence of contemporary 

political life" (pp. 2-3). 
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CIVIL WARS AND U.S THINKING 

Even though the United States was never a colonial 

power to the same the degree as such Western European 

colonial empires as Britain Spain and Portugal, it has 

nevertheless emerged as one of the most active indirect 

participants in modern civil warfare. The reason must, to 

some extend, be sought elsewhere, different from the British, 

the French, the Spanish and the Portuguese, whose armies have 

traditionally intervened in local conflicts within their 

colonial zones of influence. 

The main trend in U. S. policy, according to Istvan 

Kende, was for a long time under Dulles the policy of Massive 

retaliation (Kende, 1971, p. 17). This meant in the final 

analysis, the general and world wide preparation against a 

Soviet threat. The general capability of the nuclear forces 

of the U.S. were all geared to this line. 

At the end of the 1950s, this policy came in for 

sharp criticism within the United States. Policy analysts 

such as Maxwell D. Taylor, a one time Dulles' Chief of Staff, 

argued that "Massive Retaliation as a guiding strategic 

concept has reached a dead end, and that there is an urgent 

need for a reappraisal of our strategic needs. In its 

heyday, Massive Retaliation could offer our leaders two 

choices, the initiation of general nuclear war or compromises 

and retreat" (Taylor, 1959, p. 54). 
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The new strategy, according to Taylor, "would 

recognize that it is just as necessary to deter or win 

quickly a limited war as to deter general war" (ibid., pp. 6-

7) . Taylor further suggests that there should be a switch 

over from the strategy of Massive Retaliation to a strategy 

of ' I imi ted wars.' He defines a I imi ted war as an "armed 

conflict in which u.s. national survival is not directly at 

stake" (ibid., p. 62). 

What Taylor suggested as military strategy would be 

further elaborated and postulated by Henry Kissinger as the 

guiding principle of U. S. foreign policy. For Kissinger, 

"Limited war has become the form of conflict which enables us 

to derive the greatest strategic advantage from our 

industrial potential. It is the best means for achieving a 

continuous drain of our opponents' resources without 

eXhausting both sides. One of the most urgent tasks of 

American military policy is to create a military capability 

which can redress the balance in limited wars and which can 

translate our technological advantage into local superiority" 

(Kissinger, 1957, p. 155). "The key to a successful policy 

of limited war" according to Kissinger "is to keep the 

challenge to the opponent, whether diplomatic or military, 

below the threshold which would unleash an all-out war" 

(ibid., p. 170). 

Thus, U.S. thinking on localized civil wars has since 

be based on the recognition that in the present international 
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balance of powers, the U. S. would be ill-advised to risk 

fighting an all-out nuclear war against its main adversary, 

the soviet block. Flexible Response, of which direct and 

indirect U. s. participation in civil warfare was to become 

part of, was to become the strategy that would replace 

Massive Response, and guide U.s. thinking since the early 

1960s to the present. 

PROPOSED RESEARCH 

Taking heed from Modelski and Morgan's (1985) 

argument that it is more fruitful to study war by focusing on 

a specific kind of war rather than on war as a whole, this 

research is going to focus on the study of civil wars -- a 

phenomenon which we have seen, is more prevalent in our 

international system today than global wars, and more 

prevalent than interstate wars. A common controversy often 

raised by the subject of civil wars, meanwhile, is whether 

civil wars should be regarded as international conflicts or 

as domestic conflicts -- given the fact that they are staged 

within the territorial boundaries of sub-systems, but 

comprising, at times, both internal and external actors. In 

fact, Michael Akehurst (1985 pp.246-247) points out that 

while western nations regard civil wars purely as a domestic 

phenomenon, developing nations tend to consider civil wars 

as an international phenomenon. Akehurst feels that this 

difference in classification affects the application of the 
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Developing nations classify civil wars as 

international conflicts because they ~"ould like to see the 

international laws of wars that have traditionally been 

applicable only to interstate confrontations brought to bear 

on the waging of domestic confrontations. 

This concern was instigated by the appalling 

conditions of the Spanish civil War. The lawlessness of that 

war showed how brutal and beastly civil wars can be, if left 

unregulated. Thus, developing nations have come to hold the 

belief that if the protagonists in a civil war are made to 

understand that they will be judged and convicted for their 

war crimes, this may help moderate the brutality of such 

wars. This is why von Glahn (1981) posits that when a local 

uprising reaches the point of civil conflict, "other states 

may grant to the community a limited measure of international 

personality" (p.84). Traditional international law too has 

it that once an insurgent movement has gained effective 

control over substantial parts of the territory, third party 

states may grant recognition and belligerance status to the 

insurgence (Higgins, in Bull, 1984, p. 40). The granting of 

such international recognition will help bring the 

international laws of war to bear on the conflict. It is 

regrettable that until now, there exist no international 

forums such as the Kellog-Briand, the Hague, or the 

Nuremburg, that is charged with regulating and sanctioning 

the fighting of intra-state wars. The controversy of 



31 

whether to consider civil wars as an 'internal' or as an 

'international' phenomenon will be resolved in this study not 

by espousing either of the classifications, but by looking at 

the roles played by both internal as well as external actors 

and their allies. 

On account of the fact that there has never been a 

civil war in any part of the world which did not have some 

direct or indirect foreign involvement, there is absolutely 

no way civil war can be regarded as an exclusively domestic 

phenomenon. While the attention of most social science 

scholars has tended to be attracted exclusively to the study 

of interstate wars and superpower rivalry, the irony is that 

superpower rivalry, and rivalry in the interstate system as a 

whole, can be better understood by studying foreign 

involvement in civil conflicts. Akehurst (1985), for 

example, asserts that "in the modern world system, states 

seldom try to enlarge their territory by sending their armies 

to over-run the territories of other states; instead they 

increase their influence by encouraging factions sharing 

their own ideology to seize or retain power in other states. 

The existence of ideologies transcending national frontiers," 

he adds, "not only make civil wars more frequent; it also 

increases the dangers of civil wars developing into interna

tional wars •.. " (Akehurst, 1985, p.240). 
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ASSUMPTIONS, PROPOSITIONS, AND HYPOTHESES 

Arriving at some tentative hypotheses regarding 

foreign involvement in civil conflict involves a calculation 

of the various purposes and motivations of the intervening 

actors. George Modelski provides us with a formalized, if 

preliminary, model contending that the structure of the 

international system determines the general outcome of civil 

wars (Model ski , in Rosenau, ed. 1964, pp.14-44) Oran R. 

Young echoes the argument, concluding that "Intervention is 

apt to be conditioned by disparities in effective power among 

the actors in an international system" (Young, 1968, p.180). 

Thus, it is not just the fact of internal conflict 

alone, but the dominance of external invol vement in these 

conflicts that has increased their significance in 

international politics. The connotations 'internal,' 

'civil,' or 'domestic,' may therefore be misnomers since the 

phenomenon of civil conflict is not, and has never been an 

entirely domestic affair. Richard Falk has for example 

pointed out that the interdependence of the world economic 

system (Wallerstein will concur) and political life is such 

that governments are often deeply concerned with the official 

policies of, and changes of, regimes in foreign countries, 

hence the urge to intervene where the capability exists, is 

often strong especially when the alternative is to 

acquiesce in a 'fait accompli' interventionary outcome that 
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brings an unfriendly regime to power in a strategic state 

(Falk, 1971, pp.1-4). Thus, Rosenau points out, "While 

publics may be unconcerned about authority structures abroad, 

those responsible for the maintenance of a favorable 

international environment will be constantly alert to any 

sudden changes that may alter the personnel and orientations 

of foreign governments." Thus, "Whatever their individual 

differences, top officials everywhere are likely to be 

particularly sensitive to the stability of foreign 

governments. The less the stability the greater their 

readiness to break with tradition and undertake 

unconventional efforts to avert the dangers - or to seize 

advantages in the unstable situation" (Rosenau, 1971, 

pp.301-302). 

Emphasis on "where the capability exists" implies 

that external involvement in civil conflicts has been, is, 

and always will be lopsidedly tilted in favor of large and 

powerful states. Only large and powerful states have the 

capabilities necessary to intervene in the domestic affairs 

of other states. And only small and weak states with limited 

capabili ties will continue to be victims of such outside 

interference. This disparity in attributes led Falk to 

conclude that "small, easily accessible countries are more 

attractive targets of intervention than large or inaccessible 

ones •.. " (ibid. p. 4). Rosenau confirms, and goes on to add 

that: "The more precarious are the authority structures of 
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foreign nations, the more likely it is that convention

breaking attempts to preserve or alter them will be launched 

" (Rosenau, 1971, p. 301). 

Since it is mainly the regions of the Third World 

that fit the description of "small, easily accessible 

countries," it is certainly in these regions of the 

international system that local conflicts are more likely to 

invite outside intervention. Kende calls these regions "the 

war centers of the world," and goes on to point out that: 

dealing with local wars means essentially with 
the 'third world;' these territories are the 
war centers of the world since 1945. Asia, Af
rica and Latin America have become ... and are 
increasingly becoming the scenes of local war. 
The collapse of the colonial system has not hap
pened without wars going with it (Kende, 1971, p.8) 

Foreign powers interested in either maintaining the 

status quo in the region (or in the international system as a 

whole) or in restructuring it to facilitate the achievement 

of desired political ends, will always be willing and ready 

to take sides or form alliances with factions that are 

involved in domestic conflicts. While never absent in the 

past, external involvement in civil conflict has come to be 

more prevalent in the present international system, at times 

making the domestic sources of an internal conflict less 

salient and/or distorted. Evan Luard attributes this 

increased prevalence to the heightened awareness of th~ 

destructive power of modern weaponry, and to increased 

ideological cleavages in the international system. In his 
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words, the: 

reasons why .•. intervention has become more common 
in recent years; and especially in the years since 
1945 •.• are, first and most obvious, the increase 
in the power of the weapons now available. This 
means that the use of all-out war by a country to 
attain its aims, especially by superpowers, can 
involve risks which are totally incommernsurate' 
with the ends which are desired. How much easier, 
therefore, to undertake relatively limited action, 
often of an ambiguous kind, which may not provoke 
retaliation: to give assistance to friendly forces 
in another country, to help one side in a civil 
war, to engineer a coup d'etat? (Secondly), ... 
In an age of ideological conflict, there are 
always sympathizers of almost every political 
persuasion ... Thirdly, and most important of all, 
with the decline in distance has gone an outward 
extension of security zones (Luard, in Bull, 1984, 
p.164). 

Hopefully, some of this distortions of the domestic sources 

of internal conflict will be illuminated in the course of 

this research. 

The goal of this study, therefore, will be to use the 

concept of "interventionary alliances" to investigate the 

role that outside alliances play in the outbreak and/or 

escalation of civil conflicts in the present international 

system. Are alliances, or the assurance of an alliance 

responsible for the escalation into armed conflict, internal 

disputes that would have been otherwise peacefully settled? 

This study hopes to identify and analyze the specific role(s) 

that alliances with external powers play, and the major 

causes and processes which facilitate outside involvement, or 

make it difficult to keep domestic conflicts exclusively 

domestic. 

------------.--
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The following points represent the essential core of 

the argument generally advanced in the present study: 

west) , 

(i) The structure of the international system is 
reflective in the nature of foreign involv
ement in domestic conflicts, and in the 
volume of domestic conflicts. 

(ii) Rivalry in the international system can be 
better understood by the study of foreign 
involvement, including superpower involve
ment in civil wars. 

(iii) The two superpowers may, for the sake of 
maintaining stability in the international 

system, back the same side in an inter-
state war, but in an internal war, the rule 
of thumb is to take sides with opposing 
factions. 

(iv) External involvement in internal wars 

(v) 

(vi) 

(vii) 

(viii) 

has become a prevalent tendency in a glob-
al system whose members have become pola
rized by competing ideologies(East vs. 

and by national attribute disparities (small, 
underdeveloped nations of the South, vs. 
large, military-industrial complexes of the 
North) . 

In an international system of competing ideo
logies, the involvement of one external power 
in any given civil conflict will inevitably 

ilicit the involvement of others. 

A faction in a civil conflict will counter 
its local rivalry's military advantage not 
by espousing the ideology of that rival's 
donor state, but by espousing the ideology 
of that donor state's rival in the interna
tional system. 

In a "world system" of core, semiperiphery, 
and periphery, civil conflicts will be more 
prevalent in the periphery than in the 
semiperiphery, and more prevalent in the 
semi-periphery than in the core. 

There has, since 1945, been a greater pre
ponderance of civil wars over, both, inter-
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(viv) On average, civil wars tend to be more pro
longed than inter-state wars. 
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(x) Foreign intervention in Africa is different 
from intervention elsewhere in the inter
national system because it is extra-hemis
pheric, and because it is characterized by a 
superpower prefernce to act indirectly 

through proxies rather than get directly 
involved - as they would if civil conflict 
erupted within their respective hemispheres. 

(xi) If superpower involvement is responsible for 
the escalation and the stalemate of civil 
conflicts, then deescalation and resolution 
can only come when there is detente in 
superpower relations. 

A theme which runs throughout the study is that 

factors that influence foreign involvement in local conflicts 

may be ascribed not just to pressure from the domestic 

environment, but to the functioning gestalt of the 

international environment as well. According to Rosenau, 

certain systemic variables are more likely to influence the 

perceptions, calculations, and decisions that result in 

interventionary behavior. These variables include: 1. the 

structure of the international system; 2 . the degree to 

which ideological rivalry sustains the structure; and 3. the 

ability of the nations that comprise the system (Rosenau, 

1971. p. 300) • 

The list of predictive hypotheses outlined above are 

not intended to be exhaustive. Yet it should allow the 

Angolan, the Chadian, or any other ongoing civil conflict in 

the international system to be understood as one inter-
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paradigmatic manifestation of the dialectical interaction 

between systemic concepts and sUb-systemic phenomena. This 

interaction does, of course, begin with the connection of a 

set of preexisting conditions, into a series of events whose 

effects are still progressing in a cognizable manner. 

GENERAL APPROACH 

The study will be undertaken in a two-step approach: 

First, the existing theoretical and empirical literature in 

the field will be reviewed, with the objective of examining 

the various aspects of the concept of "outside alliances" as 

manifested through interventions in civil conflicts. The 

origin and development of such interventionary actions, 

meanings and definitions, typologies and causes of their 

phenomenal increase in our present international system will 

be examined. The study will also examine the impact of 

changes in the international system on interventionary 

practices, and how internal conflicts in turn affect the 

international system. This theoretical discussion will 

contribute to the formulation of a framework probing the 

involvement of foreign allies in a conflict-ridden polity. 

Two concepts: "linkages" and "spillover" will be used to 

explain why it is difficult to keep a domestic conflict 

exclusively domestic, and how external actors can affect the 

course and the outcome of a domestic conflict. 

Second, the framework as well as the concepts of 
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ongoing civil wars in Angola and 

used to 

in Chad. 

examine 

These 
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the 

two 

conflicts deserve a careful study for a number of reasons. 

First, the two superpowers, the u.s. and the USSR, are 

actively involved in both conflicts. Middle powers such as 

France and Cuba, and regional powers such as Libya and South 

Africa are involved as well. Much of the supplies and field 

operations are being channelled and directed through these 

regional powers. 

Of the two case studies, the Angolan war will receive 

greater attention because of the elaborate lobbying efforts 

of some of its factions in the U. S. Besides the U. S . 

government, both the Congress and the Executive have had to 

debate and pass policies intended to impact upon the Angolan 

war, both directly and indirectly (see Appendix D). It may 

sound ironical to observe that the U.S. government, which has 

repeatedly insisted on "Free Enterprise" as the route to 

economic development and self-sufficiency in the Third World, 

and has particularly called upon African states to follow 

this path, is at the same time placing a ban on U.s. "Free 

Enterprise" corporations against operating in Angola. The 

implications of this stance will be carefully examined and 

evaluated. 

Second, the roots of the civil war in Chad and in 

Angola go back to the problems of national identity and 

national integration, political participation and socio-

'-'''-'-~'-----------
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economic justice. All of these problems can be identified in 

the body-politic of most Third World nations. These two case 

studies, justified below, underline the importance of finding 

satisfactory solutions to these problems by showing how their 

mismanagement can cause the fragmentation and breakdown of a 

country. 

Finally, the study of interventionary alliances in 

civil conflicts is a fascinating subject in itself; more so 

because of the growing permeability of the territorial 

integrities of sovereign nations to external interference, 

and the innumerable opportunities and/or pretexts available 

to actors in the contemporary international system to 

intervene in local conflicts. 

DEFINITION AND JUSTIFICATION OF CONCEPTS 

No single theoretical framework can hope to fully 

encompass all the international aspects of civil war, but we 

employ the concept of "Alliances in civil Conflicts," 

nonetheless, to serve as an analytical tool. Given the 

definitional ambiguity and inconsistency which envelopes the 

term "conflict," it seems appropriate to avoid a fruitless 

prolonged discussion of incompatible "essential" definitions. 

Thus, let us simply adopt Ross Stagner's definition, which 

stipulates that: 
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Conflict is a situation in which two or more human 
beings desire goals which they perceive as being 
obtainable by one or the other but not by both. 
This compact definition can be opened out and 
clarified by saying that there must be at least 
two parties; each is mobilizing energy to obtain 
a goal, a desired objective or situation, and 
each party perceives the other a barrier or threat 
to that goal (stagner, 1981,p.15). 

In the case of civil conflict, the "desired objective" is, of 

course, the acquisition of power, except in the case of 

secessionist civil conflicts where the desired goal may be 

autonomy or independence. 

The concept of "civil conflict" will be used more 

frequently in this study rather than the concept "civil war" 

because civil conflict is more englobing than civil war. 

While civil war may be only one aspect of civil conflict, 

civil conflict comprises all forms of internal strifes--

from local disputes and mutinies to riots, mass 

demonstrations, uprisings, insurgencies, belligerencies, 

abortive negotiations, and all out civil war. Thus, civil 

war may be seen as the end product of an unresolved civil 

conflict. At almost every stage of a civil conflict, the 

direct and indirect roles played by internal as well as 

external actors can be visibly identified. So to have 

focused on the concept of civil war alone would cause some of 

the infant stages of the conflict pointed out here 

particularly those in which foreign alliances may have played 

escalatory roles -- to be overlooked. The concept of "civil 

conflict," is thus more illuminating, as it enables a 
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minutious evaluation of the various stages in the developme~t 

of a conflict. It will enable the analysis of such non-

waring activities as attempts at peaceful negotiations, 

reformulation and coalitions and alliances, perceptions and 

misperceptions of enemy conduct based on preconceived black 

and white mirror images (see Ralph White, 1970). 

Nevertheless, despite the succinct distinction 

between civil war and civil conflict, the present study will 

use the two concepts interchangeably, along with such other 

concepts as "internal" conflicts, "domestic" conflicts, 

"local" conflicts, civil strife, and intra-state conflict. 

As for the concept "alliance," it is a concept that 

has never been used in the study of phenomena at the 

subnational level. This is probably because traditionally 

"alliance" has been a systemic concept, and the idea of 

applying it to domestic issues just has never occurred. So 

attempting in this study to apply it to domestic phenomena 

requires some preliminary justifications. In social science 

parlance, any new concept in an already well researched 

discipline must justify its existence by reconciling existing 

theoretical discourse with present new evidences. 

In the prologue to their 1982 work entitled "Systems 

Theory and Foreign Policy Restructuring," Volgy and Kenski 

posit that: 

A principal value of systems theory, apart from 
its didactic utility, is that it provides a set 
structure for theory construction. The 
researcher simply identifies a few salient 

- - .. _---- -------------
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dimensions regarding the nature of the system 
and develops a theoretically acceptable typology 
of actor and system types. using this approach, 
the researcher does not need to pay much atten
tion to the impact of domestic political or 
societal variables, or to the complexities of 
relevant decision making processes (Volgy & Kenski, 
1982, p.446). 

Volgy and Kenski do not call for the total elimination, nor 

for the total inclusion, of either domestic or societal 

variables in theory building, but rather for a focus on the 

structural variables that comprise the state of the system. 

Thus, for a concept such as "Interventionary Alliances in 

civil Conflicts," our focus has to be on structural variables 

located at both the systemic as well as the subsystemic 

levels. 

The traditional fear that such interlocution of 

properties from different levels of analyses will create a 

"level of analysis problem" is dissipated and somewhat 

minimized by Heinz Eulau in his 1970 work, where he propounds 

that a unit's properties may have to be derived from other 

levels because they are not available at the unit's own level 

(Eulau, 1970, pp.7-19)i see chart also). Thus, in analyzing 

a phenomenon such as "civil" conflict, which is presumably a 

sUbsystemic issue, if the properties that instigate and 

sustain the phenomenon cannot be found within the subsystem 

because they are located at the systemic level, then it is 

methodologically permissible to move up to the systemic level 

for these properties. 

Therefore, while "alliances" may have, until now, 
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been used only at the inter-state or systemic level to 

describe, explain, and predict power distribution and the 

structure of the international system, it will in this study 

power 

The 

be used to describe, explain and predict internal 

distribution and the structure of domestic conflicts. 

traditional view of balance of power theorists who see 

alliances as a means by which nations increase their pO~'ler 

potential equally holds true for alliance in civil conflicts. 

It is simply a means by which factions in a local conflict 

would increase their power potential. 

However, the main difference between alliances in 

civil conflicts and alliances in international conflicts is 

that while alliances in international conflicts are formal, 

alliances in civil conflicts are ad hoc and informal. Bueno 

de Mesquita who uses alliances in The War Trap (1981) as a 

measure of expected utility outcome acknowledges that "only 

formal alliances of these types signed at least three months 

prior to the outbreak of hostilities" (p.114) are relevant. 

Thus, while alliances may have been traditionally been 

limited to 'antebellum' pacts that is, contracted in 

anticipation of the future outbreak of war in the 

international system, when applied to civil war cases, the 

concept becomes a lot more elaborate, as it empirically 

includes 'antebellum' as well as 'post-bellum' alliances. It 

is generally after the outbreak of civil conflict that 

alliances are contracted and alliance configurations become 



45 

clearer -- as the superpowers, middle, and regional powers 

take sides either by the direct or the indirect supply of 

weapons, open declarations of support, or by votes of support 

at the united Nations. Nevertheless, no alliance pacts are 

signed between the external power and the civil faction at 

war. The alliance remains strictly informal, with the main 

bond between them being their ideological commonality. 

The civil faction receiving external support will, 

expediency dictating, generally seek to itself identify with 

the ideology of its arms provider. Rosenau is emphatic on 

this point. He points out that "When ideological rivalry is 

intense, decision-makers are more likely to attach greater 

import to possible governmental changes abroad than is the 

case when blue prints of the future are less salient features 

of international life. For the more such blueprints are seen 

to be at stake in international politics, the more are top 

officials and their staffs more likely to allow their 

personal inclinations to become involved in their perceptions 

and calculations, and thus the more will they be willing to 

undertake convention-breaking behavior. Indeed, when 

politics is highly ideological, the desirability of 

governmental changes abroad may generate interventionary 

behavior even if the possibility of such changes is extremely 

remote" (Rosenau, 1971, p. 301). 

An empirical glance at the international environment 

gives SUbstantial support for this argument. Despite CIA 
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studies indicating the extremely remote chances of toppling 

the Sandanista, Agolan, and Afghanistan communist regimes, 

this has not kept the United states government from 

continuing to fund armed insurgencies in an attempt (which it 

knows is futile) to overthrow these ideologically unfriendly 

regimes. Attempting to find rationality for such policy at 

just one level of analysis (either systemic or subsystemic) 

may be inadequate, though somewhat possible. But in 

combining both levels of analyses, one rationalizes that by 

engaging the Soviets in various SUbsystemic confrontations, 

the U.s. is able to cause a drain on their resources

resources which could have otherwise been elsewhere in the 

perpetual East-West rivalry. 

Of concern to the foreign ally besides ideological 

common grounds with the civil faction, are the exigencies of 

national security interest, cold war climate, and the need to 

defend or revise the prevailing status quo in the 

international system. Hans Morgenthau contends that nations 

are "guided in their decisions to intervene and their choice 

of the means of intervention by what they regard as their 

respective national interests" (Morgenthau, 1967 pp. 425-

436). Rosenau, Falk, and Boyle are, however, highly critical 

of this power politics approach which prescribes 

interventionary action in the name of national interest. 

Rosenau points out that to advise policy-makers that 

they ought to base their strategy on vital national interest 
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remains 

give unusable 

inexplicable. 

advice." The criteria 

All situations can be 
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for 'vital' 

viewed as 

threatening to national interest, depending on how the world 

is viewed. And what is vital for one observer may be 

peripheral for another (Rosenau, 1971, p. 287). 

In vigorous retort to the power politics proponents, 

Falk argues that "real interests," or vital national 

interests are best served by a "fair-minded attention to the 

restraints and procedures of the international legal order" 

(Richard Falk, 1967, pp. 1051-1158). In the same line of 

thought, Frances Boyle sees power politics as " ... an 

elaborate psychological justification for pursuing a policy 

of gratuitous violence •.. " which may be a convenient policy 

in times of war, but it is factually inaccurate as a 

description of all historical conditions. The pursuit of 

power politics in peacetime, he concludes, may only bring 

about that very war which the principles of power politics 

were designed to pre-empt (Boyle, 1985, p.57). 

The reluctance in the application of the systemic 

concept of alliances to the analysis of phenomenon at lower 

levels, as pointed out above, may stem from the fact that 

alliances have traditionally been used only in formal pacts. 

But if the quest for the growth of knowledge is limited only 

to the exploration of formal co~cepts, then our efforts may 

be self-defeating, as that growth will either be stunted, or 

revolve on the spot. 
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If psychologists are as interested in the study of 

formal as well as informal behavior, the conscious as well as 

the subconscious, the subj ecti ve as well as the obj ecti ve, 

then it will not be going out of the mainstream of scholarly 

pursuit if social scientists gave as equal weight to the 

study of informal phenomena as they give to the study of 

formal phenomena. Curiously, Beuno de Mesquita does point 

out that in his future works he hopes to obtain greater 

sensitivity in his utility estimates by including information 

on agreements other than formal military alliances (ibid. 

p.115fn); thereby indirectly recognizing the importance of 

examining informal phenomena. Thus, the definition and 

application of the concept of alliances in the present study 

as an "informal" concept may have accomplished what Bueno de 

Mesquita is still contemplating to accomplish in his "future 

works." As earlier stated, the stimulus to the 

conceptualization of the concept of "Alliances in Civil 

Conflicts," has been Volgy I sand Kenski I s statement that 

systems theory provides an elastic structure for theory 

building (Volgy &Kenski, 1982, p.446). 

In developing the concept of "Alliances in Civil 

Conflicts" further, one basic concept that highlights it is 

that the analysis of international conflict is useful only if 

it starts from the presupposition that there are relatively 

basic structures of the international system. By basic 

structures is meant the degree to which the capability for 
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effecting the conduct of international affairs is dispersed 

or concentrated within the system. 

structure of the international 

likelihood that it can be rapidly 

The more dispersed the 

system, the less the 

and radically altered 

(Rosenau, 1971, p.300). Thus, the less the concentration of 

capabilities, the less the likelihood of intervention. And 

the more the concentration of capabilities, the more the 

likelihood of intervention. However, these structures can be 

conceived and analyzed in different ways. 

Here, it will be necessary to recognize from the 

beginning that political structures are the product of 

society's collective behavior. Therefore, although enduring, 

political structures can be, and in fact are, continuously 

reflective of internal and external socio-political forces. 

Consequently, the approach that will be used here to explain 

alliances is both structural and interventionary. It 

emphasizes not just the structural conditioning of political 

life, bit also the interventionary transformation of 

political structures with the abetment of external alliances. 

From this perspective looking at the external actors involved 

in any given civil conflict around the world would tell us 

what the current structure of the international system is. 

This is why one should expect that in a bipolar 

structure of the international system, foreign involvement in 

civil conflicts will tend to be the exclusive right of the 

superpowers or only with superpovler approval. This was the 
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case in the Cuban conflict in 1962, where there were only two 

actors in that conflict, the U.S, and the USSR, representing 

the two maj or poles that constituted the structure of the 

international system at the time. The non involvement of the 

two superpowers in the 1956 Suez Crisis demonstrates how 

futile external intervention in a bipolar could be, when the 

"Big Two" are not involved. On the other hand, in a loose 

bipolar or multipolar structure of the international system, 

foreign involvement in civil conflicts no longer remains the 

exclusive prerogative of the superpowers. Intervention, 

according to Kaplan, will be more rampant in the loose 

bipolar because: 

This is an age in which bloc conflicts 
necessarily give incentive to aiding or 
to inciting internal war. But this is 
also a revolutionary age in which new 
and modern nations are appearing on the 
scene. These nations also have incen
tives to intervene in internal wars. 
And the instability of the social, eco
nomic, and political structures in these 
areas provides ample opportunity for 
those who have the desire and the incen
tive (Kaplan, in Rosenau, 1964, p.120). 

Thus, middle and regional powers, as well as nation-states 

with lesser capabilities can here, independently, actively 

get involved in civil conflicts, with the superpowers having 

little or no influence over their activities. This is the 

case with both the Angolan and the Chadian conflicts. While 

the two superpowers are involved in these conflicts, such 

middle powers as France, China, North Korea, East Germany and 

Cuba, as well as such regional powers as South Africa and 

----.--- -
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Libya are also involved in these conflicts, with the 

superpowers having little or no influence over the activities 

of these secondary powers. However, if these secondary 

powers get involved as the proxies of the superpowers, then 

the superpowers may be able to have some leverage on their 

activities. 

It is as a result of this international rivalry 

between the superpowers and their bloc members that it has 

very often been said that actions of Eastern bloc states, 

under the hegemony of the USSR, are designed to mastermind 

various crises spots (such as civil wars) around the world in 

order to revise the international status quo and make further 

gains for itself, while actions of the West, under the United 

States' hegemony have been acclaimed as steps taken in the 

defense of that status quo. This conviction is highly 

debatable, and thus inconclusive. What remains conclusive, 

however, "is 

international 

the recognition that the structure of the 

system and specific interdependencies among 

nations have significant effects on the causes and outcomes 

of conflicts within nations" (Gurr, 1980, p.8). 
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JUSTIFICATIONS FOR THE CHOICE OF THE CASE STUDIES 

Besides the fact that both civil wars have not 

received adequate scholarly attention within the past ten 

years despite their critical relevance to U.S./U.S.S.R. 

foreign policies, the main justifications for the choice of 

the Chadian and the Angolan civil wars are that: 

- Superpower intervention in Africa is 

characteristically different from intervention elsewhere in 

the international system. It is extra-hemispheric. 

- Africa is characterized by a group of pseudo

independent states, and the only continent which still has 

vestiges of colonialism. Most of its civil wars originate 

from struggles for independence from colonial domination. 

- The degree of foreign involvement in both conflicts 

is very high, and ranges from superpowers to former colonial 

powers, regional powers, and minor powers. 

- The status of the colonizing powers has an 

influence on the outbreak of the civil wars. 

1. EXTRA-HEMISPHERIC: Unlike Latin America and Eastern 

Europe which lie within the hegemonic hemisphere of the two 

superpowers, Africa lies outside of both hemispheres. 

Indeed, Evan Luard actually designates Africa as a 

"relatively restricted no man's land" with regards to the 

superpowers (Luard, in Bull, 1984, p. 165). Thus, while such 
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doctrinal packages as the Monroe, the Eisenhower-Krushchev, 

and the Johnson-Brezhnev doctrines gave the superpowers, 

particularly during the cold war era, the exclusive right to 

intervene in the internal affairs of states located within 

their hemispheres, no such doctrinal pronouncements bond 

Africa with either of the superpowers. 

Verbal though these doctrines may be, Franck and 

weisband, in their book entitled Word Politics (1979), stress 

their importance and their credibility by pointing out that: 

When a superpower sets out to explain its conduct 
to another, and to the world in general, it enga
ges in verbal strategy, that is, it seeks to locate 
its conduct in the context of principles that will 
advance its national interest. Effective verbal 
strategy demands not only that the principles enun
ciated help to achieve the immediate object of 
current actions but also that they do not later 
redound against the longer term interest of the 
enunciator (p.6). 

Besides establishing credibility in superpower 

interactions, word politics or pronounced doctrines, 

according to Franck and Weisband, do facilitate 

predictability in superpower actions, as they " •.• influence 

the other side's expectations of our behavior" (ibid. p.7). 

Were we, for example, still in the cold war era when such 

doctrinal enunciations were of much higher relevance, such 

defiant behavior as we are seeing today in Nicaragua and in 

Panama, or the nonconforming behaviors of France and China 

vis-a-vis their respective alliance blocs in the sixties, 

would never have been tolerated. 

Thus, traditionally, civil strife within the Eastern 
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or Western hemispheres was more susceptible to provoke the 

intervention of only one of the superpowers, while remaining 

categorically out of bounds to the other superpower. 

In Africa, this is not the case. There are no known 

hegemonic doctrines which make intervention in African civil 

strife out of bounds to either of the superpowers. Rather, 

there is a characterization of the international system by 

Kaplan and by Rosecrance which actually welcomes superpower 

intervention in distant foreign crises, and sees non

intervention as an exception rather than the rule. Kaplan's 

characterization calls for the superpower to "fight minor 

wars rather than majors wars," (Kaplan, in Rosenau, 1969, 

p.297), while Rosecrance's characterization of the 

international system points out that "If crises do not occur, 

it means that one side or the other is neglecting its own 

interests" (Rosecrance, in Rosenau, 1969, p.326). with this 

understanding, the superpowers, and particularly the united 

states, have come to regard extra-hemispheric intervention in 

such distant places as Africa about as important as 

intervening wi thin their own hemispheres, even though such 

interventions have not yet been framed in as such vehement 

doctrines as the hemispheric doctrines enunciated by Johnson 

and Brezhnev. If there were a superpower on the African 

continent which proclaimed a doctrine of non-intervention by 

extra-hemispheric powers on the continent, there probably 

would be less extra-hemispheric intervention in Africa's 
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domestic conflicts. 

2. PSEUDO-INDEPENDENT STATES: Although most of Africa is no 

longer under colonial rule, some of the states have merely 

gained what could be better described as "pseudo

independence." The assumed autonomy enjoyed by these states 

in internal as well as in external affairs is de jure rather 

than de facto, because their sovereignty, independence, and 

territorial integrity, are still under the protectorate of 

foreign powers. Given this inability to guarantee their 

sovereignty and territorial integrity, much of Africa may be 

said to have once again become what international law 

terminology calls terra nullius (see von Glahn, 1986, p. 312 

for definition). The Ivory Coast, Chad, and the Central 

African Republic, for example, have requested a permanent 

French military presence on their territories to help 

guarantee their national security and territorial integrity. 

Elsewhere, Moroccan forces are based in Gabon, Cuban and 

Soviet forces in Angola and Ethiopia, U.S. forces in Zaire, 

Kenya, and Somalia, Israeli security in Cameroon and Liberia, 

and Zimbabwean forces in Mozambique. 

Fear of internal opposition, military coup and 

insurgency are some of the factors that underlie the 

establishment of these military ties. without such ties, 

there probably would be more civil wars in Africa today than 

we are currently witnessing, as pointed out by Kegley and 

-----------------------------------------
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Raymond, who say " ..• the more precarious the ruling regime, 

the more probable will be intervention by 'external' powers 

to either protect the government in power or to assist in its 

overthrow" (1982, p.453). 

3. STATUS OF COLONIZER: Africa is the only region in the 

world where such semi-peripheral nations as Portugal and 

Spain, and such a peripheral nation as South Africa still 

maintained colonial possessions up to the 70s and the 80s. 

The high prevalence of civil wars in the region may be 

attributed to the unwillingness of these semi-peripheral 

states to give up these possessions. The present and past 

civil wars in Angola, Guinea Bissau, Western Sahara, Cape 

Verde, and Namibia, are all rooted in revolutionary struggles 

against the stubborn resistance of Portugal and South Africa, 

who preferred to resort to the armed repression of 

nationalist movements demanding independence, than to 

acquiesce to the peaceful grant of independence. 

The case of Portugal is of particular interest. A 

pioneer in the world capitalist system, according to 

Wallerstein (1969), her status as a core nation in the 1600 

enabled her' to acquire colonies in Africa, Asia, and Latin 

America. As a result of rivalry with, and challenges from, 

Spain, Portugal's status as a core nation was rather 

ephemeral. Its precipitous erosion led to the early grant of 

independence to its Latin American possession - Brazil. At 
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the same time, the European balance of power system, and the 

then prevalent international norm of non-interference in the 

colonial possessions of one another, helped Portugal retain 

its African colonial possessions right up to the twentieth 

century. 

wi th the post-war pressures on colonial powers to 

grant independence to their colonies, the more industrialized 

colonial powers, or what Wallerstein calls the core (Great 

Britain, France, and the Netherlands), were much less 

reluctant to free their colonies, while the less 

industrialized colonial powers,· or the semi-periphery (Spain 

and Portugal), were much more reluctant to give up their 

colonies. 

What accounts for the core nation's willingness to 

grant independence to its colonies is the understanding that 

she will continue to retain her privileged trading position 

with her colonies, given her monopoly over technology and 

financial resources. And what accounts for the semi

periphery's reluctance to grant independence to her colonies 

is her lack of financial and technological resources, and her 

fear of losing her privileged trading position to nations of 

the core -- given the fact that the dominant trading pattern 

in the international system is core-periphery, rather than 

semiperiphery-periphery. Thus, the semi-periphery's use of 

military force to deter independence movements (which usually 

culminate into civil wars), is not just a dire effort to hang 
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on to the spoils of a "golden age," but a last-straw struggle 

against stepping on the side-line, and against being 

displaced by nations of the core. This in part explains why 

in Africa, one is more likely to find more civil wars on 

territories that were colonized by semi-peripheries and 

peripheries, than on territories that were colonized by the 

core (see table on following page) . 

4. DEGREE OF FOREIGN INVOLVEMENT: The fourth and final 

justification for the choice of the two case studies is the 

magnitude of foreign involvement in them. No other region in 

the world attracts as much foreign intervention from as a 

wide range of foreign powers as the African region. The two 

superpowers, former colonial powers, regional powers, and 

non-regional intermediate powers are all inVOlved, with 

varying degrees of determinations. In various foreign policy 

statements and speeches, American foreign policy strategists, 

and in particular, former Secretary of State, Henry 

Kissinger, have repeatedly stressed the strategic importance 

of the African continent not just in the interest of the 

united States, but in the interest of the present 

international system (see Appendix C, Documents 1 and 2). 

Thus, while the u.s. spends well over $30 million a 

year in the Chadian civil war, and $15 million a year in the 

Angolan civil war, the USSR, on the other hand, is believed 

to have a $4 billion military arsenal in Angola, and is the 
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TABLE 1.1 COLONIAL POWERS AND FOREIGN INTERVENTION 

COLONY COLONIZER 

Kenya Gt. Britain 

Algeria France 

Tunisia France 

Chad France 

Morocco France 

Angola portugal 

Mozambique Portugal 

G.Bissau Portugal 

Zaire Belgium 

Eritrea Italy 

Eritrea Ethiopia 

Namibia South Africa 

Cape Verde Portugal 

Sao Tome Portugal 

Ogaden Ethiopia 

S.Sudan Sudan 

W.Sahara Morocco 

Zimbabwe Rhodesia 

STATUS OF COLONIZER 

Core 

Core 

Core 

Core 

Core 

Semi-periphery 

semi-periphery 

semi-periphery 

Core 

Core 

Periphery 

Periphery 

Semi-periphery 

Semi-periphery 

Periphery 

Periphery 

Periphery 

Periphery 

CIVIL WAR/NO 
C.WAR 

civil 
War(1952) 
civil 
War(1954) 
civil 
War(1952) 
civil 
War(1968) 
Civil 
War(1953) 
civil 
War(1961) 
Civil 
War(1964) 
Civil 
War(1963) 
civil 
War(1958) 
Civil 
War(1960) 
civil 
War(1960) 
Civil 
War(1970) 
Civil 
War(1961) 
civil 
War(1961) 
Civil 
War(1974) 
civil 
War(1982) 
Civil 
War(1975) 
civil 
War(1972) 

The classification on the table takes into account civil wars 
or wars of national liberation that have taken place on the 
African continent since 1945, and the powers against whom 
these wars were waged. As can be seen on the table, of the 
18 civil wars that have been fought in Africa since World War 
Two, 6 were against semi-peripherial colonial powers, 5 
against periphrial colonial nations, and 7 were against the 
core colonial powers. There is a combined total of 11 
domestic insurrections waged against semiperipheries and 
peripheries as opposed to 7 against the core colonial powers. 



60 

dominant supplier of weapons to the Libyan backed faction in 

the Chadian civil war. Ironically, at the same time that the 

U. S. is fighting to defend the sovereignty and territorial 

integrity of the Chadian regime against a Libyan backed 

insurgency, it is also sponsoring a South African backed 

insurgency to violate and destabilize the sovereignty of the 

Angolan regime. And while the USSR is fighting to defend the 

sovereignty and territorial integrity of Angola, it is at the 

same time indirectly sponsoring the destabilization and 

violation of the sovereignty the Chadian regime. One of the 

purposes of this research is to determine if there is any 

consistency in such superpower policies. 

Another question of consistency is that of the 

involvement of such intermediate foreign actors as Libya and 

Cuba -- two radical, revolutionary states, manifestly bent on 

exporting their style of socialist revolutions. Are they 

involved in these conflicts as proxies or as independent 

actors? Or has the Soviet Union's engrained commitment to 

internationalize communism found another strategy to these 

goals by going through the intermediary of its client states? 

Varying explanations account for the involvement 

and/or non-involvement of other intermediate powers. France 

claims its involvement in the Chadian civil war is based on a 

tre~ty France has with all its former colonies, giving France 

the right to come to their assistance in the case of military 

threat at their sovereignty. South Africa claims its 
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involvement in the Angolan civil war is based on national 

security concerns. Portugal's non involvement in the civil 

strife in its former Angolan colony, is accounted for not 

just by the fact that Portugal is a "decayed core" but also 

by the fact that she as the initiator of the present 

conflict, was defeated in 1975. 

FRAMEWORK OF THE PROPOSED RESEARCH 

The attempt to explain alliance-based interventionary 

actions will utilize the "pull and push perspective." The 

"pull perspective" endeavors to explain interventionary 

behavior with reference to the actors operating in the 

conflict-ridden state. According to this perspective, the 

competing factions in an internal conflict will call upon 

their supporters from outside of the territorial boundaries 

of the conflict ridden state to help effect change in the 

political structure of their state, or to compel their ruling 

elite to act in a particular manner (Little,1975, p.3). This 

happens mostly when a party in a civil conflict is weak and 

finds it extremely hard to overpower the rival party. 

Assistance is sought from the outside to strengthen its 

position vis-a-vis the other party so that the achievement of 

its goal is facilitated. The stronger party, witnessing the 

other party's obtaining assistance from the outside, may also 

obtain help from its allies to offset the external aid to its 

rival party. There may also be situations when each of the 

~ ~-----------------~ -~.-.---------------
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rival parties in a conflict seeks foreign assistance fearing 

that the other party may do it first (Rosenau, 1969, pp.19-

22) • 

The "push perspective" is primarily drawn from 'power 

theory' as advanced by the "Realist" School of International 

Relations. According to the "push perspective," a state's 

decision to intervene or not to intervene is determined by 

the national interests of the intervening state (Little, 

1975, pp.19-22; Morgenthau, 1971, pp.34-71). If the 

governing elite of the state perceives that intervention in a 

civil conflict of another state will either increase their 

power in the international systems or reduce the prospects of 

the increase of power of the rival state or group of states, 

it will resort to intervention. This means that the "push 

perspective" emphasizes that the states "do not intervene for 

ideological, sentimental, moral or other non-personal reasons 

(Little, p. 17). 

These perspectives focus their attention on two 

different clusters of factors to explain interventionary 

behavior. The later approach is based on the assumption that 

the motives of the intervening actor(s) have to be emphasized 

to explain intervention. The former approach focuses on the 

domestic variables obtained in the fragmented state, and how 

the different parties in such a polity develop or activate 

their linkages across territorial boundaries. 

Mitchell outlines a framework for the study of 
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interventionary behavior which focuses on four broad 

categories: factors within the disrupted state; factors 

within the intervening state; factors associated with 

connections between parties in a domestic conflict and 

outside parties; and factors in the international system 

(Mitchell, pp.166-194). Out of these four categories he 

devotes most of his attention to connections between the 

parties in a domestic conflict and the outside parties, and 

terms this the transnational approach. The present study, 

recognizing the importance of transnational linkages, and 

incorporating these in the framework, will focus on three 

clusters of factors. The assumption underlying this 

framework is that a comprehensive view of interventionary 

behavior in an internal conflict requires a close evaluation 

of all the three clusters of factors, rather than an attempt 

to explain it with the help of but one set of factors. The 

proposed framework includes: 

(A) DOMESTIC ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS IN THE FRAGMENTED STATE: 

The Character of the Polity: Parties in an intra-

state conflict; nature and dynamics of the conflict; and an 

analysis of the efforts of the polity to cope with the 

domestic conflict. 
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(B) DOMESTIC ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS OF THE INTERVENING 

ACTOR(S): 

National historical legacy; perception of the civil 

conflict by the policy-makers and unofficial circles of the 

intervening state; linkages and connections, if any, between 

the parties in the fragmented state and the intervening 

state; the effects of the outbreak of the conflict on the 

intervening actor; the domestic policy-needs and the degree 

of domestic pressure on the government for intervention in 

the target state in view of the pre-conflict stage linkages 

between the parties in an internal conflict and the 

intervening polity. 

(C) INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS: 

The nature of political alignment in the 

international system and the extent to which it facilitates 

or discourages intervention. Risk of counter-intervention or 

other measures by another or group of states or an 

international organization to neutralize external involvement 

in internal affairs. 

Any study of alliance-based interventionary behavior 

will need to take into account all the three clusters of 

factors. The character of the polity; the intensity and 

duration of internal conflict; and the ability of the 

government to cope with such a situation, determine the 

vulnerability or non-vulnerability of the polity to 

penetration and intervention from the outside. The second 
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set of factors takes into account the motives and goals of 

the intervening actors; its perceptions of the 

interventionary situations; the spillover effects; linkages 

and connections; and the pressure of domestic public opinion; 

and their impact on the shaping of interventionary behavior. 

The intervening actor will also review the prospects 

of achievement of the goals of intervention. This will 

involve, besides considering the first two sets of factors, 

an appreciation of the political conditions and alignments in 

the international system before launching a particular 

strategy of intervention. The fear of counter-intervention, 

or a threat of escalation of the conflict or the 

possibilities of neutralization of intervention by diplomatic 

and political moves of other actors in the international 

system, have also to be taken into consideration before 

carrying out an interventionary move. Once intervention has 

been carried out, the intervening actor has to review its 

strategy time and again, in the light of changes, if any, 

taking place in the three clusters of factors. The inter

vening actor may intensify, decrease, freeze intervention at 

a particular level, or withdraw from the conflict altogether, 

if in its judgement its domestic factors or international 

environmental factors require such a reappraisal. Failure to 

respond to the changing conditions can lead to the 

frustration of intervention or make its pursuance very costly 

- politically, economically, and militarily. 
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The present perspective, recognizing the elements of 

"push" and "pull" in interventionary situations, regards the 

"pull" and "push" perspectives as inadequate because each of 

these focuses on one set of factors. The presence of an 

opportunity for intervention (a high level of internal strife 

and the willingness of the competing parties to invite 

external allies), or the power motive (enhancement of the 

state's national interest and foreign policy goals), or the 

desire of the political elite to resort to intervention does 

not always lead to intervention. These sets of factors 

interact with each other in the context of the international 

system. 

The present study will make use of the concepts of 

'transaction linkage,' and the 'linkage group.' A linkage 

means "any recurrent sequence of behavior that originates 

from one system and is reacted to in another" (Rosenau, 1969, 

p.45). These linkages cut across the territorial boundaries 

of the state and serve as channels of interaction between the 

external parties and the competing factions in a fragmented 

polity. These linkages can be divided into three major 

categories: 

(a) Linkages based on the nature of parties involved. 

(b) Linkages based on the nature of 'transaction.' 

(c) Affective linkages (Mitchel, 1970, p. 184) 

The linkages based on the nature of parties include: links 

between political authorities of two or more systems; links 
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between social groups in one political system and political 

authorities in another political system~ and links between 

social groups in two or more political systems. The 

transnational linkages based on the nature of the transaction 

can be divided into educational, economic, political and 

military. The affective linkages include ideological, that 

is, values and goals, religious, ethnic and racial, and 

family, clan and tribal (ibid.) To this I ist can be added 

linkages based on language and culture. There is an overlap 

with ethnic, racial, and tribal linkages; and although 

language and culture have significant variables in shaping 

the course of external intervention in the post-World War II 

period, they can be treated separately. 

Karl Deutsch's framework (Deutsch, 1966, pp. 5-26) 

for the study of the relationship between external and 

domestic politics is useful for studying the linkages between 

the dissident factions in a fragmented state and the external 

parties. His framework had two main units: the external 

environment (E), and the political system (S). These are 

linked together by foreign input channel and domestic input 

channel. Within (S), there is a linkage group or sUb-system 

(L), as well as purely domestic flows. The linkage group 

(L), in his opinion, is a group in the domestic polity that 

has particular ties and orientations towards the 

international system. The linkage group serves as a channel 

through which influences can flow 'E' to's' because it is 
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much more susceptible to the inputs from abroad if its ties 

to the domestic system are weakened (ibid. p. 9) . There may 

not be one, but several linkage groups at one time. 

Therefore, it is possible to increase or decrease external 

influence on the political system by manipulating the flows 

between the external environment and the linkage group. 

Rosenau identifies three linkage processes which 

serve as the means by which transactions cross national 

boundaries. First, a penetrative process: It takes place 

when "members of one polity serve as participants in the 

political processes of another ... They share with those in 

the penetrated polity the authority to allocate its values" 

(Rosenau,. 1969. p. 46). Second, a reactive process: It is 

the opposite of the penetrative process. It involves 

"recurrent and similar boundary-crossing reactions rather 

than •..• the sharing of authority(ibid.). Third, an emulative 

process: It is said to come into existence "when the input 

is not only a response to the output but takes essentially 

the same form as the output" (ibid.). In addition to this, 

Rosenau defines a penetrated political system as "one in 

which non-members of a national society participate directly 

and authoritatively through action taken jointly with the 

society's members, in either allocation of its values or 

mobilization of support on behalf of its goals" (Rosenau, in 

Farrell, 1966, p. 65). Most of the states, especially the 

states of the Third World, share the characteristics of the 
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penetrated systems due to the growing interdependence, 

transnational and international linkages and interactions, 

and thus are prone to becoming targets of outside 

interference in their domestic affairs. 

Deutsch suggests four major strategies through which 

a target state can reduce external penetration: First, 

contain or break the input from the environment upon the 

domestic political system by an action of the government. 

second, isolation of the relevant linkage group by severing 

its ties with the domestic political system • Third, the 

political system can cope with external pressures by making 

the domestic political system more stable and resilient. 

Fourth, attempt to alter the environment so it becomes more 

conducive to the domestic political system (Deutsch, in 

Farrell. 1966, pp. 5-26). 

Similar to the four strategies suggested by Deutsch 

to cope with external influences on the domestic political 

scene, Rosenau talked of the adaptive capacity of the state. 

He outline four strategies for coping with external 

penetration: (i) The acquiescent adaption: When a state 

seeks to adjusts its present self to its present 

environment. (ii) The intransigent adaption: When it 

attempts to affect changes in its present environment to make 

them suitable to its present self. (iii) The promotive 

adaption: When it endeavors to establish a new equilibrium 

between its present self and its present environment. (iv) 

-------------------- -----------------



The preservative adaption: When it accepts 

equilibrium between its present self and 

environment (Rosenau, 1972, pp.153-173). 
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the existing 

its present 

In view of Deutsch's formulation, Holt and Turner 

suggested the following propositions which are relevant to 

the study of external intervention in civil conflict (Holt 

and Turner, in Rosenau, ed., 1972, pp. 205-206): 

GROUP I 

1. If the impact of input. from the environment on 

the linkage group is high, and 

2. If the ties of the linkage group to the domestic 

system are strong. 

3. If the inertia of the domestic system is high, 

then 

4. The linkage group will collapse and the input 

from the environment will have little impact on the domestic 

political system. 

GROUP II 

1. The impact of the input from the environment on 

the linkage group is high, and 

2. If the connections of the linkage group to the 

domestic political system are weak, and 

3. If the inertia of the domestic political system is 

high, then 

4. The linkage group will drift in the direction of 

greater alienation. 
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GROUP III 

1. If the impact of the input from the environment on 

the linkage group is high; 

2. If the connections of the linkage group with the 

domestic system are strong, and 

3. If the inertia of the domestic system is low, 

then, 

4. The domestic political system will tend to change 

under the impact of inputs from the environment. 

Besides the concepts of 'connection,' 'linkage,' and 

'linkage group,' another concept, 'spillover,' is also useful 

for the study of external alliances in civil conflicts. The 

notion of spillover refers to the impact of developments in a 

sector (or a political system on another sector (or another 

political system). In the present day interdependent world 

system local confl icts can have pol i tical, economic, and 

strategic ramifications for other actors in the international 

system, especially the superpowers. The spillover can take 

place through the linkages existing between the various 

groups engaged in a civil conflict and social groups in other 

political systems, or through ties with official circles of 

other states. 

Political spillover includes the sympathy for a 

contending party in the civil conflict due to ideological 

affinity, linkages and historical legacy. The economic 
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ramifications of a civil conflict for external actors include 

the disruption of economic life in the region adjoining the 

fragmented state, mass exodus of populations from the 

fragmented state, and the humanitarian problems caused by the 

large migration. The strategic ramifications involve, among 

other things, the use of foreign territory as the base of 

operations by insurgents with or without the approval of the 

host government, skirmishes between the rebels and the troops 

of the incumbent government in the border areas, the crossing 

of borders into the neighboring state by the troops of the 

incumbent government in pursuance of the rebels, and the 

rapid growth of transnational ties between the dissident ele

ments. These ties do, in a way mirror the structure of the 

prevailing international system in the domestic conflict. If 

the prevailing international system is bipolar, the alliance 

structure in the civil war will be bipolar. If multipolar, 

the alliance structure if the civil war will be multipolar. 

And if the structure of the prevailing international system 

is hierarchical, there will, of course be no alliances in 

civil wars, since a hierarchically structured international 

system tolerates little or no domestic disorder. 



TABLE 1.2 FOREIGN MILITARY INTERVENTION IN 
THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM SINCE WORLD WAR TWO 

TARGET STATE 
Greece 
Suez 
Hungary 
Lebanon 
vietnam 
Zaire 
Mauritania 
Cuba 
Bizerte 
Goa 
Yemen Arab Rep. 
Zaire 
Gabon 
Uganda/Kenya/Tanz. 
Laos 
Vietnam 
Dominican Rep. 
Santa Domingo 
Czechoslovakia 
Chad 
Dhofar(Oman) 
Cambodia 
Kampuchea 
vietnam 
Jordan 
Angola 
Lebanon 
Djibouti 
Shaba(Zaire) 
Ethiopia 
Kolwezi(Zaire) 
Uganda 

INTERVENING POWER(S) 
Great Britain 

YEAR 
1945 
1956 
1956 
1958 
1960-65 
1960 
1961 
1961 
1961 
1961 
1961-67 
1964 
1964 
1964 
1964-73 
1965-73 
1965 
1965 

Egypt 

Gt. 

United 
United 
USSR 

France 

Great Britain/France 
USSR 
United States 
united states 
Belgium 
France 
United states 
France 
India 

Belgium 
France 

Britain 
united 
United 

states 
states 

States 
States 

1968 
France 1968 
Gt.Britain/Iran/Jordan1968-76 
United states 1970 
united states 1970-73 
United States 1970-72 
Syria 1970 
Cuba/S.Africa/Zaire 1975 
Syria 1976 
France 1976-77 
France/Morocco 1977 
Cuba 1977 

Tanzania 
1978 
1979 

Central Africa Rep. 
Afganistan 

France 
USSR 

1979 
1979 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1983 
1983 

Angola 
Chad 
Gambia 
Chad 
Greneda 

South Africa 
Libya 
Senegal 
France 
United states 

73 

A total of 45 foreign military interventions in internal 
conflicts since 1945. 



TABLE 1.3a CIVIL CONFLICTS IN THE 
INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM SINCE 1945 

CIVIL CONFLICT 

Greece 
China 
Paraguy 
Yemen Arab Rep. 
Costa Rica 
Colombia 
Burma 
Colombia 
Indonesia 
Philippines 
Bolivia 
Indonesia 
Colombia 
Guatemala 
Argentina 
Indonesia 
Sumatra (Jakarta) 
Lebanon 
Cuba 
Iraq 
vietnam 
Zaire 
Laos 
Malaysia 
Thailand 
Cameroon 
Guatemala 
Algeria 
Venezuela 
Yemen 
Rwanda 
Cyprus 
Sudan 
Laos 
Dominican Rep. 
Indonesia 
Cambodia 
uraguay 
Peru 
Uganda 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
China 
Nigeria 
N.Ireland 

YEAR 

1945-49 
1946-50 
1947 
1948 
1948 
1948 
1948-51 
1949-62 
1950 
1950-52 
1952 
1953 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956-60 
1957-58 
1958 
1958-59 
1959 

74 

1960-65 
1960-65 
1960-62 
sporadic 
sporadic 
1960-66 
1961-68;1980 
1962-63 
1962-67 
1962-69 
1963-64 
1963-64 
1963-72 
1963-73 
1965 
1965 
1965-75 
1965-73 
1965 & 1982 
1966 
1967 
1967-70 
1967-68 
1967-70 
1968-



TABLE 1.3a (continued) 

CIVIL CONFLICTS IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM SINCE 1945 

CIVIL CONFLICT 
Chad 
Dhofar(Oman) 
Cambodia 
Jordan 
Guatemala 
Pakistan 
Sri Lanka 
Burundi 
Philippines 
Nicaragua 
Zimbabwe 
Chile(mil. repression) 
Argentina 
Lebanon 
Angola 
El Salvador 
Iran 
Afganistan 
El Salvador 
Mozambique 
Philippines 

Total post 1945 Civil Conflicts: 67 

YEAR 
1968-
1968-76 
1970-75 
1970 
1970-71 
1971 
1971 
1972 
1972 
1972-79 
1972-79 
1973 
1973-77 
1975-76 
1975 ---
1976 
1978-79 
1978-79 
1979 
1980 
1980 

75 



Table 1.3b INTERSTATE CONFLICTS SINCE 1945 

WAR YEAR 

Indonesian War 
Indochinese War 
Madagascar War 
First Kashmir War 
India-Pakistan 
Arab-Israeli 
Hyderabad 
Korean War 
Tibet-China 
Sinai 
Sino-India 
vietnamese War 
Second Kashmir War 
Six Day War 
Bangladesh 
India-Pakistan-Bangladesh 
Yom Kippur 
Arab-Israeli 
Ethiopia-Eritrea 
vietnam-Cambodia 
Timor 
Western Sahara-Morocco 
Ogaden 
Uganda-Tanzania 
Sino-Vietnam 
Iran-Iraq 
U.K.-Argentina 

Total = 27 interstate wars since 1945 

1945-54 
1945-54 
1947-48 
1947-49 
1947-49 
1948-49 
1948 
1950-53 
1956-59 
1956 
1962 
1965-75 
1965 
1967 
1971 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1975 
1975 
1976 
1978-79 
1979 
1980 
1982 

76 

With 67 civil conflicts as opposed to 27 interstate 
conflicts, there is no doubt that since World War Two, our 
international system has been plagued by more civil wars than 
by interstate wars. Paradoxically, during this same period, 
more scholarly attention has been focused on the study of 
interstate and global conflict than on the study of civil 
conflict. Note that in this same period not a single global 
conflict has erupted in the international system. 
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Table 1.4 ONGOING CIVIL WARS IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM 
BY CONTINENT 

CONTINENT 

AFRICA: 

ASIA: 

South America: 

Europe: 

Totals: Africa = 
Asia = 
S. America = 
Europe = 

CIVIL WAR 

Angola 
Chad 
Mozambique 
Sudan 
Western Sahara 
Uganda 
Namibia 
Ethiopia 

Afghanistan 
E. Timor (Indonesia) 
Kurdistan 
Sri Lanka 
Cambodia 
Philippines 
Lebanon 

Peru 
El Salvador 
Nicaragua 

N. Ireland 
Basques (Spain) 

8 
7 
3 
2 

YEAR BEGUN 

1975 -
1980 -
1979 -
1980 -
1975 -
1984 -
1975 -
1961 -

1979 -
1970 -
1978 
1979 -
1979 -
1980 -
1976 -

1982 -
1979 -
1979 -

1969 -
1975 -

with at least two civil wars actively going on in 
each of these continents, there is no doubt that civil wars 
constitute a crucial phenomenon in the present international 
system, and therefore ought to trigger the attention of 
social science scholars. Notice also that Africa has the 
highest number of presently ongoing civil wars in the 
international system (see map for geographic locations). 
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CHART 1.1 UNITS AND LEVELS OF ANALYSIS* 

SUBJECT UNITS 

Int'l System 

Subsystem 
Groups 

Nation-state 

D-M Group 

Indiv. Actor 

Attitudes 

OBJECT UNITS 

1 1 1 1 1 

Int'l ISUb INation I D-M I Indiv. I Atti-I 
System Group state Group Actors tudes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
______________ 1 ______________________________________ __ 

1 

Object units = objects whose behavior is to be described, 
explained, or predicted. Subj ect units = obj ects whose 
behavior is observed in order to describe, explain, or 
predict the behavior of an object unit. 

*Adapted and modified from Heinz Eulau's "Units and 
Levels of Analysis," by Tom Volgy in his Fall, 1985 IR 
Seminar at the University of Arizona. 

According to the diagram, our level of analysis is at 
the intersection of the obj ect unit and the subj ect unit. 
Determining it consists in manipulating data in such a way 
that the properties of various subject units, whatever their 
level, can be made to serve analysis of an object unit at 
that unit's own level. 'Moving up and down from one level 
of analysis to another can enrich our understanding of the 
political process' (Eulau, p.15) 

----------- . --~~----~---~ ---------~- -----------
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CHAPTER TWO 

BACKGROUND AND HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF THE ANGOLAN CONFLICT 

INTRODUCTION 

It is necessary to begin with an understanding to the 

background of the conflicts, as this would give a clear 

picture of how the class structure in the colonial era ended 

up contributing to factional divisions among the liberation 

movements. originally classified into mesticos, assimilados, 

and indigenas, the class structure was designed by the 

colonial administration as a deliberate device to facilitate 

colonial rule. This was in keeping with the traditional 

strategy of "divide and rule" that was practiced by all 

colonial empires. 

However, the Portuguese colonial administration 

failed to realize at the time that it was creating a class 

structure that would someday turn against her in a multi

front liberation movement. And little did anyone realize 

then that this carefully designed class structure would later 

be inspired by conflicting ideologies, creating a situation 

of pervasive alliances with opposing external parties. 

It is in the case studies here below that our 

theoretical propositions find empirical applications. What 

the reader should pay attention to, is the degree of 

factionalization in the conflicts, the pervasiveness of 

external penetration, their escalations, and the inability of 
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a military solution to the conflicts and their ultimate 

degeneration into stalemates. 

To fully understand the situational context of 

interventionary alliances in the Angolan and in the Chadian 

civil wars, one requires an appreciation of what Barrington 

Moore describes as "the chains or historical causation" 

(Moore, 1976, p.7). We shall thus attempt to explain the 

background conditions to the civil wars by examining the 

prevailing socio-political structure in Angola and in Chad 

before and right after independence. Our analytical 

framework, developed by Latin American scholars Cardosso and 

Falletto, seeks to examine the inter-relationship of external 

and internal factors in the context of the historical 

structure of the international system. Cardosso and Falleto 

employ the dialectical approach emphasizing the historical 

transformation of structures by conflict, social movements 

and class struggles. Thus, they term their methodology 

"historical-structural" (Cardosso & Falletto, 1978, p.x). 

The historical-structural approach suggests a 

delineation of moments of significant structural change and 

evokes an interpretation of the historical process 

accordingly. Pre-independence Angola and Chad can be 

summarily characterized as "colonial and dependent." The 

purpose of this brief background review shall be to outline 

how this situation of dependency evolved and transformed in 

response to increasing international and local pressures, 

....... _-_ ... _------_. __ .... - --------------
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eventually culminating in the collapse of the colonial 

administration. 

I shall argue that the fundamental roots of the 

Angolan and the Chadian civil conflicts were implanted and 

nurtured through the historical process that incorporated the 

two countries into the capitalist world economy (Rodney, 

1972) . The pre-colonial period reveals the penetration of 

traditional African political economies by European states, 

culminating in annexation and colonization. The 

establishment of colonial states fostered regional imbalances 

and ethnic tensions and cleavages that endured past the era 

of colonization. The final backdrop to civil war chronicles 

the series of political crises leading to interventionary 

alliances by several external powers. 

THE PRE-COLONIAL ERA: In pre-colonial times, Africa 

existed as a set of isolated regional subsystems, in which 

production was predominantly agrarian (Davis, 1976). until 

the arrival of Europeans, the lines of trade and 

communication were directed toward the interior of the 

continent, as the sea was seen as a barrier to trade. The 

first systemic foreign contact with much of Africa developed 

through the trans-Saharan trade route (Bovill, 1968). Pre-

colonial coastal trading then paved the way for the far more 

profitable trans-Atlantic slave trade (Curtin, 1969). 

African states soon adapted to the rising demand of 
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slave labor. Economic historian A.G. Hopkins illustrates how 

slave exports reveal the changing political positions among 

the various European powers engaged in trade with Africa 

(Hopkins, 1973): 

Portugal was the leading foreign power in 
Africa in the 15th century, the Dutch 
presence became significant in the 17th 
century; and England and France dominated the 
18th century. One useful index of the 
relative positions of the major powers is 
provided by the number of slaves handled at 
the height of the Atlantic trade. Slave 
exports from West Africa by maj or powers, 
1701-1810: 

England---------------2,009,700 
France --------------- 613,100 
Portugal-------------- 611,000 

Two of these pre-colonial powers France and 

Portugal - were to subsequently become crucial actors in the 

Chadian and the Angolan civil wars respectively. 
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PORTUGUESE COLONIAL RULE IN ANGOLA 

Even though the Portuguese had occupied Angola since 

the 15th century, it was not until after the 1884 Berlin 

Conference on the Partitioning of Africa that this occupation 

became de jure. Since their focal interest was in trade, the 

Portuguese presence was restricted to the coastal regions of 

open sea routes. This had the impact of redirecting trade 

toward the coast rather than inland. untii the late 19th 

century, whatever contact the Portuguese had with most of 

Angola was mainly indirect. The trade in slave, ivory and 

minerals was generally handled through brokers. 

Irving Kaplan points out that as of 1845, there were 

less than 2000 Portuguese in the colony, seeking fortune. 

And because there were very few Portuguese women among them, 

relationships between Portuguese men and African women 

generated a new population of mesticos who played a 

significant role in the administration and trade of Angola. 

By the 19th century, increased colonization by Portuguese 

immigrants, including a higher proportion of women, led to 

the degradation of mestico status (Kaplan, 1979, p.4). 

The rapid growth of Portuguese settlement in Angola 

was a result of the poverty of metropolitan Portugal. Unable 

to provide employment to its citizens at home, the government 

of Portugal was in no position to regulate unofficial 

migration to the new territory. Unlike the earlier settlers 



who were dependent 

settlers were more 

largely on coastal 

dependent on short 
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trade, the later 

term agricultural 

production. No investments were directed to long term, large 

scale development as these gave no prospects of quick 

financial returns. Forced labor was introduced and justified 

as "necessary to Angolan development." Actually, its real 

purpose was to alleviate the problems associated with the 

cost of paying for labor at a time when capital was scarce. 

Besides the strategy of forced labor, Angolans were not 

encouraged to develop in terms of their own culture or to 

independently own farms or personal businesses. Generally, 

"Africans who acquired a certain level of education and a 

mode of life similar to that of Europeans were entitled to 

become citizens of Portugal - these were the people called 

assimilados (Kaplan, 1979, p.6). 

As far back as the late 19th century, there were 

protests against portuguese colonial pOlicies and resistance 

to Portuguese domination. In an attempt to neutralize such 

political activism, Portuguese colonial authorities decided 

to send the politically active mesticos and assimilados on 

exile to metropolitan Portugal, in the hope that they would 

remain isolated and politically inoffensive to colonial rule 

in the colony. On their arrival in Portugal, some of these 

nationalists leaders were able to migrate to other European 

capitals. 

It soon turned out that sending the Angolan 
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nationalists on exile to the metropole was a pol~cy that 

worked for, rather than against, them. Europe, with its 

modern communications and media facilities was (as was 

recently demonstrated in the expulsion of Iran's Ayatollah to 

Europe), a more propitious ground for launching revolutionary 

activities and establishing cross-national associations. 

with these stimuli, African-led anti-colonial political 

associations began to spring up in all the major metropolis 

in Europe. 

By the early 1960s, 

sufficiently well organized 

poli tical groups were already 

to begin their drives for 

independence. 

affected by 

Sections of African populations that had been 

forced labor, by the loss of their lands to 

Portuguese farmers, and by policies that prohibited them from 

owning personal businesses, were now ready to revolt against 

the regime. The outcome was a series of violent events in 

both urban and rural areas. 

In response to these manifestations of discontent, 

the Portuguese initiated reforms which included the abolition 

of forced labor, and the abolition of the distinction between 

assimilado and indigena (or natives). The reforms had little 

or no effect, and may have been too little, too late, as the 

struggle for independence would be carried on into 1961 when, 

in spite of heavy government crackdowns it culminated into an 

open war of national liberation. It would be the beginning 

of a long, arduous and ineffective struggle. Long and 

---- ---_.-._------------_.--
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arduous because of the inability of the leadership of the 

anti-colonial movements to carry out a revolution from exile, 

and because of Portugal's insistence to the international 

community that Angola was part of portugal, and therefore 

should remain out of bounds to foreign interference. 

Ineffective because it resulted in the eventual overthrow of 

the Portuguese government by a disgruntled Portuguese 

military that was fed up with fighting a ceaseless and 

senseless colonial war. 

The Collapse of the Portuguese Regime 

One of the least expected side effects of the 

Portuguese colonial wars was that it provoked the overthrow 

of the Portuguese government by its own very military. It 

was a coup that ended half a century of fascism in Portugal, 

setting at the same time the stage for the eventual 

liberation of the last of Portugal's 500 years of colonial 

spoils. 

Events that led to the coup were directly attributed 

to low morale among the officers who were charged with 

running the colonial wars, and to deteriorating socio

economic conditions in the metropole. The Portuguese 

colonial wars had made of the portuguese military a 

dishonorable profession - not unlike what the vietnam war 

temporarily did to the u.s. military. One of the 

pepertrators of the coup, in an interview with Wilfred 



Burchett contends that: 

Once the armed independence struggles started 
in Africa, soldiering became a dirty and dan
gerous affair - a low-prestige profession. The 
military academy was no longer stuffed with the 
sons of the rich upper class. Because of battle
field losses and draft-dodging there was a real 
shortage of officers, and of candidates for the 
military academy. Entrance standards were lower
ed - even sons of the lower middle class were wel
comed •.. This meant that in the Overseas Territo
ries the junior and medium-grade officers began 
to feel considerable sympathy for those waging 
their independence struggles as well as a feeling 
of hopelessness as to any chances of a Portuguese 
victory (Burchett, 1978, p.57). 
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In a desperate effort to attract new recruits in the 

military profession, the Portuguese government began, .in July 

of 1973, to offer crash military training and lucrative 

incentives in the form of higher pay and quicker promotions 

to university graduates interested in the officers' corps. 

This turned out to be unnerving to the older officers, who 

saw it as an ~buse to the military tradition of longevity, 

seniority, and performance. Offended by the new policy, a 

conspiratory meeting of about 150 officers was held on 

September 1973 "to protest the idea that youngsters with six 

months home training could be promoted over the heads of 

those with four and more years of training and overseas 

service" (ibid.). 

Running parallel to the officers' discontent were 

student riots on the campuses of Portuguese universities. 

The riots, which were not unlike the demonstrations on the 

campuses of American universities during the vietnam war, 

- ------------------
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protested not only the prosecution of the colonial war but 

also the undemocratic nature of the Portuguese regime. The 

most militant of the student leaders were punished by being 

drafted into the military. This created further resentment 

among the already disgruntled officers, who saw that the 

government was treating the military profession as a penal 

institution. It was the final straw that convinced the 

officers that the Portuguese government had to be overthrown 

(Burchett, pp. 59-60). 

Unknown to the portuguese authorities was the fact 

that what the injection of militant student leaders in the 

military did was to further radicalize the armed forces. 

Spurred by the government's alienating policies, a collapsing 

economy, rising war casualties, and a stalemate in the 

colonial wars, the disaffected middle officers in the 

Portuguese military organized under General Spinola to create 

a movement that was known as "The Armed Forces Movement" 

(AMF) . The AMF concerted to establish a coup planning 

committee. The coup Planning committee was divided into two 

parts: a military subcommittee to work out the tactical 

planning for the coup and coordinate military action among 

the various branches of the armed forces, and a political 

subcommittee to draw up a political agenda. The agenda 

stipulated, among other points, that there must be: 

"Recognition of the principle that the solution to the wars 

overseas is political and not military; conditions must be 

-------- ---~------.-- ------------
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created for a frank and open debate at the national level of 

all the overseas problems aimed at a new policy that will 

lead to peace" (Burchett, p.60). 

On April 25, 1974, the Armed Forces Movement, which 

had become overwhelmed by radicalism and leftist ideology, 

overthrew the Portuguese government of Marcello Caetano, 

forcing the government leaders on exile to Brazil. Right 

after the coup was successful, the AMF' s cabinet issued a 

proclamation announcing its stance on economic matters and on 

the critical issue of decolonization. The economy was to be 

. restructured on a socialist path, and "the future of 

Portugal's colonies would be determined by the people of 

those colonies" (Kaplan, 1979, p.178). 

Despite their determination and the apparent clarity 

of their goals, the atmosphere of serenity that existed 

within the Armed Forces Movement on the eve of the coup soon 

gave way to internal dissension. There were on the one hand, 

those who favored the immediate withdrawal of Portugal from 

its African colonies and, on the other hand, there were those 

(including the new President, General Antonio de Spinola) who 

preferred a more gradual disengagement. What was of concern 

to Spinola was the idea of giving up Angola with all its oil, 

diamonds, coffee and other riches, on which Portugal's 

economy has been so heavily dependent. As time went by, the 

AMF's leadership shifted steadily farther to the left and, 

with the shift, demands for immediate decolonization were 
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reinforced. Eventually, those who favored immediate 

decolonization triumphed, forcing the resignation of General 

Antonio de Spinola, who had been in office for barely six 

months and was replaced by costa Gomes (Burchett, 1978, 

p.72). 

In less than one year since gaining power on April 

25, 1974, the Armed Forces Movement would liberate all of its 

colonies - Guinea Bissau on July 7, 1974, and Mozambique on 

June 15, 1975 (Seiler, 1985, p.5). On January 17, 1975, the 

Portuguese government signed an independence agreement at 

Alvor with the three Angolan nationalist movements, the MPLA, 

the FNLA, and the UNITA ( Burchett, p.73; also see Appendix). 

But the accord - a delicate attempt by the new Portuguese 

regime to promote a working political relationship among the 

three rivals and to fuse their armies prior to independence-

set for November 11, 1975 - was a gamble from the outset; it 

was stillborn. Independence saw the three Angolan liberation 

movements engulfed in a more internecine civil war than the 

war of national liberation against Portuguese domination. 

Thus, the end of anti-colonial wars came about not because 

the insurgents suddenly gained strength or because they 

finally unified their separate efforts; the end of Portuguese 

colonialism came about as a result of the unexpected collapse 

of the fascist regime that had dominated Portugal for almost 

years (Kaplan, 1979, pp.178-179). 

This historical overview brings to light the origins 



91 

of factionalization in Angola, begun with the Portuguese 

colonial policies of generating a new population of mesticos 

to play a semi-peripheral role in the administration of the 

colony, to the fostering of deliberate distinctions between 

assimilado and indigena, or what is styled in lay english, 

'divide and rule.' with the struggle for independence, 

factionalization would take another image. Now designed by 

the colonists rather than by the colonialists, the new 

factions were this time factions of liberation, and not of 

intermediary administration. They were up-in-arms, in a 

multi-front struggle, against the colonial rulers. 

Factionalization would persist even after independence, out

living the purpose for which it was designed, and becoming 

even more internecine. It is this factionalization that 

brought a higher dimension of international involvement to 

the conflict, 

degenerate 

assumptions, 

eventually polarizing it, 

into 

it 

a 

is 

stalemate. From 

factionalization 

and causing it to 

our theoretical 

too that makes 

"interventionary alliances" characteristically different from 

the traditional concept of foreign intervention. 

It is also interesting to note the change in the 

"historical-structural" context of the conflict. with the 

pullout of the Portuguese, the war was transformed from a 

war of colonial liberation to a civil war, with an extensive 

involvement of foreign powers. 
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BACKGROUND TO THE THREE LIBERATION MOVEMENTS 

Having understood the origins of factionalization in 

the Angolan civil war, it is further necessary to examine the 

backgrounds to the various factions. since the factions, or 

the liberation movements, constitute the internal component 

of our proposition, understanding the main players behind 

these movements will help explain their alliance 

configurations with given external powers. 

The dominant characteristic of the Angolan struggle 

for independence was the absence of a united front. While in 

most of its African colonies Portugal had to confront only 

one liberation movement, in Angola it had three liberation 

movements to deal with. The Portuguese policy was to 

recognized all three independence movements, show complete 

neutrality in dealing with them, and support a post

independence coalition government. The policy, of course, 

failed. 

Deeply divided by ethnic loyalties, the three 

liberation movements were bitterly at odds with one another. 

The MPLA, which was oriented to a non-ethnic, nonracial, and 

Marxist-Leninist concept of Angola as an independent state 

was composed mainly of mixed races and of the second largest 

ethno-linguistic group the Mbundus. UNITA, which was 

essentially an ethnic-populist movement, was supported by the 

largest ethno-linguistic group the Ovimbudu people of 

central Angola. The FNLA had its support from the Bakongo 

---- --~-------------
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ethnic group in the North. 

THE MPLA: Founded in 1956, the MPLA was an 

amalgamation of several small, urban-based nationalist 

organizations that sprung up after World War II in Angolan 

cities, particularly in the capital city of Luanda. Its 

initial manifesto called for an end to colonialism and for 

the building of a modern society free of racial prej udice, 

social status, or religious discrimination. The manifesto 

cautioned, however, that this goal could be realized only 

after a lengthy period of political preparation, followed by 

a revolutionary struggle. 

Although rural Angolans felt antagonized by the 

monopoly of party leadership that was exclusively in the 

hands of the mesticos and the assimilados, the MPLA found 

support not only among the urban intelligentsia, but among 

the second largest rural ethnic group - the Mbundu; and later 

the Lundu, the Chokwe, and several other rural groups. 

Armed struggle carne earlier than anticipated. Aware 

of the budding political upheaval, the portuguese began 

ruthlessly arresting suspects during the late 1950s. In 

February, 1961, the MPLA made an attempt to free political 

prisoners from a Luanda jail. When the attempt failed, the 

leaders who escaped arrest were forced into exile. The 

exiled MPLA leadership was joined in 1962 by Agostinho Neto, 

a Portuguese educated medical doctor from Angola. Neto had 
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spent 12 years in Portugal, and had been active in anti

portuguese student politics. From his exile in Portugal, he 

escaped detention and traveled to Zaire. 

During his stay in Zaire, Neto tried hard to form a 

united liberation front with the Zairean based FNLA 

nationalist movement. Intimidated by the more elitist MPLA, 

the FNLA leadership and its Zairean mentor refused any form 

of coalition or sanctuary to the MPLA, and instigated the 

complete destruction of the MPLA. Under these circumstances, 

Neto and his MPLA party were forced to seek sanctuary in the 

Congo Republic, from where they began in mid-1964 to conduct 

guerrilla operations across the border into Angola. Later 

that year, the MPLA would be invited to open two more bases 

in Tanzania and in Zambia - bases which served as points of 

entry for MPLA military supplies from the Soviet Union, 

China, and other socialist countries. 

Despi te these diplomatic and strategic gains, the 

MPLA remained, during 

weaker than the FNLA. 

these early years, militarily far 

Unlike the FNLA, it lacked an 

operational base in the North, from where it could reached 

the thickly populated Northern and Central Angola. 

In 1968, MPLA' s headquarters were moved from the 

Congo Republic to Zambia. From here on, the MPLA began a 

step by step thrust forward, conducting intensive guerrilla 

warfares that resulted to the opening of new military bases 

in the Angolan districts of Moxico, Cabinda, and Lunda. 
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Wherever the MPLA guerrillas were in control, they created 

new political structures, mainly village action committees. 

The MPLA continued to pick up strength as it advanced into 

the urban centers, and by the middle of 1968, the MPLA was 

able to hold regional party conferences inside Angola. 

However, political and military coordination were difficult, 

in the face of Portuguese offensives. 

As the relation of forces between the MPLA and the 

FNLA changed in favor of the MPLA on the internal front, 

there were international ramifications. seeing that only the 

MPLA had gained de facto territory inside Angola, the 

Organization of African unity withdrew its recognition of the 

FNLA in June, 1971, and recognized the MPLA as the de jure 

national liberation movement. At the same time, there was a 

from the OAU strong pressure 

differences and form a united 

on the MPLA to 

front with the 

patch 

FNLA. 

up 

On 

December 13, 1972, Neto signed an agreement with the FNLA's 

Holden Roberto, merging the two movements and setting up a 

"Supreme council for the Liberation of Angola," with Roberto 

as president and Neto as vice-president. The alliance never 

lasted, as the FNLA would not come to a compromise on the 

common objectives (Burchett, 1978, pp. 54-55). 

AS a result of the impasse, the MPLA leadership would 

be thrown into debilitating schism. Neto's second in 

command, Daniel Chipenda, felt that in the failed 

negotiations with the FNLA for a united front, Neto had given 
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Roberto too many concessions. As a result, he broke away in 

1973 to form an anti-MPLA movement. Further defections 

ensued until mediation efforts by the OAU brought them to an 

end. Meanwhile, suspicious of Neto's objectives, the soviet 

union too had discontinued military assistance to the MPLA. 

It was only thanks to the links it had with the international 

ideological left that the MPLA revived as a military 

organization. Its multi-racial, Marxist, nationalist (as 

opposed to ethnic) views appealed to liberals in both the 

west and the East. The Scandinavian countries, for example, 

were some of the first group of western countries to provide 

help to the MPLA. Later, The Soviet Union would resume its 

assistance, and by the eve of the Portuguese coup, Soviet and 

Cuban help became more substantial and decisive, giving the 

MPLA an upper hand over its rivals in the final days of the 

struggle. 

THE FNLA: Founded in 1962, the roots of the FNLA go 

back to the Union of the Portuguese Northern Angolan (Uniao 

das Popu1acion do Norte de Angola - UPNA), formed in exile in 

July 1957 to protest the installation, by the Portuguese 

colonial administration, of an illiterate puppet, Dom Antonio 

III, as king of the Bakongo. In 1958, the UPNA was renamed 

Union of the People of Angola (UPA) in a bid to "de

regionalize" it and appeal to a national constituency. In 

spite of this, the organization whose members are 
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of Northern Angola, has 

strong sense of ethnic 

It is the UPA, predecessor of the FNLA, which was 

responsible for the first major anti-Portuguese uprising in 

the North in 1961 - an uprising which was brutally repressed 

by the Portuguese, causing more than 400,000 Angolans to flee 

across the border to Zaire. As a result, a vast maj ori ty 

(about two-thirds) of the political constituency of the FNLA 

resided mainly outside the country. Holden Roberto then 

tried to expand the ethnic base by including non-Bakongos in 

the leadership. This is why in March of 1962 he appointed 

Jonas Savimbi, a non-Bakongo of the ovimbundu ethnic group, 

foreign minister of FNLA's Zaire-based Revolutionary 

Government of Angola in Exile (Governo Revolutionario de 

Angola no Exilio - GRAE). 

Two years later, in July of 1964, Savimbi resigned, 

bitterly accusing Roberto as a "flagrant tribalist" and 

complained that "the FNLA was in the hands of 

'neocolonialists' and 'notorious agents of imperialism'" 

(Burchett, p.27). 

with Savimbi's defection, the FNLA leadership would 

again remain predominantly Bakongo, based mainly outside the 

country, and having very little impact inside Angola. When 

however compared with the other liberation movements, the 

FNLA received the most consistent external aid, generally 
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Zaire provided training for FNLA 

forces, and Mobutu made sure that every single FNLA policy 

received his personal ratification. Indeed, Roberto and 

Mobutu's politics on Angola became so closely tied as to be 

indistinguishable. He was as strongly committed to carrying 

Mobutu's flag in Angola as he was committed to getting rid of 

the Portuguese flag. 

Although this close relationship guaranteed 

consistent and elaborate aid from, and through Mobutu, it 

prevented Roberto from developing an ideology capable of 

inspiring and motivating his constituents. His advocacy for 

political independence for Angola, land re-distribution, 

industrial development and pan-African unity were perceived 

simply as slogans with no sUbstance in the form of 

battlefield victories to back them up. 

FNLA's inability to achieve battlefield victories 

against the Portuguese caused the OAU, which had been 

providing her with financial support since July 1963, to 

withdraw this support in June of 1971 to give it to the MPLA 

which was making more progress in the liberation war. The 

FNLA, however, continued to receive support from the United 

states, which had begun as far back as 1962. Beginning in 

1973, the Peoples' Republic of China too began sending help 

in the form of advisers and equipment, with Romania supplying 

weapons. 

critics have been unanimous in pointing out that 
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besides being tribalist, Roberto's other flaw was that he ran 

a one-man show. He abhorred the delegation of authority, and 

wanted to be in control of everything. He dominated, with 

little accountability, all of the FNLA's executive bodies. 

Of the three liberation movements, he had the largest armed 

forces - 15,000 troops - but seldom did he set foot on the 

battlefield inside Angola (Burchett, 1978, p. 78). Following 

a 1975 CIA fact-finding mission on the terrain, agent John 

stockwell gave the following vivid picture of Roberto: 

Roberto was dominating every conversation, making 
every decision, inspecting weapons, thrusting 
soldiers onto trucks, even checking the gas in a 
volkswagen's tank. When we got stock in the sand 
he was the first out of the car, tearing our grass 
clumps and thrusting them under the tire . 
•.. Roberto didn't know what he was doing, didn't 
take advice, and was creating as many problems as 
he solved (stockwell, 1978, pp.128-29). 

Despite this negative evaluation, U.s. Congressional 

investigations found out that Roberto was on CIA payroll 

(Legum, 1976, p. 10). 

There was little the generous foreign financial and 

military assistance could do to correct the poorly structured 

and mismanaged FNLA. Thus, in spite of the fact that it was 

the largest of the three liberation movements, it would be 

the first to disintegrate, with its leadership dispersed all 

over western Europe and North America. with FNLA 

disintegrated, the only alternative left for its largest 

foreign supporter, the United states, was to turn its support 

to Jonas Savimbi's UNITA in the continuing conflict. 
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THE UNITA: Although UNITA was the smallest of the 

three liberations, its founder Jonas Savimbi hails from the 

largest of Angola's ethnic groups, the Ovimbundu. After a 

fallout with Roberto in 1964, Savimbi defected from the FNLA, 

accusing Roberto of being a puppet of u.s. imperialism 

(Burchett, pp. 29; 31). He then travelled to Algeria, and on 

to China to confer with Mao Tse Tung. On his return, he felt 

that the need existed for a third liberation movement, since 

the MPLA represented mainly the Mbundu group and the FNLA 

mainly the Bakongo group, leaving half the country, 

particularly the Ovimbundu group, wi thout a voice. Thus, 

Savimbi decided in the Fall of 1965 to found his own movement 

- the UNITA. 

In contrast to the mestico dominated, urban-based 

MPLA, Savimbi presented himself as a leader of rural African 

peasants. Besides his Ovimbundu supporters, Savimbi also 

found support among student activists and churches. UNITA's 

constitution proclaimed that the movement would strive for a 

government proportionally representative of all ethnic 

groups, clans and classes. It also made an appeal to 

Angolans who were on exile that the struggle for independence 

had to be waged from within, rather from outside, the 

country. 

with logistical help from another liberation 

movement, the South-West African Peoples' organization which 
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was fighting to free Namibia from South African control, 

Savimbi was able to enter and remain inside the Angolan 

territory. Implementing the hints he took from Mao Tse Tung, 

he concentrated on raising the political consciousness of the 

peasants. He founded village self-defense units and inter-

village councils and professed self-reliance. Unlike 

Roberto, Stockwell's impressions of Savimbi were generally 

positive: 

with small numbers of men and limited means 
Savimbi became a festering thorn to the 
Portuguese in central Angola and a living 
legend among the Ovimbunbu people. ---This 
man was a strapping mesomorph who would 
translate his ambition into physical acti
vity ... organization, leadership, and the 
courage to delegate ... (Stockwell, p. 147). 

By 1970, Savimbi's UNITA began infiltrating the major 

population centers, slowly expanding its area of influence. 

The expansion would soon collide with MPLA's political 

spheres of influence, which was so far the largest occupant 

of territory inside Angola. Mediating efforts by Zambia 

aimed at uniting the MPLA and UNITA were rebuffed by Savimbi 

who declared that he wanted no part of a movement that was 

dominated by mesticos and assimilados. 

Generally, Savimbi' s political views were somewhat 

halfway between those of the pro-Soviet MPLA and the pro-U.S. 

FNLA. He condemned imperialism, be it from the West or from 

the East - an ideology he may have acquired from his 1965 

visit with Mao Tse Tung. In fact, from 1966 until the 

collapse of the Portuguese regime in 1974, he accepted help 

--- ------- ---------------
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only from Egypt, making his movement the least equipped of 

the three liberation movements. This is probably why 

Savimbi, at the time, often stressed the primacy of political 

over military action in ending the conflict. For this 

reason, the Portuguese often preferred to collaborate rather 

than fight against Savimbi, hoping to ultimately have him as 

a counterweight to the more dreaded MPLA. 

Nevertheless, On the eve of independence UNITA 

controlled much of the fertile, food producing southern 

provinces of Angola, and was therefore able to limit the flow 

of food to the rest of the country. UNITA' s geographic 

location in the south may have been one of the catapulting 

factors that drove him into an uncomfortable alliance with 

neighboring South Africa, though his critiques saw the 

alliance as a natural transition of what is known of 

savimbi's long collaboration with the Portuguese 

colonialists. 

The preceding analyses has attempted to give an 

insight of factional politics in the Angolan civil war, an 

understanding of why given factions espoused given 

ideologies, why Savimbi's UNITA was catapulted into an 

alliance with South Africa and the united states, why Neto's 

MPLA allied with the progressive regimes of Cuba and the 

USSR, and why mismanagement and political rigidity earned the 

FNLA a prematured elimination as a major player. As an 

admittedly multi-racial organization, the MPLA may have found 
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that only by allying with progressive regimes would its 

identity and goals be fostered. 

UNITA, originally the smallest of the three 

organizations, was as less concerned with the means as it was 

with the end. The end, for Savimbi was, of course, power. 

The means, be it an alliance with a South Africa that would 

cause Savimbi alienation with much of Africa, it did not 

matter much. 

ANGOLAN INDEPENDENCE AND THE EXIT OF THE PORTUGUESE 

The Alvor accord pledged the MPLA, the FNLA, and 

UNITA to work together with Portugal in a coalition 

Transitional Government, headed by a Portuguese High 

commissioner, during the ten-month interim period to 

independence. The accord committed the Transitional 

Government to draft a provisional constitution, draw up an 

electoral law and register voters and candidates for general 

elections. Machinery was established under the accord to 

integrate the liberation movements' armed forces into a 

single national army. When all of this was achieved, the 

Portuguese would be gradually withdrawn between October 1 

1975 and February 29, 1976 (Legum, 1976, p.47). 

The long-standing struggle for power between the 

three liberation movements stood in the way of implementing 

the provisions of the accord. Barely two weeks after the 

investiture of the transitional government on January 31, 
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1975, fighting erupted in the capital city of Luanda on 

February 13, 1975 between the liberation movements (ibid., 

p.29). By the beginning of September, MPLA appeared to have 

had the upper hand in the struggle. It controlled the 

capital, the entire Angolan seaboard, and 11 of the country's 

16 provinces. 

By the middle of September, Portugal saw that it had 

little option but to get out of Angola. On October 28, 1975, 

the Lisbon government announced that all its troops would be 

withdrawn before independence day on 11 November (The 

Guardian, October 29, 1975). Pursuing a policy of active 

neutrality between the waring factions, the Portuguese 

decided against recognition of any of the liberation 

movements - choosing to leave the doors open to cooperation 

with whatever nationalist force gained dominance (The New 

York Times, November 11, 1975). This is why the Portuguese 

High Commissioner Admiral Leonel Cardoso refused to transfer 

power to the MPLA and instead ceded independence to the 

Angolan people (Kaplan, 1979, p. 134). However, on the eve 

of their departure, large quantities of arms were, by 

default, left behind in MPLA strongholds by the departing 

Portuguese troops, giving the MPLA a valuable edge over its 

rivals (Legum, p.55). The MPLA, which was in control of the 

capital, announced the establishment of its government, 

calling it the Peoples' Republic of Angola. Her ~pplication 

for membership at the U.N. was vetoed by the U.S. However, 

._--_._- .. _-_._----------
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on November 22, the Security council recommended by thirteen 

votes to none that Angola be admitted (Kaplan, pp. 134-137). 

with Portugal out of the scene, the war of national 

liberation now took the phase of a civil war. It would be 

the beginning of what came to be known in MPLA legend as "the 

second war of independence" (Kaplan, p.179). The doors were 

now wide open for covert and overt intervention by a variety 

of foreign powers. Motives behind the interventions varied 

from ideology to the strategic location of Angola, its rich 

subsoils, and its proximity to racially torn south Africa. 

EXTERNAL ALLIES IN THE ANGOLAN CIVIL WAR 

The most crucial factor in the Angolan civil war was, 

and still is, the invol vement of foreign powers. While 

factionalization among the liberation movements, examined 

above, gave an understanding of the internal component of our 

proposition, it is equally necessary to take a look at the 

external component of the proposition the intervening 

powers. without the availability of foreign support and 

foreign military assistance, it may actually have been 

impossible to carryon the war. Indeed, as each movement 

continued to perceive its rival's survival as due more to 

foreign ties rather than to actual domestic support, each 

began to deem it important to seek outside support. with 

competition focused on gaining assistance from foreign 

----------------- -----------
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allies, each move by one party led to counter-moves by the 

others (Marcum, 1978, pp.9-20). The MPLA's external support 

came mainly from the USSR, Cuba, Yugoslovia, Sweden, 

Portuguese left wing parties, Nigeria, Algeria, Libya, 

Guinea, Kenya and Mozambique. FNLA' s foreign support came 

from the U. S., China, North Korea, and Romania. UNITA' s 

external support came mainly from the U. S., South Africa, 

Zaire, Zambia, Senegal, Cameroon, and the Ivory Coast. While 

some of the alliances were contracted during the long years 

of the liberation movement, some were contracted during the 

short period following the Portuguese departure. 

THE SOVIET INVOLVEMENT: The soviet union believed 

that its ally, the MPLA, had the support of the majority of 

the Angolan people, the support of the new Portuguese 

government, and the support of liberals in the international 

communi ty; and as such was the most sui table of the three 

liberation movements to assume power in Angola. Thus, the 

basis for Soviet policy was that it was assisting Angola's 

legitimate government, on the basis of the internationalist 

principle of supporting nations that are struggling for 

freedom and independence (Pravada, January 3, 1976). 

Although the soviets had originally favored a 

transitional government with the participation of 

representatives from the three liberation movements, it later 

claimed that affairs in Angola had taken a different turn for 
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which "the blame lies with leaders of the secessionist 

alignments which unleashed an armed struggle with active 

support from outside" (Izvestia, January 10, 1976). The 

soviets thus refused to acknowledge the fact that there was a 

civil war in Angola, insisting rather that there could be "no 

talk whatever of civil war in Angola: foreign military 

intervention is being carried out against the lawful 

government of the young republic, with a section of deluded 

Angolans who are under the influence of splinter groups, 

being used as a cover" (Tass, February 3, 1976). 

It is for this reason that the Soviets have 

quantitatively been most important source of external support 

for the MPLA - providing up to 80% of its weapons (Marcum, 

1981, p.229). Back in 1974, the u.s. State Department 

estimated Soviet assistance to the MPLA at approximately $63 

million. According to recent NATO evaluations, Angola ranks 

first of African beneficiaries of Soviet military aid within 

the past six years - receiving a total of $8.1 billion in 

Soviet weapons, followed only by Ethiopia with $7.4 billion. 

It is also to Angola that Moscow has furnished the most 

modern weapons and the most sophisticated anti-air defense 

system (Jeune Afrique #1431, Paris, June 8, 1988, p.46). 

THE U.S. INVOLVEMENT: Barely five months after the 

u.S. pulled out of Vietnam, it found itself pulled in into 

another civil conflict in Angola - a conflict that would, 
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like vietnam, cUlminate into another stalemate. The indirect 

u.s. involvement in Angola was based on the then Secretary of 

State Kissinger's firm conviction that the Soviets had to be 

confronted anywhere they made a move in the international 

system. According to John Stockwell, "Kissinger saw the 

Angolan conflict solely in terms of global politics and was 

determined the Soviets should not be permitted to make a move 

in any remote part of the world without being confronted 

militarily by the united states (Stockwell, 1978, p.43). 

While this may serve as vindication for the U. S . 

involvement in Angola, the facts of the case indicate that: 

"The Soviets did not make the first move in Angola. Other 

people did. The Chinese and the United states. The Soviets 

have been a half step behind, countering our moves" (ibid. p. 

66) . 

Evidence here is provided by Bender et. al., who 

contend that influence of cold war thinking on American 

policy in Angola dates as far back as the early 1960s when, 

in spite of Kennedy's belief that the longer the liberation 

war endured the greater the opportunity for the liberation 

movements to gain the sympathy and influence the Soviet 

Union, the u.S. continued to support the Portuguese 

government against the nationalist movements (Bender et al. 

ed. 1985, p.111). Portugal's continuous game-play, 

threatening to close down NATO bases in Portugal if American 

aid were withdrawn would cause successive administrations to 
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follow suite. 

THE NIXON-KISSINGER ADMINISTRATION: Roger Morris, 

who served on Kissinger's National Security council, writes 

that Kissinger and Nixon were convinced that the u.S. could 

best protect its material and strategic interests in Africa 

by supporting Portugal (Morris, 1977, p. 110) . In National 

security study Memorandum #39 (see Appendix), the Nixon

Kissinger Administration negated any possibility of the 

liberation movements gaining any victory against Portugal. 

So when the Portuguese regime collapsed in 1974, the u.S. was 

left with no ally in the Angolan conflict. She had to 

scramble to find a faction with which to ally itself. The 

FNLA, recognized as an anti-communist faction, was seen as 

the appropriate faction to support. 

Now that Portugal was out of the conflict, the only 

two major concerns for the u.S. about Angola were the assets 

of the Gulf oil Company and the need to deny anti-western 

powers a strategic base in the Southern African region. 

However, by the middle of 1975, the u.S. was faced with the 

decision as whether to unilaterally discontinue its support 

for the FNLA as the Chinese had done or to increase aid. In 

an amendment by Senator Dick Clark, chairman of the Senate 

sub-Commi ttee on Africa both Houses of Congress voted to 

oppose continuous covert aid (Legum, 1976, p.27). Donald 

Easum, Kissinger's Assistant Secretary of State for African 
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Affairs was also fired just 48 hours after a Southern African 

tour during which he met with the liberation movements and 

gave a press conference in which he said "we are using our 

influence to foster change in southern Africa, not to 

preserve the status quo" (Easum, 1975, p. 75). Nathaniel 

Davies was appointed to replace Easum. And, like his 

predecessor, Davies too was fired when he was opposed to 

continue aid to Roberto's faction of the liberation movements 

(Legum, p. 26). Only Kissinger and Ford were for the 

continuation of aid. 

A major National security council study was directed 

by Secretary of State Kissinger, to determine u.S. options in 

the Southern African region. The study, now declassified, 

was known as National security Study Memorandum #39 (NSSM 

39), (El-Khawas & Cohen, 1976, pp.101-116; see appendix for 

excerpts) . 

Three days before the MPLA victory in Angola, 

Kissinger spoke of the likely consequences of what might 

happen in Angola for the future of international relations: 

When one great power tips the balance of forces 
decisively in a local conflict through its mili
tary intervention, and meets no resistance, an 
ominous precedent is set of grave consequences 
even if the intervention occurs in a seemingly 
remote area. Such a precedent cannot be toler
ated if a lasting easing of tensions is to be 
achieved and, if the pattern is not broken now, 
we will face harder choices or higher costs in 
future (ibid. p. 27). 

THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION: Those who favored a new 
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u. s. attitude and policy toward Africa were encouraged by 

Jimmy carter's position. In an interview with Africa report, 

carter stated: "I think the u.s. position in Angola should be 

one which admi ts that we missed an opportunity to be a 

positive and creative force for good in Angola ..• We should 
11 

also realized that Russian and Cuban presence in Angola, 

while regrettable and counter-productive of peace, need not 

constitute a threat to the united states' interests, nor does 

that presence mean the existence of a satellite on the 

continent (Africa Report, May-June 1976, p. 19). 

During their first term in office, Carter's Secretary 

of State, Cyrus Vance would maintain that: "The most 

effective policies toward Africa are affirmative policies ... 

A negative, reactive American policy that seeks only to 

oppose Soviet or Cuban involvement in Africa would be futile. 

Our best course is to help resolve the problems which create 

opportunities for external intervention" (Bender et. al., 

1978, p.114). This was a position that is similar to 

Kennedy's 1962 policy, which saw an active rather than a 

reactive U. s. role in economic development in Africa as a 

better long term weapon against communist expansion. 

Despite this conciliatory attitude, the Carter 

administration was reluctant to recognize the new Angolan 

state, fearing she would be attacked for being soft on 

Communism. Nonetheless, plans to normalize relations with 

Angola continued to be in the working until they were foiled 
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by the soviet invasion of Afganistan - making U. S. -Angolan 

relations a victim of linkage politics. 

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION: Reagan's position, even 

prior to his election, was the provision of military 

assistance to Savimbi' s UNITA (Wall Street Journal, May 6, 

1980). However, Reagan's Under-Secretary of State for 

African Affairs, Chester Crocker's position was somewhat 

ambiguous. He wanted the U. S. to publicly acknowledge the 

legitimacy of the UNITA struggle, but cautioned against 

providing support to UNITA, as this would cause the 

escalation of the conflict, making reconciliation with the 

MPLA impossible, and making it impossible for the MPLA to 

reduce its Soviet-Cuban ties (Crocker, Africa Report, Jan

Feb., 1981, pp.7-14). 

Apparently for Crocker, the ultimate goal was to 

eliminate the Communist presence. He however did not see the 

provision of military support to Savimbi as necessarily 

tantamount to that goal. Crocker's ambivalence - cautioning 

against providing support for UNITA, and insisting the 

ultimate goal was the elimination of communist presence - may 

have inadvertently produced some unexpected effects. On the 

one hand, it is true that military support to Savimbi may 

have been counter-productive. However, it may have enhanced 

his capacity to destabilize the Angolan regime, and/or to 

keep the Cubans tied down to an African quagmire. On the 
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other hand, if the Reagan Administration's policy has been to 

eliminate Cuban presence in Angola, then providing military 

aid to Savimbi somewhat self-defeats that policy as 

increased u.s. aid has traditionally led not to reduce Cuban 

presence in the country, but to increased numbers of Cuban 

troops and soviet influence in Angola. According to John 

Marcum, " ... it is the persistence of a serious internal and 

external armed threat that assures the Soviet union and Cuba 

a continuation of their militarily forged influence in 

Angola. To agree to a precipitous departure of Cuban 

forces ... would be suicidal" (Marcum, in H. Kitchen, ed., 

1987, pp.41-42). 

THE CUBAN INVOLVEMENT: No foreign troops stationed 

in Africa have attracted as much outcry and condemnation from 

the u.s. as have the Cubans. Various u.s. administrations 

since the mid-1970s have pointed to the Cuban presence in 

Angola as one of the most divisive issues in East-West 

relations. Indeed, some U.S. policy makers have marked the 

end of detente with the stationing of Cuban troops in Angola 

(Bender, 1980). 

However, contrary to Western held assumptions, the 

Cuban involvement in Angola was not at the initiative of the 

Soviet union. According to Gulliam Gunn, Cuban-Soviet 

interests may overlap, but Cuban involvement was not simply 

that of a Soviet surrogate. Indeed, it was Castro, rather, 
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who urged Moscow to become more committed in the Angolan 

struggle (Gunn, in Kitchen, 1987, p. 71-73). Ex-CIA agent 

John Stockwell too points out that "After the war we learnt 

that Cuba had not been ordered into action by the Soviet 

union. To the contrary, the Cuban leaders felt compelled to 

intervene for their own ideological reasons" (Stockwell, 

1978, p.172). 

Guillam Gunn contends that relations between Cuba and 

the USSR were strained between 1962 and 1968 because of: 1. 

disagreements over the handling of the Cuban Missile Crisis; 

2. the role of revolutionary guerrilla movements in the Third 

World; and 3. Soviet rhetoric about peaceful coexistence 

wi th the U. S. This Cuban-Soviet tension revamped Castro's 

desire to reach out to ideologically compatible revolutionary 

movements such as the Angolan MPLA, in a bid to enhance his 

international influence and independence of the Soviet union. 

Although a 1968 slowdown of Soviet oil deliveries persuaded 

Castro to mend fences with MOscow, he continued to champion 

MPLA's liberation struggle (Gunn, in Kitchen, pp.71-72). 

Cuba's interest in Africa dates back to the early 

1960s, and stems from Castro's desire to promote revolution 

in Latin America. His contact with the left-wing opposition 

in Brazil - a former Portuguese colony - gave him the lead to 

other Portuguese col.onies that were struggling against 

oppression in Africa. Castro would dispatch Guido Sanchez, a 

Cuban diplomat based in London, to Africa for a meeting with 
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Angolan, Guinea Bissau, and Cape Verde nationalist leaders 

who, as a result of Portuguese persecutions, were on exile in 

Ghana. Later, the Cubans would build a training camp in the 

Republic of Congo to train Angola's MPLA fighters. 

Initially, the Cuban intervention in Angola was 

clandestine. When it became public, Castro explained it to 

the Cuban people on two grounds: 1. "to prevent the 

invasion by S. Africa; " and 2. "as a moral duty" (The 

Guardian, Manchester, Feb. 16, 1976). Castro went on to 

expound: 

What better symbol that we are Cuban-African, 
Latin-African! During the Spanish civil War 
Cubans went to fight with the Republicans. 
Spain is the country of our white ancestors, 
just as Angola is the country of our black 
ancestors. It is the great pride of our 
people that we are able to do something for 
one of the lands of our ancestors ... If Cuban 
blood was spilled to liberate Angola we do not 
forget that African blood was also spilled in 
other lands struggling for independence. In 
fact African slaves, our brothers, fought 
with arms in hand for the liberation of Cuba. 
Africa was the gateway for our nationality, 
for our culture, for our psychology; and 
constitutes a fundamental factor of our 
nationhood. 'That is why Cuba is a Latin
African country'(Burchett, 1978, pp.89-90). 

In November of 1975 when the Portuguese were to 

finally pullout of Angola, there were only some 2800 Cuban 

troops helping the MPLA. After the Portuguese departure from 

Angola, the Cubans now went on to claim that they were 

"helping, not a liberation movement, but a legitimate 

government" facing aggression form South Africa (Kaplan, 

1979, p.160). A Cuban diplomat indicated that the first 
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Cuban combat unit arrived Angola on November 5, 1975, "only 

after the South African invasion" (Financial Times, London, 

Feb. 4, 1976). Thus, by February 1976, the number of Cuban 

forces in Angola had grown to approximately 12,000 

(Stockwell, p. 231-232). Recent estimates put the size of 

the Cuban force at between 20, 000 and 25, 000 (Marcum, in 

Kitchen, 1987, p.21). At a Press Conference in Havana, 

Castro pointed out that Cuban forces went into action because 

"on October 23 the panzer columns of S.Africa launched an 

invasion into Angola in a German blitzkrieg style of war" 

(International Herald Tribune, Paris, Feb 6, 1976). And "if 

it had not been for Cuban assistance, South Africa would have 

swallowed up Angola" (The Guardian, Manchesta, Feb 16, 1976). 

THE SOUTH AFRICAN INVOLVEMENT: The decision by the 

new Portuguese regime to grant independence to its African 

colonies had far reaching implications to third party states. 

It meant that South Africa was going to be exposed to renewed 

feats of black nationalism, as the independence of Mozambique 

and Angola posed a threat to the buffer zones of Rhodesia(now 

Zimbabwe), and Namibia. To prevent the establishment of a 

radical, anti-south African regime in Angol~, South Africa 

deemed it imperative to intervene militarily to influence the 

outcome in favor of Savimbi I s UNITA - considered the most 

likely faction to establish a pro-South African government in 

Angola. South Africa also hoped to gain sympathy from the 
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west, and from moderate African states, by supporting the 

same side as Zaire, the U.s., Ivory Coast, Senegal and 

Cameroon. 

Thus, in July 1975 South Africa started the first of 

a series of invasions into Angola, destroying the whole town 

of Ongiva (Legum, p.36). In a second invasion just a month 

later, South Africa claimed it got approval from the 

Portuguese government, in accordance 

agreement guaranteeing water supply. 

any approval of the South African 

with a SA-Portuguese 

Portugal firmly denied 

invasion (ibid.). On 

October 23, 1975, 2300 South African troops again invaded, 

moving as far inland as 1000 km. This invasion prompted the 

Soviets and the Cubans to escalate their flow of troops and 

military supplies an act that drastically revised the 

military situation (Kaplan, p.134). 

In December 1983, South Africa once again launched an 

invasion Angola, making the 12th invasion since 1976. 

According to Bender, "The U. S. was the sole member of the 

contract group not to vote for condemnation of South Africa's 

actions" (Bender, 1987 p.122). This last invasion would 

again cause the conflict to escalate, as in early January 

1984, the Soviet Union would announce new military accords 

with Angola, aimed at strengthening Angola's "defenses, 

independence and territorial integrity" (ibid). 

In a bid to vindicate herself and gain Western 

support, South Africa stated that she was "fighting the 
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battle of the West," and that the West is letting South 

Africa down and betraying their interests. In his effort to 

appeal for greater Western involvement, the South African 

head of state went as far as to compare Angola with the Cuban 

Missile Crisis, calling on the West not to "leave South 

Africa in the lurch in the struggle against the advancing 

forces of international communism" (The Times, London, 

November 24, 1975). 

That South Africa has always used the linkage of 

communism as a pretext to tarnish its internal and regional 

protagonists and gain Western support is no secret. However, 

with the recent rapprochement in superpower relations, 

communism may no longer bear the negative stigma that it once 

did. with communism no longer a pretext sufficiently 

adequate to convince Western policy makers of the 

righteousness of South African adventures, nothing could be 

more welcomed to South Africa than the currently sponsored 

u.S. peace talks. The peace talks, besides showing how much 

leverage the U.S. has on South Africa, will thus serve as a 

face saver for South African pullout. 

THE CHINESE INVOLVEMENT: The Chinese involvement in 

the Angolan civil war was a carry-over of the Sino-Soviet 

rivalry over influence in Third World revolutionary 

movements. It is thus in keeping with the principle that 

when more than one liberation movement compete for political 
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power and one accepts aid from the Soviets, China will 

provide aid to the rival faction (Larkin, 1971, pp. 190-191). 

Hence, to counter the Soviet-MPLA alliance, China began, in 

Decenilier, 1973, to provide weapons and training to FNLA 

forces in their bases in Zaire. Later, modest aid was 

extended to Savimbi's UNITA. In a show of gratitude, UNITA 

lauded China's entry into the U.N. as "a resounding victory 

for oppressed people of the world" (Marcum, p.230). 

The Chinese would later accept an OAU decision that 

support be given to all three movements. Barely three months 

prior to Angola's independence, the Chinese pulled out 

alleging that if they cannot get weapons to all three sides, 

none should go to any single movement (Legum, 1978, p. 21). 

Meanwhile, China has always seen the Angolan conflict as 

.•. entirely the result of the rivalry between the 
two superpowers, and particularly the undisguised 
expansion and crude interference of the Soviet 
Union. Difference between the three liberation 
movements were something normal and could have 
been reconciled by them through peaceful consulta
tions under the banner of national unity free from 
outside interference. But the Soviet leadership 
brazenly disregarded the various agreements conclu
ded among the three Angolan liberation organi
zations .... These actions of the Soviet leader
ship have fully revealed it true features as 
social-imperialism ... (Legum, 1978, p. 22). 

WESTERN EUROPEAN INVOLVEMENT: Efforts by the Angolan 

liberation movements to get Western powers to stop providing 

military support to Portugal were unsuccessful largely for 

two reasons: 1. Concern about Portuguese threats to close 
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down NATO bases inside Portugal (Azores and Bej a) ; 2. 

Concern about a possible threat to Western shipping if the 

Russians are allowed to gain military bases in Angola. These 

concerns caused France and W. Germany to provide Portugal 

wi th standard NATO weaponry - airplanes, hel icopters , and 

corvettes (Legum, p. 231). Only in the Scandinavia was there 

sympathy and support for the cause of liberation movements. 

In 1970, MPLA' s Agostinho Neto was invited by the 

region's social Democratic Parties for a tour of the 

Scandinavia. Sweden provided him with $3 million in civilian 

assistance; Norway with $2 million; Denmark with $1.3 million 

marked for the "victims of apartheid and colonialism." The 

Netherlands offered to boycott trade with Portugal

particularly in such raw materials as oil and coffee that 

Portugal extracted from Angola (ibid. pp.232-233). 

Immediately after Angolan independence, NATO'S 

Secretary General Joseph Luns criticized the U. S. Congress 

for cutting off the flow of military aid to the anti-MPLA 

movements. "The consequences," he thought "might be rather 

serious" (London Times, Feb 6, 1976). 

The MPLA was highly critical of the French for its 

support of Portugal against the liberation movements, and for 

sponsoring the partitioning of Cabinda, the Angolan rich oil 

district (Legum, p. 27). Meanwhile, after the MPLA victory, 

the French government was so quick to recognize the new 

Angolan regime that it almost offended its EEC associates for 
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making the announcement ahead of the time scheduled for a 

collective west European recognition (ibid. p. 27). 

THE INVOLVEMENT OF AFRICAN STATES 

ZAIRE: The single most involved African state in the 

Angolan civil war was Zaire, its northerly neighbor. Zaire's 

involvement can be explained in terms of its own traumatic 

experience in the early 1960s when, still as the Congo 

Republic, it became the victim of both foreign intervention 

and internal unrest. Those experiences may have shaped 

Mobutu's ideas about the nature of Zaire's national 

interests. 

He (Mobutu) had finally gained power, through a 

military coup, to become Congo's (now Zaire) after defeating 

the secessionist leader, Moise Tsombe. But his rival's 

forces were able to move south across the border and take 

refuge in Angola, where they remained a perpetual threat to 

Zaire's border region. Since the anti-Zairean rebels got 

their weapons mainly from Communist states (USSR, China, 

etc. ), Mobutu had developed an almost paranoidal suspicion 

about the role of communist states. He was constantly 

reminded of the vulnerability of his mineral exports to "rebel 

sabotage, and to the constant disruption of Zaire's railway 

lines by rebel attacks. These, then, were the main 

determinants of Mobutu's Angolan strategy. 

However, there were also two other factors: a strong 

----_._"_.--------------
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ambition to play the dominant role in the Central and 

SouthWest African regions, and a wish to claim the oil rich 

Cabinda enclave located between Zaire and the congo Republic. 

Mobutu's Angola strategy had two main objectives: to ensure 

that an independent Angola should march as closely as 

possible in step with Zaire and that, in any event, it should 

not become a staging ground for Zairean rebels. 

For Mobutu, the arch enemy remained the Soviet union. 

He had normalized relations with China in 1973, and he had 

learned diligently how to manipulate Western countries to 

achieve his strongly nationalist ambitions. He fears 

communism and has fanatical obsessions about the threats to 

his regime from a Moscow oriented neighbor. For Mobutu, such 

a threat was always incipient in the MPLA Marxist leadership. 

It was in an effort to eliminate this threat that he so 

strongly allied with MPLA's rival - the FNLA. Unfortunately, 

the handicap to his ambitions was the weakness of his Angolan 

instrument - the FNLA. When it came to the final test, it 

failed to meet up to expectation. 

Mobutu needed external allies to help prop up the 

FNLA and offset the support the MPLA was getting from the 

Soviets. For a time, he got some support from China, but in 

the last resort he needed the support of Western countries, 

particularly the united states. When the Americans too 

failed to match the support given by the Soviets and Cubans 

to the MPLA, Mobutu was left without the effective means to 
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execute his plans. The failure of his policies produced 

exactly the kind of results he most feared - a pro-soviet 

government across his border. 

NIGERIA: The one other African government to play a 

maj or role in the Angolan confl ict was Nigeria. At first, 

Nigeria came out strongly on UNITA' s side, having promised 

military aid to Savimbi in the middle of 1975. In a 

statement on August 8, 1975, the Nigerian Minister of Foreign 

Affairs "deplored the support given by the soviet union to 

one of the liberation movements to declare independence 

unilaterally." Such "flagrant interference in the internal 

affairs of Angola was inimical to the African initiative to 

resolve the crisis ... " and called " ... on the Soviet Union and 

others of the same inclination to desist forthwith from 

further interference in the Angolan situation" (Legum, p.35). 

Two months later, after a South African invasion, the 

Nigerian government turned its attack to the West, accusing 

Western powers of having done nothing to dissuade South 

Africa from invading Angola. The u.s. was accused of playing 

linkage politics for attempting to link the withdrawal of 

Cuban-Soviet troops from Angola as a pre-condition for South 

African withdrawal. Nigeria's criticism of the South African 

invasion and the United states' passivity would be an 

indication of a new policy direction, in favor of the MPLA 

and its soviet mentor. 
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In an address to the OAU Emergency Summit, the 

Nigerian Head of State, General Murtala Mohamed pointed out 

that "The Soviet Union and other Socialist countries have 

been our traditional suppliers of arms to resist oppression, 

and to fight for national liberation and human dignity. On 

the other hand the U.S., which now sheds crocodile tears on 

Angola, has not only completely ignored the freedom fighters 

whom successive US Administrations branded as terrorists, it 

even openly supported morally and materially the fascist 

Portuguese government." And today, it continues to "support 

the apartheid regime. of South Africa whom they see as 

defending western interests on the African continent. How 

can we now be led to believe that a government with a record 

such as the US has in Africa can suddenly become the defender 

of our interests?" (Legum, p. 30-31). 

ZAMBIA: Zambian President, Kenneth Kaunda who was 

highly critical of the intervention by foreign powers in 

African affairs, took the position that the MPLA victory over 

its rivals was not really 

victory (ibid. p. 32-33). 

theirs, it was a Soviet/Cuban 

While referring to Russia and 

China as the "tiger and his cubs" stalking the continent, he 

refused to condemn the U.S. for sending weapons to UNITA and 

the FNLA. In his view, the U.S. had every right to support 

the other factions so long as the MPLA was receiving support 

from the Russians (International Herald Tribune, Paris, 
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December 31, 1975). 

BOTSWANA: Taking a somewhat neutral position, 

Botswanan leader, Sir Serestre Khama viewed the situation in 

Angola not as a civil war, but as that of aggression by 

extra-continental forces against the people of Angola. He 

pointed out that: "The specter of vietnam, Cambodia, and 

Korea has hardly vanished from the scene for us to think that 

it will not reappear in Africa. We must therefore 

unequivocally condemn its foreshadowing in this area if 

Angola must not become the testing ground of modern weapons" 

( Legum, p . 30) . 

KENYA AND MOZAMBIQUE: Came out on the side of the 

MPLA. Their decision to recognize the MPLA was somewhat 

pragmatic. Since the three rivals had finally proved 

themselves irreconcilable, the best hope lay in helping the 

strongest group to win as quickly as possible in order to 

avoid the greater risk of a prolonged and embittering civil 

war. 

The francophone African countries, were divided in 

their attitudes to Angola, with Senegal, Cameroon, and the 

Ivory Coast behind UNITA, and the others" particularly 

Guinea, supporting the MPLA. The Arab states too were 

divided, with Algeria and Libya staunchly supporting the 
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MPLA, and Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Morocco behind UNITA and 

the FNLA. The roles of these francophone and Arab states 

are, however, not important to receive individual attention. 

What the preceding analyses does is that it reveals 

the degree of foreign involvement in the supposedly "civil" 

war in Angola, and the polarized character of that 

involvement. Integrating this with our theoretical concept, 

one notices that such involvement immediately disqualifies 

the Angolan case as a case of foreign intervention. Foreign 

intervention, in its strict, traditional interpretation, 

witnesses no polarization, and no multilateral involvement of 

foreign powers. wi th a variety of nations intervening and 

allying with the waring factions, the situation can only be 

conceived and interpreted as it has been conceived and 

interpreted in this study - "Interventionary Alliances in 

civil Wars." 

Using the same approach, our next section will 

examine the Chadian civil conflict, beginning with the pre

and post-independence eras, to factional fighting and the 

involvement of foreign powers. 

THE CHADIAN CIVIL WAR 

Even though the Chadian conflict is in the same sub

Saharan African region as the Angolan conflict, it would be 

interesting to note, however, that the major players are not 

the same. The one exception may be the U. S., which is 
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While there have been 

several accusations of the involvement of the Soviet union in 

support of the opposing side, no evidence of direct Soviet 

involvement has been found. What is common to both conflicts 

is that they all began as pre-independence, colonial 

struggles, and stretched out to the post-independence, 

sovereign state era. 

Chad's Pre-Independence Era 

Like Angola, Chad, after World War II experienced a 

general politicization of its population. But unlike in 

Angola, this politicization resulted from constitutional 

changes, which paved the way for the formation of parties and 

participation both on the colony as well as in metropolitan 

Paris, and the increased awareness of the Chadian people in 

political self-determination. 

Besides igniting pressures for political 

independence, this growing politicization of Chadian society 

in the period 1946-62 also illuminated fundamental regional, 

religious and ethnic differences that have been until now 

latent. Rene Lemarchand argues that in the case of Chad it 

has been the perception of ethnic or regional persecution 

that has illuminated the ethno-regional political 

differences. He contends that religious and social 

persecution, first by the predominantly Islamic states of 

Bornu, Baguirmi and Oueddei, and later economic and political 
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ideology transcending 

1981, pp. 457-458). 
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French, tended to coalesce a Sara 

any tribal differences (Lemarchand, 

This commonness was utilized by Sara 

politicians to motivate rural support in both pre-and post

independence politics. 

The first ethnic violence in Chad occurred in August 

and November 1946 when members of the Sara and Hadj eray 

ethnic groups had a "settling of accounts" resulting to over 

a dozen deaths and several casual ties (ibid). Al though 

political awareness and perceptions of ethnic differentiation 

served as reasons for increased tensions and violence in Chad 

throughout the pre-independence period, Chad's political 

disunity in the post colonial period may be further accounted 

for by France's failure to guarantee representation for 

Chad's various ethnic and regional groupings. According to 

Michael P. Kelly, France chose to disregard the fundamental 

historical animosities between Chad's populations and the 

implications of this differentiation for post-colonial 

politics (Kelly, 1986, p. 3). By bequeathing Chad a unitary 

governmental structure rather than a federal one, the 

colonial power provided the foundation for the closed 

governmental system. This unitary structure discouraged 

power-sharing between regions and ethnic groups and furthered 

regional, economic disequilibrium between the more productive 

southwestern region and those of the north and center-east 

(ibid) • 
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Chad's Post-Independence Era 

Since its establishment on November 28, 1958, the 

Republic of Chad has lived through three successive 

constitutions. The first of these, drafted under French 

tutelage on March 31, 1959, was of the classic parliamentary 

type and gave Chad internal political autonomy within the 

"communaute Francaise." The second constitution, promulgated 

after independence and dated from November 28, 1960, 

reinforced the powers of the executive. The third 

constitution, dated April 16, 1962, was elaborated by Chad's 

first Head of State, Francois Tombalbye, under the aegis of a 

de facto single-party governmental system. Al though a 

single-party was never institutionalized, let alone 

constitutionalized, its de facto establishment was a 

restriction on political participation (Kelley, p. 6). 

In the first three years of Chadian independence, 

1960-1962, Tombalbaye, a Christian from the southwestern 

region of Chad, consolidated his political position at the 

expense of all opposition. After 1963, a subtle 

disequilibrium developed between the northern and central

eastern regions and that of the southwest regarding top 

governmental posi tions. The balance of power wi thin the 

state increasingly fell toward southwestern elites to the 

disadvantage of northern and central-eastern Moslems. 

In March 1963, a ministerial shakeup resulted in 

northerners holding only five out of fifteen ministries. 
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Most notably, the foreign minister, an influential Moslem, 

Djebrine Kherallah, was removed from his Ministry. On the 

night on March 21, President Tombalbaye ordered the arrest of 

dozens of Moslems, 

Assembly, Mahamat 

including the President of the National 

Abdelkerim and Minister of state Abbo 

Nassour, accusing them of having compromised the integrity of 

the national territory. These arrests provoked a series of 

popular riots nationwide, resulting in a several deaths. 

As a result of these arrests and the ensuing 

violence, ethno-regional and religious distinctions became 

more accentuated - gaining new momentum for mustering support 

and decrying opposition. The psychological value of being a 

"northerner" or "southerner" gained new political weight. 

Politicians from both the government and the opposition used 

these references, with their historical implications, to 

solidify popular support behind their positions. 

Although the viability of the Chadian state was 

questioned even before independence, it was only after 1963 

that a watershed in Chad's political development was made in 

that the closure of the political arena appeared to take on a 

particular ethnic, religious and regional bias. However, as 

Bernard Lanne points out, the disequilibrium characterizing 

Chad's administration after 1963 may be accounted for by the 

absence of trained northern administrators. Nevertheless, 

this imbalance had a psychological effect on latent 

hostilities within "northern Moslems" (Lane, 1984, p. 13). 
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This, combined with the aforementioned factors, gave rise to 

the popular revolts. 

The 1965-68 Ethnic Revolts 

The first documented conflict between post

independence government forces and a segment of the Chadian 

population was in 1962 when a clash occurred between security 

forces and the Balala tribe. Reportedly a mystic sect, this 

tribe rose up against what it perceived to be remnants of 

colonialism. Four hundred persons were arrested 

(Buijtenhuijs, 1979, p. 104). 

In 1965, major anti-government tax riots occurred in 

the village of Mangalme, in the center-east of Chad, 

resulting in some 500 deaths. The riots erupted as a result 

of frustrations with the administrative abuse of power, and 

the unfair collection of taxes which were up to three times 

the decreed rates (Kelley, pp.8-9). 

Further discontent was aroused in the Borkou, Ennedi, 

Tibesti (BET) region of northern Chad as a result of the 

government's disrespect of the local customs. In 1966, 

President Tombalbaye withdrew the Derde's customary powers of 

justice. When the government refused to appoint Goukouni 

Oueddei, son of the Derde, to the position of secretariat of 

the tribunal at Bardai, the Derde resigned and exiled himself 

to Libya. 

The popular revolts were expressions of popular 
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discontent with administrative abuses, which caused large 

segments of the population to be alienated from the central 

authority. Having excluded important opposition politicians 

and neglected maladministration, Tombalbaye found himself 

wi th a narrow base of support. The disaffected Chadian 

political personalities, together with the frustrated rural 

environment, combined with radical and indigenous and 

external elements to build a militant opposition toward the 

Chadian government. The rural environment provided fertile 

ground in which the political and military program of the 

"National Liberation Front" (FROLINAT) could take root. 
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Post-Independence Factionalization 

FROLINAT (the National Front for the Liberation of 

Chad) was created on June 22, 1966 at Nyala, in south-western 

Sudan. It drew together three dissident nlovements which were 

similar in their opposition to the Chadian regime. The 

"Mouvement Nationale de Liberation Tchadien (MNLT) ", led by 

Hassan Ahmed Moussa, sought to restore chiefly power and the 

Moslem way of life to Chad even if it meant secession for the 

northern and eastern provinces of Chad. The Union Nationale 

Tchadienne (UNT) of Mahamat ousman, Abba Siddick, and Ibrahim 

Abatcha was the most militant of the opposition groups and 

carried a Marxist appeal. The MNLT and UNT were joined by 

the Association des Enfants du Tchad - a third opposition 

group based in Cairo, Egypt. 

By early 1969, FROLINAT succeeded in defeating many 

of the regular units of the Chadian military, forcing the 

central authority to evacuate most of the administrative 

posts in the center-east of Chad. This prompted Tornbalbaye 

to seek French military assistance. The French forces were 

able to recapture much of the FROLINAT held territory and won 

the war for the Chadian government. However, Tornbalbaye 

failed to capitalize on the opportunity to restructure the 

Chadian political system. The withdrawal of the French 

forces in 1971 allowed FROLINAT to make sUbstantial gains in 

the territory once again. 

Meanwhile, a power struggle between Goukouni and Abba 



134 

Siddick resulted in Goukouni' s defection from FROLINAT to 

form the "Conseil de Commandement des Forces du Nord (CCFAN). 

The rift was due to Siddick's attempt to unite the FROLINAT 

forces operating in the different sectors of the state. 

Goukouni feared such a move would jeopardize his operational 

autonomy and leadership position. When Chad broke relations 

with Libya in 1971 over alleged Libyan interference, Moammar 

Qadafi gave official recognition to siddick's arm of 

FROLINAT. 

At the same time, Hissene Habre would enter the 

scene. Having returned from studies in Paris in early 1971, 

Habre was appointed administrator in the north-western 

district of Kanem. When dispatched to Libya to attempt to 

convince Derde, Goukouni, and the rest of the Chadian 

opposition based in Libya to return to Chad, Habre defected 

and joined Goukouni's movement (Buijtenhuis, pp.244-245). 

By 1972, the Tombalbaye government had virtually 

given up the BET region as politically and militarily 

uncontrollable. For the next year and. a half, until spring 

of 1974, a stalemate reigned throughout the territory between 

government forces and the rebels. Libya began its occupation 

of the Aouzou strip in northern Chad during this period. 

The stalemate was finally broken in April 1974 when 

Goukouni's faction of the rebel movement kidnapped three 

Europeans at Bardai. Included among the hostages was 

Francoise Claustre, a French archaeologist. France's 
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decision to negotiate directly with the rebels for the 

release of its citizens, caused a serious rupture in 

relations between the Chadian government and France. The 

direct negotiations underlined the impotence of first, the 

Tombalbaye government and later, the Felix Malloum regime 

which assumed power on April 1975 following the assassination 

of Tombalbaye in a military coup. 

The year 1976 saw further division within FROLINAT 

when Goukouni' s supporters expelled Habre from his position 

as commander-in-chief of the rebel forces. He supported a 

hard-line against Libya, while Goukouni preferred to defeat 

the government with Libyan assistance. Following the 

Goukouni-Habre split, Habre retained the name Forces Armees 

du Nord (FAN) for his personal forces, while Goukouni, 

renaming his forces the Forces Armees Populaires (FAP) , 

remained allied with Qadafi. Direct negotiations between 

France, Goukouni and Qadafi eventually secured the release of 

the hostages. This diplomatic victory brought praise to 

Goukouni and Qadafi, while the Chadian President, General 

Malloum decried the negotiations because they bypassed the 

Chadian central authority. 

FROLINAT forces continued to control significant 

areas of the national terri tory and challenged the central 

authority through the creation of alternative authority 

systems. Their political program included making war against 

the Chadian central government stigmatized as neo-colonial, 
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the evacuation of French military bases in Chad, agrarian 

reforms, and the adoption of both Arabic and French as the 

official languages of Chad (Kelley, p.13). Despite the 

creation of an alternative political program and the fact 

that FROLINAT held jurisdiction over parts of the national 

territory, the aim of the insurrection was not secession, but 

acceptable representation in the Chadian state. 

External Allies in the Chadian civil War 

The year 1977 ushered in a new political 

configuration in Chad's internal politics and international 

relations. In June, Chad for the first time indicted Libya 

over its occupation of the Aouzou strip. In response, the 

OAU created and ad hoc commission to study the border 

dispute. The issue of the Aouzou became of concern to the UN 

as well, and the Secretary-General visited both Libya and 

Chad over the matter. 

Chad's relations with France seriously deteriorated 

in early 1977 due to Chad's resentment over France's 

bilateral negotiations with rebels and Libya over the release 

of the French hostages. Chad accused France of undue 

interference in its internal affairs and had ordered the 

withdrawal of French military personnel in 1976. However, by 

the second half of 1977, Franco-Chadian relations improved 

and France began re-supplying Chad with military hardware and 

personnel. 
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Hissene Habre, who was preempted from his leadership 

position by the Goukouni-Libyan alliance, found himself 

temporarily excluded from the main thrust of FROLINAT. 

Chad's relations with neighboring African states remained 

low-keyed, although bordering states were increasingly 

concerned with the continued weakness of the Chadian regime 

and Libyan penetration. Sudan undertook a diplomatic 

initiative, urging contact between the Chadian government, 

Libya, and the rebels. All the rebel factions, including 

Habre ' s FAN faction met in Khartum in September 1977 for 

talks on national reconciliation with the Chadian government. 

Finally in 1977, the U.S., which had always remained 

at the periphery of Chad's internal war, began to take a 

greater interested in developments there. Before 1977 Chad 

did not hold a strategic interest for the United States, as 

Chad's economic interest remained oriented mainly toward 

France, making it difficult for American financial interests 

to take root. A burgeoning U.S. interest after 1977 may be 

explained by the positive reports of Chadian oil wealth in 

the region of Lake Chad, threats of Libyan expansion, and an 

expanding U.S. strategic concern with Egypt and Sudan 

(Kelley, p. 15). Due to all three factors, the U.S. could 

not remain at the periphery in its relations with Chad. 

In 1978, a National Union Government was created 

between Malloum's government and Habre's rebels. Malloum was 
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Despite this 

success at national reconciliation, the military situation 

worsened throughout 1978. Factions of FROLINAT who were not 

part of the reconciliation continued to control significant 

parts of the territory, determined to cause the collapse of 

the National Union Government. The collapse of the new 

government would come, not from the threats of the dissident 

factions, but from a rift, in 1979, between President 

Malloum and Prime Minister Habre. 

The Malloum-Habre alliance and its collapse resulted 

in two critical developments that led to a certain amount of 

confusion. Initially, it appeared Habre had gained an upper 

hand over all the rebel groups by obtaining the post of prime 

minister and bringing his FAN troops to the capital. This 

incited a splintering within the other rebel groups between 

those that became more determined to overthrow the Malloum

Habre government, and those that began to think twice about 

remaining outside the government. Splits too occurred in the 

leadership from the southwest between those who supported 

Malloum's national reconciliation initiatives and those who 

accused him of selling-out "southern" interests. 

A series of regional conferences held in Nigeria in 

1979, by the various Chadian factions, failed to establish a 

more representative government. Frustrated by the deadlock, 

France, whose troops had been providing basic social and 

administrative services in Chad since the collapse of the 
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central government, appealed to the OAU to muster a neutral 

peace-keeping force. Besides the fear of becoming embroiled 

in further factional warfare, France was no longer willing to 

bear the responsibility of maintaining Chad on its own. 

In the summer of 1980, new developments occurred in 

Chad, most notably, the signing of a mutual defense treaty 

between Goukouni and Qadafi. This treaty opened the way for 

the advancement of Libyan troops further into Chad's 

territory. Combined Libyan, Goukouni 

pushed toward N'Djamena in December 

and Kamougue forces 

1980, capturing the 

capital on December 15, and forcing Habre's FAN forces into 

exile. 

Goukouni's and Qadafi's announcement, in January 

1981, of a an agreement to merge Libya and Chad brought 

renewed efforts by the OAU and the states of the regional 

sUbsystem to find a solution for Libyan withdrawal from Chad. 

France maintained its distance in the affair, despite making 

known its readiness to intervene. 

By the summer of 1981, little more had been done to 

gain Libyan withdrawal. While the French administration 

under Francois Mitterand engaged in a policy of wooing 

Goukouni away from Libya, the u.s. assumed a more 

confrontational stance against the Libyan occupation. 

Through Egypt and Sudan, the Reagan administration provided 

Hissene Habre with weapons which included the AWACS, to help 

drive out the Libyans. 
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As costs mounted for the Libyan regime, Qadafi 

announced the disengagement of his forces from the Chadian 

capital of N'Djamena in November 1981. At the same time, an 

inter-African peace-keeping force moved in to help maintain 

peace in the capital. Debilitated by the withdrawal of 

Libyan assistance and not adequately assured by his new 

partnership with the Mi tterand government, Goukouni refused 

to take part in new OAU sponsored reconciliation talks. On 

June 7, 1982, Hissene Habre's forces captured the capital, in 

turn forcing Goukouni to seek exile in Libya. 

On the diplomatic front, Habre's de facto control of 

the capital and the consolidation of his power over most of 

Chadian territory resulted in de jure recognition by the OAU 

and by the 1982 Francophone summit. Coinciding with Habre's 

diplomatic efforts was the U.N. sponsored International 

Conference on Assistance to Chad, national and multi

organizational aid and assistance programs for rebuilding 

crucial sectors of the decimated Chadian economy. 

Meanwhile, Goukouni, unwilling to admit defeat, began 

a new offensive in the far north of Chad at Bardai, in the 

spring of 1983. By July 1983, Goukouni had made significant 

gains on the territory. The limited French assistance for 

Habre was not enough to deter the advance of Goukouni and his 

Libyan allies. Unwilling to wait for France to act 

militarily to halt the Goukouni-Libyan advance, the U.S. 

dispatched surveillance aircraft and F-15s to Egypt and Sudan 
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Further direct assistance went to Habre's forces 

in the form of "Red-eye" surface-to-air missiles and military 

advisers. 

Despite causing consternation in France, U.S. 

pressure, combined with that of Chad's neighbors, encouraged 

the former colonial power to commit itself once again to a 

military posture in Chad. The arrival of French troops 

(Operation Manta) on Chad's territory put an end to the 

fighting and created a stalemate. The stalemate left Chad 

divided between Goukouni' s forces and those of Habre. The 

creation of a Bardai "government" in the extreme north of 

Chad challenged the legitimacy of Habre's government. 

Throughout the summer of 1984 France and Libya 

pursued diplomatic negotiations leading to the announcement 

on September 16, 1984, of the mutual withdrawal of their 

forces from Chad by mid-November. As France began its 

disengagement (operation Silure), Habre expressed annoyance 

at not having been consul ted by France before the Franco

Libyan agreement was signed. By mid -November, France and 

Libya declared that their troops had withdrawn from Chad. 

However, on November 16, 1984, following a meeting between 

Qadafi and President Mitterand, the French President 

expressed his dismay that Libyan troops had not entirely 

disengaged. 

The Chadian issue dropped from the forefront of 

African debate in 1985, as drought and mass starvation in 

-------- -------------
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Ethiopia and Sudan became the focus of international 

attention. The united states took the lead in providing 

long-term reconstruction programs to Chad. Goukouni's 

opposition movement accused the united states of a military 

buildup in Chad. Despite the State Department's denial of 

such assistance, the u.s. appeared more willing than ever to 

assist Habre's regime to attain stability and improved 

economic conditions. 

The Libyan Involvement 

Michael Kelley points out that the impact of Libya 

upon Chad must be understood in light of the revolution's 

goal of frustrating and weakening western influence in 

Islamic areas. Libyan efforts in Chad are part of the 

revolution's attempt to subvert Westernization in state such 

as Egypt and Sudan. The Jamahiriya understands its mission 

is to cleanse and purify corrupt, Western, imperialist 

regimes. Thus, Libya seeks to destabilize governments it 

terms "corrupt" and "backward" and expand its influence to 

these states (Kelly, 1986, p. 33). 

The weakness of the Chadian 

therefore that, little has stood in 

state 

the way 

has 

of 

meant, 

Libyan 

influence and expansion. As Libyan Vice-President Abdessalam 

Jalloud stated in 1979, "any solution in Chad which does not 

have our agreement is bound to fail" (African contemp. 

Record, 1979-80, p. B 416). This statement contains greater 
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meaning today given the fact of three separat~ Libyan 

incursions into Chad. 

Libyan involvement in Chad comes not only from its 

desire to subvert the Chadian state, but also as a reaction 

against the western states-systems of which Chad and other 

states of trans-Sahara Africa are evidently a part. Drawn 

into the system through the process of colonization, these 

states have come to model their governmental institutions 

after Western states-system. 

Al though Islam, like the practices of the Western 

states-system was not indigenous to Africa, 

roots within the trans-Saharan region. 

it also found 

The Libyan 

revolution, which has a particular understanding of the 

Western conquest of Islam, believes that Islam was pushed 

backward and threatened with extinction. Therefore, post

revolutionary Libya, by exerting its influence in Chad, 

attempts to break through what it sees as oppression by the 

Western states-system. 

Besides its assault on Western influence in the 

region, Libya has occasionally used its historic ties with 

Chad, which date as far back as to the Roman and carthaginian 

times to justify its involvement in Chad (see Kelley, 1976, 

p.26). Apparently, it is the perception of Western 

infringement on these common historical ties that the Libyan 

revolution feels threatened. The revolution believes that 

through "neo-colonialist, imperialist activities" the Western 
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states-system is attempting to isolate Libya. As Qadafi puts 

it: 

The conspiracy in Chad is part of the imperialist 
plan to encircle the Libyan Arab Republic ••. The 
regime of Chad ... provoked a quarrel with us at 
the instigation of imperialists because imperialism 
is bent on throwing a cordon sanitaire around the 
First September Revolution (Qadafi, 1976, p.103). 

Libya thus promotes its activities in Chad as measures taken 

in self-defense of the revolution and of the historical ties 

that link Libya and Chad. western meddling in the region is 

thus seen as ploys to subvert the "natural affinity" between 

the two territories. 

For Libya, the control is not an end goal. Because 

the Jamahiriya propounds a continually expanding ideology I 

Chad serves as a means to help attain other short-term and 

long-term goals. For this reason, it is in the interest of 

Libya to keep Chad perpetually weak, divided and submissive. 

Given the persistence of internal insurrection in Chad in 

1971 and 1972, Libya was able to play on President 

Tombalbaye's vulnerable position to convince him to break 

ties with Israel. Libya also gained concessions to buy 

French Mirage airplanes when it promised France it would end 

its support for the Chadian rebels (ibid. p.30). 

The Libyan revolution views French presence in Chad 

as a deterrent to Libyan influence and expansion. From 

Libya's viewpoint, the Jamahiriya will not gain full 

expression so long as France continues its ties with many of 

the states in the region. Qadafi worries that "The presence 

------------------------
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of French forces is in itself a factor that both threatens 

peace and stability because these forces are behind the coups 

aimed at Africa to secure colonialist interests" (JANA, Feb 

8, 1981). Thus, post-revolutionary Libya alleges its actions 

in Chad are based on a perception of self-defense and 

historic affinity. As Nathan Alexander remarks: 

Its (the Jamahiriya) central features include the 
concept of an Arab nation; a consciousness of 
backwardness owing to more than 400 years of foreign 
domination; a revulsion against monarchical 
government as degenerate, corrupt and repressive; and 
a sense of massive injustice, bordering on a 
persecution complex, because of wrong inflicted at 
foreign hands over the centuries (Nathan, 1981, p. 
838) . 

Libyan motivations must be understood as arising from this 

siege mentality. Libya, from within the western states-

system, attempts to subvert that system and create a new 

ordering of international relations based on a strong sense 

of nationalism and religion. 

THE FRENCH INVOLVEMENT: 

According to Edward Kolodziej, there is a very real 

contradiction between the Gau11ist image of France as 

independent of the superpowers and the reality of its 

position as a secondary power with global ambitions. As a 

result, there has been a tension between limited resources 

and limitless national aspirations, compelling France to 

condemn its global policies to "pragmatic tactical 

adjustments and opportune alignments" (Kolodziej, 1983, p. 
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260) • 

This legacy was inherited by both President Pompidou 

and President Giscard d'Estaing. Pompidou, with his emphasis 

on regionalism tried to reground French foreign policy on a 

more realistic basis by emphasizing Mediterranean affairs and 

North African relations. Under Giscard d'Estaing, there was 

a resurgence of Gaullist globalism in the form of Giscardian 

mondialism. Giscard's policies sought to further de Gaule's 

vision of grandeur, though with emphasis on economic 

interests. President Francois Mitterand's policy of 

stabilization is intended to avoid certain aspects of the 

Gaullist/Giscardian style, particulary regarding military 

operations. Mi tterrand' s emphasis has been to seek local 

solutions to disputes without superpower involvement 

(Hanreider and Graeme, 1980, p. 151). Consequently, the 

legacy of the French Fifth Republic from its inception in 

1958 to the present has been caught fluctuating between 

dependence and independence on a global scale. France's 

domain in Africa has served as the primary arena for its 

independent initiatives. 

The essential conflict that has been taxing on 

France's initiative in Africa has been its allegiance to the 

idea of the colonial-based states-system, and the historical 

alliance it has with its former colonies. France feels an 

obligation for assisting its former colonies in their 

economic, social and political development. Any tendency to 
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avoid these responsibilities has brought criticisms from 

francophone heads of state as well as from some Western 

Powers. Thus, despi te Mi tterrand 's admi tted aversion to 

seeking military solutions in Africa, his administration 

approved the biggest operation of its kind since the Algerian 

war, when it authorized the movement of 3000 troops and 

several tons of weapons to Chad in August 1983 (Kelley, p. 

93) . 

Chad's dependence on France has its basis in the 

colonial era. Raymond Gervais argues that the aggressive 

.fiscal policy of the colonial administration, accompanied by 

violence and under-investment, laid the foundations for 

underdevelopment (Gervais, 1982, pp.93-112). Economic, 

political and military dependence continued to the post

independence era. As the state structure weakened throughout 

the 1970s, France was force to maintain a presence in order 

to safeguard the sovereignty of its former colony. Thus 

while Libya uses "self-defense" to justify its presence in 

Chad against Western assaults on its 'natural affinity' with 

Chad, it does appear that the same legal terminolgy fits 

France's role of defending the territorial integrity of the 

sovereign state. France's prime concern in Chad is to 

contain the problem of disorder. The former colonial power 

has attempted to maintain and reconstitute the institutional 

patterns of the state. Chad in turn serves as a port of call 

for the French Air Force in conjunction with bases in Dakar 



148 

and Diego-Suarez, and as a base for the surveillance of North 

Africa and the Middle East. Given the fact that French 

military presence in Africa has never met the same 

condemnation as superpower involvement, France is, in 

honoring its pacts of mutual self-defense with its former 

colonial possessions, indirectly defending NATO and Western 

interests in the region. Particularly so in this era of 

adventurism on the continent by such non-Western powers as 

Cuba, Libya, and the Soviet Union. In reiterating the 

phenomenon, Pierre Lellouche and Dominique Moise point out 

that "Because the African context itself had changed as a 

result of Soviet competition, there was an inescapable 

coincidence between France's own traditional interests and 

those of the West as a whole" (Lellouche and Moise, 1979, p. 

173) . 

The U.S. Involvement 

The U. S. involvement in the Chadian civil war did 

cause some uneasiness among African states which have sought 

to avoid superpower involvement the settlement of disputes on 

the continent. At the same time, it underlined the inability 

of African states to find peaceful solutions to their local 

disputes. As a result, the local strife in Chad attracted 

regional, and then global actors. 

As mentioned above, the trans-Saharan region has 

traditionally been the domain of France and it has been up to 

- .. -.~----------.-- .. -.---.------------
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the French to protect Western interests there. 

strategically, the u.s. has been more interested in 

supporting Sudan and Egypt for the value in its Middle East, 

the Horn, and Meditterranean policies. Yet, the 

fragmentation of the Chadian state in the late 1970s and the 

activities of Moammar Qadafi on the continent, seen as 

characteristic of Soviet behavior, made the u. S. to become 

concerned with the Chadian conflict. 

While u.S. policy for Africa suffered in general from 

what Ali Mazrui calls "sins of omissions" in the late 1970s, 

the u.S. indifference was converted in late 1980 and 1981 

into a new, more determined posture (Mazrui, 1977, p. 172). 

The new approach of the Reagan Administration was not just 

geared for the African states, but was a globalist view 

attempting to define a renewed U. S. presence in the world. 

This view was expressed by the then Secretary of State 

Alexander Haig in June 1981 when he said that the principles 

of foreign policy for the new administration would be 

consistency in the pursuit of u.S. interests, reliability as 

a force for peace and stability, and a balance in the 

approach to individual issues and the orchestration of policy 

(Quoted by Chester Crocker in Current Policy, No. 289, June 

20, 1981). A specific u.S. policy for Chad has not evolved. 

Rather, its activities there must be understood in the 

context of both regional and global concerns, beginning with 

the Carter Administration in the mid- to the late 1970s. 
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THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION'S CHAD POLICY: The Carter 

Administration's response to the disintegrating Chadian 

polity was a program of humanitarian, economic, and military 

assistance. In the economic sphere, u.S. interests in Chad 

were lured by the prospects of oil. Exxon, conoco, and 

Chevron all actively prospected for oil. Rumors that 

valuable mineral deposits such as tungsten, uranium, wolfram, 

zinc, and tin further attracted u.s. economic interest. 

The most significant series of events calling for 

U.S. concern with Chad and the trans-Saharan region was the 

changing strategic configuration, given Libyan activities and 

Soviet arms sales in the region. soviet arms deliveries in 

Africa had risen forty-fold, from $55 million in 1972 to over 

$2 billion in 1977. It was estimated that by 1977 over 90% 

of all Soviet military aid and arms exports to Africa were 

concentrated in Egypt, Libya, Algeria, Sudan and Somalia 

(Smaldone, 1980, p. 89). It was estimated in 1977 that Libya 

had overtaken Egypt as Africa's number one arms importer, 

with the implementation of a one billion dollar arms contract 

between Libya and the Soviet Union, and the provision of 

military training to some one thousand Libya(IISS, 1977, p. 

14-19). 

By 1977, Libya was clearly seen to be behind rebel 

actions in northern Chad. In April of the same year, it was 

reported that Libyan assistance to president Sadat's 

opponents had cUlminated in a four-day war between Egypt and 

~-.- ..... ~.-------------
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Libya (ibid.). This brief military confrontation caused 

concern for the U. S. due to its growing relationship with 

Egypt. 

A further strategic development in the region was the 

changing political situation in the Horn of Africa. The new 

alliance in the Horn between the soviet Union and Ethiopia 

added a factor of uncertainty to the region. Additionally, 

it was added that there were over 2000 Cubans in Ethiopia 

assisting the regime (ibid.). 

These series of events presented a dilemma for the 

new Carter Administration. Although the Carter 

Administration's policy talked of humanitarian and economic 

assistance, it was in a more subtle manner, gradually 

building the military capabilities of friendly states in the 

region. The Administration hoped this two-pronged policy 

would strengthen strategically important states in the area, 

yet not meet with opposition from Congress. Consequently 

total military assistance to Sudan increased from $200,000 in 

1978 to $25.4 million in 1980, while assistance to Egypt rose 

from $10.5 million in 1977 to $203.8 million in 1980 (Laidi, 

1983, p. 39). 

Acknowledging that Chad was a state under siege by 

Libyan backed rebels, the Carter Administration announced on 

May 12, 1978 that Chad was eligible to buy U. S. arms and 

receive third country arms transfers (Dept. of state 

Bulletin, May 12, 1978). Second, in keeping with President 
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Carter's humanitarian and economic policies, the 

Administration signed bilateral agreements with Chad in areas 

of agricultural development, human resource development and 

road maintenance. 

Despite demonstrated concern for the plight of Chad 

during the Carter Administration, Michael Kelley points out 

that Chad's uncertain future caused the Administration to be 

cautious. It did not want to choose sides in a civil war 

that might alienate any future governments in Chad. The 

weakness of the central authority frustrated the 

effectiveness of U. S. aid and assistance programs (Kelley, 

1986, pp. 117-118). 

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION'S CHAD POLICY: To 

understand the Reagan Administration's foreign policy toward 

Chad, Zaki Laidi has suggested three motivating factors. 

These include: the U.S. vision of the correlation of forces 

at the end of the 1970s; the ebbing reliability of the U.S. 

in the eyes of African states since 1978; and the decl ine 

interaction between the U.S. and African states in the period 

1978-1980 (Laidi, 1983, p. 39). 

The Reagan Administration's approach has increasingly 

involved itself in areas previously considered peripheral and 

of no great strategic concern areas where direct U. S. 

interests are not at stake, but nonetheless border on or are 

geopolitically important for U.S. interests in other states. 
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This has certainly been the place of Chad in u.s. strategic 

calculations. According to Kelley, Chad's importance for the 

Reagan Administration is not Chad itself, but rather the 

opportuni ties it provides for safeguarding U. s. strategic 

interests in the region of northeast Africa, for promoting an 

image of strength and reliability to help safeguard pro

Western regimes in the region, and for frustrating the 

activities of Libya's Moammar Qadafi (Kelley, pp.118-119). 

To the Reagan Administration, the events in Chad were 

unfolding in a rather unexpected manner. Reagan was 

inaugurated only two weeks after the declaration of a 

proposed Libyan-Chad merger. In march 1981, it was reported 

that fifty soviet military technicians had arrived in Chad to 

assist the Libyan-backed regime of Goukouni Oueddei. The 

Reagan Administration saw this as "another aspect of the 

broad gauge of soviet arms supply and technical relationship 

that has been indispensable to Libyan intervention in Chad" 

(NY Times, March 15, 1981, p. 4). 

At the same time, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat was 

concerned about Libya's use of soviet SS-12 missiles to 

threaten Nile River dams; and Sudan was concerned that the 

Libyan presence in Chad made its border districts vulnerable. 

A treaty of Friendship and Cooperation signed between 

Ethiopia, Libya, and South Yemen in the middle of 1981 was 

further seen by the Reagan Administration as signs of Libyan 

provocation. These series of events ignited a war of words 
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between the Reagan Administration and Libya, and culminated 

in the skirmish between the u.s. and Libya over the Gulf of 

Sidra, resulting to the shooting down of two Libyan jets. 

When the Libyans finally pulled out of Chad at the 

end of 1981, the u.S. reopened its embassy in February 1982, 

and resumed humanitarian assistance. It donated 14,000 tons 

for emergency food, $300,000 in non-emergency assistance, 

$3.4 million to the UN Refugee Program, 600 metric tons of 

seeds for the 1982 planting season, and $16,606,000 in 

official development aid (CILSS, L'Aide Publigue au 

Development, 1982). The following year, July 19, 1983, 

Reagan announced another $10 million military aid package for 

the Chadian government, sending along with two AWACS planes, 

eight F-15 (Eagle) all weather fighter aircraft to the Chad

Sudan border, and U. S. advisers to train Chadian forces on 

the use of "Red-eyed" surface to air missiles. 

There is no questioning that U.S. policy has played a 

decisive role in thwarting Libyan expansionist ambitions, and 

in helping restore the sovereignty and territorial integrity 

of the Chadian state. Michael Kelley argues that a strong 

U.S. stand should be viewed not only as beneficial to Chad, 

but as assisting friendly states remain viable in order to 

protect U.S. interests in the regions of Central and 

Northeast Africa; and helping keep in check the activities of 

the Libyan regime which go beyond the regional level to 

support revolutionary activities in the Middle East, Europe 
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(the IRA), Central America and Australia (Kelley, 1986, p. 

124) . 

A SOVIET CONNECTION? 

Although the goals of the Soviet Union have been 

directly linked to Libya's destabilizing activities by U. S. 

government officials and African leaders seeking greater U.S. 

foreign aid, the degree of Soviet involvement in Libya's 

designs are uncertain. Meanwhile, while Soviet activities on 

the global scale have become somewhat more predictable due to 

the dynamics of detente and the balance of power, Libyan 

acti vi ties remain somehow less predictable. However, from 

the viewpoint of American concerns, it has been Soviet 

weaponry that has primarily facilitated Libyan military 

activities in Chad. Drawing from a reported $10 billion of 

Soviet military equipment, Libya has been able to carry out 

destabilizing activities at the regional as well as at the 

international levels (Presidential Documents, August 23, 

1983) . 

soviet 

impetus 

A military agreement signed between Libya and the 

Union in September 1981 could have served as an 

for the invasion of Chad by Libya. From the U. S 

point, soviet military sales to an aggressive country such as 

Libya makes the Soviets responsible for Libya's actions 

(Kelley, p. 126). 

Nevertheless, the extent of Soviet invol vement in 
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Chad still remains unclear. The soviet Union does not appear 

to have any broad designs on Chad itself. Rather, if there 

is any policy toward Chad, it may be based on the fact that 

up until 1983, the U.s. had not displayed any active presence 

within the country. However, on August 8, 1983, in a letter 

to the UN Secretary-General, the Soviet Union expressed 

dismay at joint U. S. -French military presence in Chad and 

strongly supported Chad's position as a threatened state 

(U.N. Document: S/15913, August 8, 1983). 

Thus, from the Western viewpoint, and particularly that of 

the united States, so long as Chad remains a weak state, it 

will be vulnerable to potential Soviet domination (ibid.) 

CONCLUSION 

Angola and Chad, although both independent states, 

have proved to be the least viable states in our present 

nation-state system. From the onset, they have been 

sustained politically, militarily, and financially by other 

states. Their internal divisions, which deteriorated on the 

wake of independence into civil warfare, have made them the 

prey of foreign powers rivaling for influence. And while it 

has been easy to identify the internal factions in these 

civil conflicts, it has not been possible not to mention the 

role played by foreign actors in the conflicts. The 

circumstances of the two civil wars could not have been 

understood without examining the decisive role of external 
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actors. 

The role of these external actors are decisive in 

that these "civil wars" may never have been executed without 

their material support. And decisive in that Angola and Chad 

may not be surviving today as juridical nation-states without 

the determined and sustained involvement of external powers. 

Thus, an historical inquiry into the backgrounds of these two 

civil wars has been prompted by the following considerations: 

First, the more the two conflicts have become an 

international preoccupation, the more vital is a proper 

understanding of the conflict. with the absence of the 

proper analytical conceptual tool, the current literature on 

civil wars, and particularly on the Angolan and the Chadian 

civil wars that have witnessed varying degrees of 

interventionary alliances, and not foreign intervention, tend 

only to confuse. 

Second, the Angolan and the Chadian crises raise the 

theoretical question how can such weak and threatened states 

nonetheless manage to survive. Robert Jackson and Carl 

Rosberg argue that "juridical statehood is more important 

than empirical statehood in accounting for the persistence of 

the state in Black Africa" (Jackson & Rosberg, 1982, p. 21). 

The writ of government does not extend very far in 

territorially divided states such as Angola and Chad. Thus 

it is juridical statehood, that is, international legitimacy, 

that accounts for why states survive despite their inability 
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to claim sufficient authority and power to govern or remain 

independent of other states. 

Consequently, states such as Angola and Chad continue 

to survive not because they have been able to stand on their 

own, but because they have been sustained by external 

political, financial and military support. At the same time, 

it would be unequivocal to say that the disintegrating 

polities of these young states have been sustained and 

nourished by another conflict, occurring at another level-

the cold war conflict between the East and the West. 

Considerations of the competition between the two blocs for 

international influence, resources, and strategic poise have 

been instrumental in the sustenance of these civil wars. The 

rivalry has been relentless because both civil wars lie 

outside of the acclaimed hemispheric zones of the bloc 

hegemonies - with no juridical or doctrinal norm to prohibit 

competitive or extra-hemispheric intervention. 

The next chapter will examine two cases of civil 

conflicts that witnessed limited outside intervention because 

the civil uprisings occurred within a state that was either 

aligned with the Eastern or with the Western hemispheres, and 

made intervention out-of-limits to non-hemispheric powers. 

And because an existing doctrinal or juridical norm 

restricted the prerogative to intervene only to the 

hemispheric hegemony, external involvement here would be seen 

not as "interventionary alliances in civil conflicts, but as 
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"foreign intervention." 
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CHAPTER THREE 

EMPIRICAL CASES OF FOREIGN INTERVENTION 

INTRODUCTION 

Like the previous chapter, this chapter will begin by 

examining the background conditions of the internal situation 

in Czechoslovakia and in Grenada which prompted the 

involvement of foreign powers in the internal affairs of 

these two sovereign states. However, unlike the previous 

chapter whose cases are extra hemispheric in that they lay 

outside of superpower hemispheric regions, Czechoslovakia and 

Grenada are both intra-hemispheric, as they both lie within 

the hemispheric regions of the two superpowers, with a 

history of doctrinal enunciations designed to ward off any 

interference by a non-hemispheric superpower. Thus, 

strategic geo-political considerations will be overriding in 

the following analyses. 

Hopefully, the background study will help reveal the 

nature of the interventionary activity in these two cases, 

enabling us to determine its characteristic differences. 

From the outset, it should be borne in mind that our 

theoretical propositions find less applicability in the cases 

in these chapter. This however does not mean that the 

theoretical study of these cases is irrelevant, but rather 

that they are irrelevant to our revised model. The 

traditional notion of foreign intervention, albeit non-
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dialectical, continues to be the relevant conceptual tool for 

the analysis of such cases. 

What the reader should look for in reading the cases 

is the absence of factionalization, the absence of 

polarization and of multi-lateral foreign actors, the facade 

of regional action and consensus, and the absence of 

escalation or stalemate in the conflicts. 

BACKGROUND TO THE CZECHOSLOVAK CRISIS 

Beginning in the mid-1950s Czechoslovakia, like much 

of the Eastern bloc nations, was undergoing internal socio

economic crisis. Vladimir de Dubnic attributes the causes of 

the crisis to mismanagement, and to the regime's burden of 

international obligations (de Dubnic, 1980, p. 182). In 

Stalin's era, the Czechoslovak Communist Party (CCP) was a 

recipient of Soviet foreign aid. However, in the 1960s 

Czechoslovakia began to have to pay back in the form of 

economic and military aid to Soviet interests in the Middle 

East, vietnam, Cuba, and a few African states. This putting 

of Soviet global interests ahead of its national domestic 

interests, greatly taxed the national economy and culminated 

into an economic crisis. The CCP hoped to alleviate the 

resulting discontent and improve the country's economic 

situation by introducing internal reforms that gave interest 

groups some autonomy and decision-making powers. However, it 

was soon realized that economic reforms in themselves were 
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not enough to assure the regime's success. Political reforms 

had to follow. The role of the party as an instrument of 

economic growth was in question - as the gulf between the 

Communist Party and popular will was widening. 

In 1967, Alexander Dubnec who replaced the Stalinist 

Antonin Novotny as Czechoslovakia's Communist Party leader 

offered to solve the crisis by trying to reform the communist 

system. The reforms aimed at arousing managers and workers 

from the sluggishness of the Novotny era and at gaining the 

support of the masses in order to consolidate the new regime 

against the Stalinists in the party. In short, this meant an 

air of independence for the country - particular in internal 

affairs. 

It was seen that a distribution of power in selected 

sectors of national life could result in improved economic 

and social conditions. Thus, at a February 1976 Central 

Plenum Meeting, an ad hoc committee was appointed and charged 

to prepare a New Political Model that would give interest 

groups a say in the Central Committee's decision-making 

process. In the process of discussing the reforms, freedom 

of the press was established, political opposition groups 

outside the framework of the system began to flourish and 

were tolerated, and new political parties emerged and began 

to assert themselves. 

To the avid reformers within and outside the 

Communist Party, it meant true democratization by means of a 
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mUltiparty system, with a freely elected and responsive 

representative parliament to replace or share power with the 

Central Committee. 

The more moderate reformers, in contrast, preferred 

representation for interest groups rather than an outright 

mUltiparty system. They saw that such interest groups as the 

managerial class, trade unions, youth organizations, farmers' 

associations, etc., were economically important, and 

therefore should not be treated as negative forces. The 

moderates' rationale in the quest for a new role for the 

party was that if the interests of various social groups were 

permi tted to assert themselves institutionally, this would 

not deprive the Communist Party of its mission to run the 

country. Instead, the party would be given a new role, 

serving as the moderator of group aspirations. The party 

would then, hopefully, become the provider of the total 

national interest, which would be put together from all the 

conflicting, fragmentary group interests. The new system 

would allow different groups to dialogue and debate with the 

party, with the ability to influence governmental policies. 

The avid opponents, the neo-Stalinists, feared that 

the proposed reforms would, if implemented, gain overriding 

momentum over Party monopoly in governmental decision-making. 

Press attacks were made by radical reformers that the Party 

was not qualified to defend the interests of society as a 

whole were seen as ominous. 
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Essentially, the quest for a New Political Model had 

been initiated as the result of the Communist Party's failure 

to solve the prolonged socio-economic crisis, to lead the 

country to economic progress, and to adjust the system to the 

social and economic needs of its people. The lack of 

economic progress after twenty years of the Communist Party 

control over the country brought many to begin questioning if 

the proper role of the Party was to rule. Many felt that the 

Party should concentrate on overall ideological leadership 

rather than on running the government. Thus, the reformers 

departure from orthodox ideology was motivated by the 

pragmatic consideration of establishing a more workable 

relation between the Party and the popUlation rather than by 

any premeditated desertion of Communism. They saw that "a 

distribution of power in selected sectors of national life 

could result in economic and social improvements" (See Orbis, 

spring 1970. p. ).184 

By the beginning of February 1968, the state 

machinery, which includes the executive and the legislature, 

were given more autonomy from Party control. Thus, while 

remaining a vehicle of the Party's supreme will, the 

government machinery would become a separate entity, with the 

potential of developing into a new power base. 

Although the Czech revolution was actually an elite 

movement, planned and run by communists, it was so unorthodox 

and so unlike anything thus far developed in communist 
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Czechoslovakia that it became a popular movement. As far as 

the individual Czech or Slovak was concerned, it meant 

freedom, and in large doses. It also meant an uncensored 

mass-media, freedom of travel outside the country, pardon and 

recompense for those unjustly convicted during the earlier 

dictatorship, and a sharp reduction in the powers of the 

Party police (U.S. News, August 5, 1968, p. 58). 

As this experiment at democracy began to surface, the 

Soviets, as well as hard-line communists within the 

Czechoslav Communist Party observed with consternation. 

There was a fear the new regime would produce counter

revolution that would sweep the Communists from power and 

turn Czechoslovakia into a western-style social democracy. 

To the Soviet Union, in particular, this meant danger, since 

Czechoslovakia, like most of Eastern Europe, borders the 

Soviet Union's Uk.raine. The hard-line Communist leaders of 

Poland and of East Germany ( Party Chief Wladyslaw Gomulka 

and Walter Ulbricht) were also jittery. If the Czech masses 

wanted what the new government was dishing out, might not the 

idea become contagious? 

Similar "domino theory" apprehensions about the 

spread of reformist communism held for Bulgaria, Rumania, and 

Hungary, although the latter could identify and sympathize 

with what the Czechs were undergoing. Their own attempts at 

similar reforms in 1956 was ruthlessly crushed by the Soviet 

military. 
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Thus, in all these satellites, the top men in the 

hierarchy recognized the fact that a liberal Czechoslovakia 

could set in motion dominoes that could be the beginning of 

their powers. This is the main reason why the Soviet union 

and its subservient allies pressed to reverse the tide of 

freedom in Czechoslovakia. 

reimposition of censorship, 

political activities, and a 

What the Soviets wanted was a 

the banning of anti-Communist 

tightening of Communist Party 

discipline throughout the country. 

Dubcek, the new Czech leader, stood firm, and would 

not change the course of the revolution. He affirmed loyalty 

to Eastern Europe's military alliance, said Czechoslovakia 

would remain communist, but social reforms will remain. Even 

as the Soviet threats intensified, Dubcek declared on July 

1968 that "We shall succeed, not only in defending our ideas, 

but also in getting more freedom of action" (U.s. News, Aug. 

5, 1968, p. 60). continuous soviet pressure on Prague 

through political coercion, economic blackmail, and military 

intimidation, produced the contrary of what was expected: A 

massive support for the liberal government by a larger 

percentage of the Czech population. 

OPTIONS OPENED TO SOVIET POLICY MAKERS: From the 

Soviet perspective, the Czech reforms were more than just a 

matter of internal socio-political order. They were a matter 

of concern for Soviet national security, as such non-

-----------------------
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conforming alliance members were likely to lead the way for 

the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact - an alliance that is 

crucial for the Security of the soviet Union. And as leader 

of the alliance, it also posed a challenge for Soviet 

prestige world wide. Thus, from the outset of the Czech 

crisis, the Soviet Union was faced with a series of 

disagreeable alternatives. 

On the one hand, inaction by the Soviet Union to what 

the Poles and the East Germans called the "Prague plague," 

would have meant that liberalism and other forms of non

conformism would sweep across other vassal states. On the 

other hand, military action by the Soviet Union may cause a 

wave of setbacks on Soviet efforts to internationalize' the 

communist ideology. "Communism backed by the bayonet" would 

take over as it did in Hungary in 1956, even though it would 

be counter-productive for a nation which uses propaganda as a 

one of its maj or weapons of expansion. Already, Communist 

leaders in France, Italy and Belgium had warned that armed 

intervention would seriously damage their parties. 

An additional element the soviets had to weigh was 

its pursuit of detente with the united States. The USSR and 

the us had, by 1968, concluded treaties on issues such as 

cultural exchanges, the limitation of nuclear weapons, and 

the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The Soviet 

invasion of Czechoslovakia would cause disenchantment in the 

U. S., and would cause American policy makers to be less 
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willing to deal with a Soviet Union that is slipping back to 

the cold war days of stalin. 

Whatever way the Kremlin dealt with the Czech crisis, 

Soviet leadership seemed to be a loser. Use of force would 

alienate many Communist parties, and tarnish Soviet efforts 

at promoting the communist ideology. To let the Czechs get 

their way would touch off demands for freedom elsewhere, and 

set the dominoes crumbling. To delay would provoke new 

tensions inside and outside what is left of the Soviet sphere 

of influence. 

In the final analysis, considerations of national 

security were overriding, and Soviet decision-makers saw 

invasion as the best of their alternatives. Speculating on 

the Soviet decision to invade, Franck and Weisband, however, 

contend that the "invasion was a policy of desperation, 

arrived at by only the narrowest of politburo majorities. It 

was launched after a series of procrastinations. This at 

least raised the possibility that if the calculable costs of 

the invasion had been slightly higher, the-precarious balance 

within the Kremlin might have tilted the other way and the 

invasion might never have taken place" 

1971, p. 12). 

(Franck & Weisband, 

The most elaborate account of the events of the 

invasion is presented by Franck and Weisband in their unique 

and infamous work entitled: Word Politics: Verbal Strategy 

Among the Superpowers. 
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THE SOVIET INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Barely 12 years after the 1956 Soviet invasion of 

Hungary, the Soviets were once again exercising their 

hegemonic prerogative, by forcefully bringing another one of 

their non-conforming alliance member to order. Franck and 

Weisband, while deploring the politics of superpower 

intervention in small states, go into every operational 

detail of the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. The 

invasion began with the unscheduled arrival of Soviet 

airplanes - civilian, as well as military airplanes - at 

Prague's international airport on the eve of August 20, 1968. 

On board the airplanes were technicians and contingents of 

Soviet paratroopers. The civilian airplanes, manned by the 

technicians, were to serve as the airport control tower, in 

directing the landing and the taking off of successions of 

more unscheduled Soviet aircrafts. within twelve hours, the 

airport was under the complete control of soviet forces. 

While the takeover of the airport was being carried 

out, military tanks, personnel carriers, and armored cars 

were pouring in that same night from neighboring Warsaw Pact 

countries, to occupy strategic ci ties, towns, and suburbs 

inside Czechoslovakia. 

At the time of the invasion, the Czechoslovak Central 

Committee was holding a meeting to draft a resolution that 

was going to be submitted at the Fourteenth Party Congress in 
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September. As news of the invasion got to them, members of 

the Central Committee fell into a state of shock (Robert 

Littell, 1969, pp.7-9). Exasperated, the First Secretary of 

the Czechoslovak Communist Party, Alexander Dubcek lamented 

before the Central Committee: "I declare on my honor as a 

Communist that I had no suspicion, no indication, that anyone 

would want to undertake such measures against us That 

they should have done this to me, after I have dedicated my 

whole life to cooperation with the Soviet union, is the great 

tragedy of my life" (Ibid., see also Franck & Weisband, p. 

16) . 

The Central Committee set out the rest of the night 

to formulate a communique that would be announced to the 

nation the following morning. The boss of the Central 

Communications Administration, Karel Hoffman, a 'die-hard' 

soviet sympathizer, prevented the communique from going on 

the air. Meanwhile, the occupying forces, using the 

facilities of the Soviet news agency Tass, began making radio 

broadcasts in Czech and in Slovak. Some of the broadcasts 

read as follows: "Personalities of the Czechoslovak 

Communist Party requested military aid from the Soviet Union, 

because our Republic was threatened by counterrevolution ... " 

(ibid. p.17). 

Despite desperate attempts to prevent the Central 

Committee's communique from airing, the communique finally 

did manage to be aired by 'Free Radio Prague.' It read as 
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follows: "The Presidium calls upon all citizens of the 

Republic to keep the peace and not to resist the advancing 

armies, because the defense of our state borders is now 

impossible .•. Self-control is our best weapon .•. I beg you 

to maintain calm and bear with dignity the present situation" 

(ibid.). It would not be long before the radio station got 

blown up. All officials who had master-minded the Czech 

reforms were immediately arrested. 

Through the first weeks of the occupation, there was 

pacific resistance throughout major Czechoslovak provinces, 

organized by pro-Dubcek elements, and aimed at fostering the 

democratic reforms of their jailed leaders. Psychological in 

nature, the resistance aimed first at engaging the Soviet 

troops in conversations, but later, the public was instructed 

to completely ignore them. Eventually, the resistance would 

end, as Czechoslav leaders, yielding to Soviet demands, 

issued a communique on August 27, agreeing to settle for 

partial sovereignty and socialist solidarity. 

Several speculations have been made, which attempt to 

determine the intentions behind the Soviet invasion. They 

range from Soviet suspicions that Czechoslovakia may not be a 

dependable ally in the event of a crisis between China and 

the Soviet Union on Russia's other border in the Far East, to 

West German overtures to Eastern European states for closer 

economic ties and credit offers. Others saw the invasion as 

part of the resurgence of orthodoxy in the Soviet Union. 
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Even though the relationship between the Soviet union 

and the Communist countries of Central And Eastern Europe is 

officially based on the principle of equality and mutual 

noninterference, there were three rules that however canceled 

this principle long before the Brezhnev Doctrine was 

enunciated. Moscow insisted that the communist parties 

within the so-called socialist commonwealth had to maintain 

(1) the primacy of the party; (2) the preservation of the 

socialist system; and (3) adherence to the precept of 

proletarian internationalism (a euphemism for allegaince to 

Moscow) . The Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia was a 

typical preventive intervention, for the country did not 

violate any of the above rules. Soviet leaders may have 

simply had their own "domino theory" apprehensions about the 

spread of liberal reforms in the Eastern bloc countries. 

Franck and Weisband conclude their account of the 

Soviet invasion by stating that there actually was no cause 

for the Soviets to restrain their behavior because: 

The Russians were able to point out that in 
Czechoslovakia they were merely applying the 
principles of conduct the united States had 
evolved in relation to Latin America .... By 
staying well within the guidelines the Uni
ted States itself had devised, the Soviets 
were able to reduce the risk of a u.S. mili
tary reaction (Franck & Weisband, p. 32). 

It is this conduct of the United states in the Latin 

American region that the next section will examine. This 

will be done by analyzing the factors that motivated the 

latest u.S. intervention in the region - the 1983 invasion of 

----- -----------------
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Grenada. 

THE U.S. INVASION OF GRENADA 

The united states has had a long history of 

intervention in the Caribbean. Often referred to as 

America's "backyard," the Caribbean, like East Europe for the 

Soviets, has for long been regarded by the u.S. as vital to 

its national security. Meanwhile, although U.S. concerns in 

the region have traditionally focused on Cuba, the Dominican 

Republic, and Haiti, the independence of most of the island 

states from Britain brought increased fears of the spread of 

Soviet and Cuban influence in the region, thereby promoting 

the U. S . to focus closer attention on the affairs of the 

Commonwealth Caribbean states (Theberge, 1973). 

The coming to power on March 12, 1979, of a Leftist 

regime in Grenada following a populist revolution led by 

Maurice Bishop and his "New Jewel" party, confirmed America's 

fears of this spread of Soviet and Cuban influence in the 

region. The Reagan Administration was "determined to 

isolate, punish, and perhaps even overthrow Bishop" 

(Schoenhals et. al., p. 1985, p. 130). In a February 24, 

1982 speech to the OAS, Reagan expressed anxiety over "the 

tightening grip of the totalitarian left in Grenada" 

(Gilmore, 1984, p. 28). 

Administration was the 

airport on the island. 

Of particular concern to the 

construction of an international 

While the new Grenadian regime 
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claimed the airport was for the economic objective of 

increasing tourism on the island, the united states claimed 

"the planned 9,800 feet Port Salines runway... has clear 

military potential. Such an airfield will allow operations 

of every aircraft in the Soviet/Cuban inventory. Cuba's MiG 

aircraft and troop transports will enjoy a greater radius of 

operation. The airport will give Cuba a guaranteed refueling 

stop for military flights to Africa" (ibid. p. 28). 

Carrying out with its policy of isolating Grenada, 

the Reagan Administration barred Grenada from the benefits of 

aid programs such as the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs and 

the Caribbean Basin Initiative, and pressured U.S. allies and 

international financial institutions not to provide any form 

of development loans to Grenada. Thus, under the Reagan 

Administration, Grenada was an informal "hit list" of 

countries the U.S. seeks to prevent from receiving loans from 

international institutions. The list includes Vietnam, Cuba, 

Nicaragua, Afganistan, Angola, and Grenada. Whenever a loan 

for one of these countries came under consideration, U. S. 

officials would provide negative critiques and try to lobby 

against it (Schoenhals et. al., p.130). 

The CIA, in July 1981, presented the Senate Select 

Intelligence Committee with a plan to destabilize Grenada 

economically and politically, but the plan was rej ected by 

the Senate (ibid. p. 131). Nevertheless, it was possible to 

exert military pressure on Grenada without approval from the 
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This is why between August 1 and October 15, 1981, 

the u.s. carried out military exercises in the Caribbean with 

over 200,000 troops, designed to intimidate not only Grenada, 

but its Latin American mentor, Cuba as well (ibid. p. 132). 

Members of the Black Caucus in congress who grew 

increasingly critical of the Reagan Administration's 

determined efforts to isolate and destabilize Grenada, 

requested Congressional hearings on the issue. The 

Administration's case before Congress was that Grenada's ties 

with Cuba and the Soviet Union, its anti-American propaganda, 

its non-observance of human rights and democratic traditions, 

were responsible for the hard-·line policy designed by the 

Administration. Furthermore, in a nationwide address on 

March 23, 1983, President Reagan, revealing aerial 

connaissance photos of Grenada, reiterated the threat Grenada 

and its new 10,000 ft. airfield would pose for the region and 

for U.s. national security (ibid. pp. 132-135). Thus, by the 

Spring of 1983, the Administration had elevated Grenada to 

the status of "a serious threat to the U.s. and its allies" 

(ibid.). Repeated efforts by the Grenadian leader, including 

a trip to Washington, D.C., to normalize relations with the 

U.s. were rebuffed by the Reagan Administration. 

---- ---~-----
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EFFECTS OF U.S. PRESSURES ON GRENADA 

The effect of U.S. pressure and its policy of 

destabilization were successful in producing an outcome least 

expected by its designers - the Reagan Administration. What 

U.S. pressures did to the Grenadian regime was that it pushed 

them farther to the extreme left, just like Soviet threats 

and blackmail pushed reformers in Czechoslovakia to the 

radical right, deepening the revolutionary process and 

causing them to become more radical (Payne et. al., 1984, pp. 

107-108) . A new party Secretariat was established, and 

modeled after that of the Soviet communist Party. Principles 

of Leninist organization began to adapted into the party 

structure, and socialist education, designed to press horne to 

the populace the nature of the U.S. threat, was intensified 

(ibid.). 

The staunch pro-Communist members of the Central 

Committee did not seem to be satisfied with the rate at which 

the revolutionary reforms were moving. They complained that 

the party could not be put on a Marxist-Leninist footing 

under Bishop's leadership; and criticized him for not having 

the charisma that is necessary to carry out a Leninist level 

of organization and discipline. As a result, Maurice Bishop 

was invited by a Central Committee vote of September 12, 

1983, to share power with the more charismatic Bernard Coard 

(ibid.). Bishop's skepticism of the Central Committee's 
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decision caused him to hesitate and then, later, to challenge 

the idea of power sharing. This provoked confusion, 

suspicion, threats and counter-threats within the Central 

Committee, which eventually resulted in Bishop's house

arrest. On October 19, 1983, he, along with about a hundred 

of his supporters were summarily executed (The Times, Nov. 5, 

1983) . 

Following this grave development, u.s. attention was 

focused on Grenada at a much higher level. On October 20, 

1983, a U.S. task force that was on its way to Lebanon was 

redirected to head to Grenada. On October 21, 1983, the 

Heads of States of the Organization of East Caribbean states 

met in Barbados to impose diplomatic and economic sanctions 

against the new military regime in Grenada, and "to seek the 

assistance of friendly countries to stabilize the situation 

and to establish a peacekeeping force" (Gilmore, 1984, p. 

33) . The "friendly country," whose assistance they were to 

seek was , of course, the United States, which at the time, 

had already began drawing contingency plans to evacuate u.s. 

nationals from Grenada (Schoenhals et. al., pp. 139-140). 

A crisis management team met in Washington, D.C. 

under the chairmanship of then Vice-President George Bush on 

October 22, 1983, and their overriding concern was the 

evacuation of the u.s. citizens from Grenada. Fears of a 

likely hostage situation was heightened when it became clear 

that news of the u.s. fleet diversion had been leaked to the 
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Occurring just around the time when 

230 U.S. marines had been killed in Lebanon, the fear of a 

possible hostage situation particularly caused President 

Reagan to be haunted by his predecessors's 1980 predicament. 

He was reported as lamenting, "I'm no better off than Jimmy 

Carter" (ibid., p. 143; also, Economist, March 10, 1984, p. 

32) . Reagan eventually gave his approval for an invasion, 

and it was agreed that United States' European allies were 

not to be consulted. 

Following the final Presidential go-ahead on October 

24, 1983, the military invasion was launched. Using the u.S. 

carrier task force that had been diverted en route to Beirut, 

along with airborne backup from u.S. forces using airports in 

Barbados and other neighboring islands, a combined force of 

some 7000 troops from the united States, Jamaica, Barbados, 

Antigua, Dominica, st. Lucia, st Nevis/Kitts, and st. 

Vincent, successfully carried out the invasion, code names 

"Urgent Fury," on October 25, 1983 (Schoenhals, p. 146). The 

actual invasion itself was reportedly carried out by u.S. 

troops alone. The contingents from the participating 

Caribbean states, 300 troops in number, were to be deployed 

on police duties once the invasion was completed and combat 

had ceased. 

Despite the size and firepower of the invading 

forces, it was only after three long days that the invasion 

was completed, and all open resistance quelled down 

~ -~---"~~~"~" """~"~-~---" ------
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The resistance was 

unexpectedly prolonged because of some 784 Cuban construction 

workers who were on the island, and who had taken up arms to 

ward off the u.s. invasion. 

only 1500 (Payne, 1984, p. 

Native Grenadian forces numbered 

161) . Final casualty count 

indicated that 45 Grenadians, 24 Cubans and 18 U.S. troops 

had lost their lives. Personnel from the Soviet Union and 

from pro-Soviet regimes who had been working on the island 

were immediately expelled (Schoenhals pp. 146-1247). A U.S. 

diplomatic mission was immediately established on the island, 

and charged with carrying out various aspects of civil 

administration (Ambursley, 1984, p. 93). 

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE U.S. INVASION 

It was barely 18 years after the 1965 united States 

invasion of the Dominican Republic that U. S. troops were 

again ordered to invade another Caribbean state. Thus, in 

the weeks following the invasion, the Reagan Administration 

had a lot of explaining to give, in justification of its 

actions. The President's first announcement on October 25, 

1983, of the "rescue mission," briefly outlined the main 

reasons for the operation. 

Reagan announced that the U.S. had received an urgent 

request from the East Caribbean states to assist in a joint 

effort to restore order and democracy in Grenada, and had 

yielded to their request to become part of a multi-national 
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force that carried out the "rescue mission." Then turning to 

the justification of what he called "this decisive action," 

Reagan gave three reasons: 

First, and of overriding importance, to protect 
lives, including up to 1000 Americans whose per
sonal safety is, of course, my paramount concern. 
Second, to forestall further chaos. And, third, 
to assist in the restoration of conditions of law 
and order and of governmental institutions to the 
island of Grenada, where a brutal group of leftist 
thugs violently seized power ... Let there be no 
misunderstanding, this collective action has been 
forced on us by events that have no precedent in 
the Eastern Caribbean and no place in any civilized 
society (Payne, 1984, p. 155). (Emphasis mine) . 

Providing justification at the U.N. on the day 

following the invasion, Eugenia Charles, chairman of the OECS 

claimed that the invasion was at the invitation of Grenadian 

authorities, and specifically cited Sir Paul Scoon, the 

Governor General of Grenada (ibid. p. 151). 

Then U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., Jeane Kirkpatrick, 

in a further bid to provide justifications for the U. S. 

action, began by challenging the view of international 

politics that "treats the prohibition against the use of 

force as an absolute; and the injunction against the 

intervention in the internal affairs of other states as the 

only obligation of states under the U. N. Charter. " She 

contended that "the prohibition against the use of force in 

the U. N. Charter are contextual, not absolute" (Schoenhals 

et. aI, 1985, pp. 148-49). 

It is evident from these statements that Kirkpatrick, 

and the Administration she represents, hail from the pm.,rer 
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paradigm school of thought - school that finds justification 

in the use of military power to intervene in the internal 

affairs of other states if its goal is to preserve and 

enhance the national interest. While "interventionary 

alliance" may be instigated by the need to give support to an 

internal ally, foreign intervention, usually taking the form 

of an invasion, is motivated by the need to demonstrate 

hegemonic power, aimed at forcefully bringing a non

conforming hemispheric sovereign state back to order. 

Thus, what the cases of Czechoslovakia and Grenada 

tell is that foreign intervention, carried out unilaterally 

by a hegemonic power is different from cases of 

"interventionary alliances," wherein a multiplicity of 

foreign powers intervene to ally with a given faction in an 

ongoing civil war. Indeed, the cases of Czechoslovakia 

demonstrate the three main features of Rosenau's definition 

of foreign intervention Rosenau, 1967, p. 167). The 

features are: First, that it is a convention breaking act; 

which needs not necessarily be in the form of military 

action. Of course, the two cases discussed here are both 

cases of military action. There are, however, cases where 

irtterventionary activities were successfully carried out 

without the use of military action. For example, the u.s. 

intervention in the Philippines and in Haiti to ouster the 

leaders of these regimes, who had been alienated from their 

people; or the 1985 multilateral interventions to provide 
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food aid to the starving populations of Ethiopia. 

Second, that foreign intervention is a temporary 

phenomenon. If it gets routinized, it no longer remains 

unconventional. It is remarkable to observe that the Soviet 

union and the united States did pullout of Czechoslovakia 

and Grenada as soon as their military missions were completed 

and their goals achieved. On the other hand, one finds that 

interventionary activities in the Angolan and Chadian civil 

Wars were rather prolonged and routinized, thus failing to 

meet Rosenau's second criterion of what constitutes foreign 

intervention. 

Third, that foreign intervention is authority 

oriented. It aims at changing or preserving the authority 

structure of the state. This criterion is clearly evident in 

the two cases examined in this chapter. While the objective 

of the u.S. intervention was to change the authority 

structure of the Grenadian regime which was radically 

becoming Marxist/Leninist, the objective of the Soviet 

intervention in Czechoslovakia was to preserve the authority 

structure of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, threatened by 

liberal reforms. 

It is evident that Rosenau's classic definition of 

foreign intervention is limited and applicable only to cases 

such as Czechoslovak and the Grenadian invasions. It has 

limited empirical application to cases of internal warfare 

between opposing factions, allied with various external 
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powers. Thus, if the concept of "foreign intervention" has 

been defined, conceptualized, and accepted as a tool for the 

study of the critical phenomenon of unilateral external 

interference in the internal affairs of sovereign states, its 

properties fail to provide an analytical framework for the 

study of the involvement of multilateral foreign powers in a 

factional civil conflicts. 

Our next and final chapter will attempt to reiterate 

the need of a new model for the study of foreign involvement 

in civil wars, why the absence of such a model stagnates 

growth in the field of the social sciences, and why our 

revised model defined and operationalized as "interventionary 

alliances in Civil Conflicts," appears to be the most 

appropriate model at this time. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

EXPLAINING INTERVENTIONARY ALLIANCES IN ANGOLA & CHAD 

The empirical character of the Angolan and the 

Chadian civil wars produces developments that call for a new 

approach in the study of internal strifes especially 

internal strifes that have international ramifications. Like 

Skocpol who found in her study of states and Social 

Revolutions that the international environment had an impact 

on the internal character, structure, and outcome of the 

French, Russian and Chinese Revolutions (Skocpol, 1979, p. 

173), our findings here indicate that the international 

environment overwhelmingly affected, and in turn was 

influenced by, the internal character of the Angolan and the 

Chadian civil wars. 

The factional character of the two conflicts, the 

absence of a legitimate central government, and the 

heterogeneity of the two societies ruled out the likelihood 

of unilateral foreign intervention by either a regional 

power, a former colonial power, or a superpower. This meant 

therefore that external intervention was not only going to be 

multilateral, it was also going to be polarized. And as 

stated in our first hypothesis, whatever the structure of the 

international system -- bipolar or multipolar -- the internal 

character of the conflicts mirrors that structure. In Angola 

as well as in Chad, it was not just a conflict between 
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Angolans or between Chadians, it was a conflict between two 

poles - the East and the west. 

Despite the absence of any evidence of direct Soviet 

involvement in Chad, the rhetoric of u.S. policy-makers, as 

the case study indicates, always tended to hold the Soviets 

responsible for the actions of Libya, which is a known Soviet 

client. In Angola, there was no uncertainty about the active 

involvement of the two superpowers. The involvement of one 

was generally an excuse for the involvement of the other. 

The pUll-out of one would immediately be linked to the pull

out of the other - a dilemma seldom found in traditional 

cases of "foreign intervention" whereby a foreign power 

immediately pulls out after the intervention has accomplished 

its intended purpose. 

While there is ample evidence in the case studies to 

support the hypothesis that ideology is a determinant in 

alliance configurations between competing external powers and 

internal factions, there also does appear to be some evidence 

of pragmatism. Behind the Libyan involvement in Chad is the 

"dream" of an ideologically larger and united Islamic empire. 

Given that much of Chad, and particularly Northern Chad is 

Islamic, Libyan goals were to help make sure that a 

Northerner came to power in Chad; and if that failed, help 

get Northern Chad separate from the rest of Chad, and be 

integrated with Libya. Ei ther way, Libya would win. The 

leaders of the two opposing factions were both Moslems from 
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the North. At one time or another, they have been allied 

with Libya. At other times, when the tides changed, they 

have put ideological congruence with Libya aside, to seek 

alliances with non-Islamic states. Such evidence of 

Machiavellian pragmatism was also present with the factions 

in the Angolan civil war. 

Savimbi's UNITA, which is now strongly allied with 

the U. S. and receives between $15 million and $32 million 

from the Reagan/Bush Administrations was a one-time staunch 

opponent of the United States. Using high-powered rhetoric 

in the aftermath of his split with the pro-U.S. FNLA 

movement, 

analysis 

progress 

with the 

Savimbi is quoted as saying that "... materialist 

of revolutions have all convinced me that no 

is possible with individuals whose allegiance is 

Americans ... " (Burchett, p. 29). While openly 

denouncing the U. S., Savimbi was at the same time actively 

seeking military support from China and other Communist 

states. For pragmatic reasons, he is today allied with the 

U.S. in sheer defiance of his professed ideology. Even an 

offer from South Africa, which was going to cause Savimbi 

ostracism in much of Africa was too good for him to turn down 

in the evasive interest of African solidarity. He decidedly 

chose to remain pragmatic, yielding to the Machiavellian 

adage that "the end justifies the means." 

While there has been a criss-crossing of ideology and 

pragmatism in the Chadian conflict and in Savimbi's faction 
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of the Angolan conflict, there does appear to be some 

steadfast adherence to ideological orthodoxy with the 

remaining two factions in the Angolan civil war. It is thus 

that even at the risk of dissolution, the Zairian based FNLA 

movement did refuse to contract alliances with Communist or 

pro-Communist regimes and, for fear of alienating African 

states, did turn down an offer of an alliance with South 

Africa. How.ever, it could be justifiably argued that 

Mobutu's strong anti-communist stance and his power to ratify 

major FNLA policy issues may have been the factors that kept 

the FNLA from seeking any embedded ties with pro-communist 

regimes. 

As for the MPLA, its embedded ties with Communist, 

pro-communist, and liberal regimes was definitely motivated 

by its ideological concern to build a non-ethnic, non-racial, 

class-less society. since only Marxist ideology professes a 

class-less society, this would be the reason why the MPLA, 

made up of diverse segments of mesticos, assimilados, and 

indigenas, would not waver on its espousal of Communist 

ideology. For the MPLA, the revolution would not be complete 

until the class structure, established and nurtured during 

the colonial era and aimed at getting the indigenas, the 

assimilados, and the mesticos divided and opposed to one 

another, is destroyed. This is of course in keeping with 

Marxist ideology which requires that: 

Once successful, a revolution marks the transition 
from the previous mode of production, in which new 
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of the newly triumphant revolutionary class, create 
appropriate conditions for further development of 
society. In short, Marx sees revolutions as emerg
ing out of class-divided modes of production, and 
transforming one form of production into another 
through class conflict (Skocpol, 1979, p. 8). 

other components of ideology visible in the Angolan 

and the Chadian conflicts could be detected in the policy 

designs of the intervening powers. Putting the major foreign 

actors aside, one observes that conservative foreign states 

generally entered the conflict by allying themselves with 

conservative internal factions, while liberal foreign states 

tended to take sides with the internal liberal factions in 

the civil wars. This is why such conservative states as 

Morocco, Zaire, Ivory Coast, Cameroon, Senegal, Egypt and 

Saudi Arabia sided with the FNLA and UNITA in the Angolan 

civil war, while such liberal states as Libya, Algeria, 

Guinea, and Tanzania sided with the MPLA. strictly non-

aligned states like Zambia, and Botswana remained neutral. 

Only when external involvement in internal conflicts is 

studied from the approach of "interventionary alliances" 

would it enable the ideological hypothesis to be formulated 

and fully evaluated. 

Empirical evidence for our second hypothesis, which 

states that rivalry in the international system can be better 

understood by the study of interventionary alliances in civil 

wars can again be demonstrated in our case studies. Putting 
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the superpowers aside, one observes that sides taken by the 

various foreign powers in the civil wars can be a cue as to 

whether relations between them are characterized by 

cooperation or conflict. If such regional neighbors as Libya 

and Egypt, Algeria and Morocco, or Guinea and the Ivory Coast 

sided with opposing factions in the Angolan civil war, it 

gives some cue to the absence of cooperation between them 

either at their regional levels or at the much larger global 

context. Indeed, some climate of conflict does exist between 

these pairs of countries, and this animosity may have played 

a determining role in their decisions to enter these foreign 

civil conflicts, and/or in determining which factions to 

support in the conflicts. 

Taking a few examples of the individual countries, 

one finds that relations between Guinea and the Ivory Coast 

have never really been at their best. The very conservative 

right-wing leader of the Ivory Coast, Houphouet Boigny, has 

made repeated accusations at the revolutionary Guinean regime 

of Sekou Toure for plotting his overthrow. Frustrated by his 

unrealistic dream for an Islamic empire, the Libyan regime of 

Qadafi has sponsored several terrorist actions inside Egypt, 

in attempts to get rid of exiled Libyan dissidents based in 

Egypt. Morocco holds a long standing grudge against Algeria, 

for the continuous military support Algeria has been 

providing the Western Saharan Republic in its war of 

liberation against Morocco. 
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Given these differences, one can see why siding with 

the internal factions in the civil wars could have but been a 

continuation and a reflection of the regional climate. Thus, 

understanding the overall pattern of alliances in civil wars 

gives us a clearer understanding of the conflictual climate 

between contiguous states in the international system. 

That the two superpowers will, for the sake of 

international stability, most likely back the same side in an 

interstate war, but will most likely take opposing sides in a 

civil war is another hypothetical proposition that found some 

empirical in our case studies and beyond. In almost all 

contemporary cases of civil wars, from Angola to Chad, 

Nicaragua, Afghanistan and Cambodia, the two superpowers have 

intervened by allying with opposing factions in these civil 

conflicts. However, in the recent interstate war between 

Iran and Iraq, the two superpowers were seen to have 

officially made a deliberate and concerted effort to enforce 

an arms embargo against one of the parties - a policy move 

that precipitated an accelerated resolution to the conflict. 

The hypothesis that finds foreign involvement, 

including superpower involvement, responsible for the 

escalation, protraction, and stalemate of internal conflicts 

is clearly evident in the Angolan and the Chadian civil wars. 

Starting from the rather simplified assumption that without 

weapons these factions would never have been in the position 

to initiate and sustain the war, one sees that without 
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external allies, the dissident factions may h~ve resorted to 

other non-lethal meams to settle their political differences. 

In Chad, for example, it was the promise of Libyan support 

that pushed the various Northern factions to challenge the 

authority of the central government. Once armed hostilities 

broke out, attempts at hinderirig escalation were further 

complicated by the fact that the power of decision-making was 

not in the hands of the warring internal factions, but rather 

in the hands of their external sponsors in this case, 

France and Libya. Any negotiated settlement or stalemate 

could only be broken if France and Libya sat down together 

and agreed to do so. And this was exactly how truce came 

about in the Chadian war. 

In the case of Angola, reticence for a negotiated 

settlement can equally be attributed to the fact that the 

factions directly at war with one another had no real 

decision-making power. The stalemate was broken only after 

American-sponsored talks got South Africa and Cuba to 

negotiate a peaceful settlement. The internal factions 

directly involved in the civil war could but only play second 

fiddle. It is interesting to note that the party who 

sponsored the peace talks - that is, the United states - was 

itself an ally to one of the factions in the Angolan 

conflict. No one knows how much successful the negotiated 

settlement would have been had it been sponsored by a non

party to the conflict. Whether the settlement succeeded 

------------------_._----------------
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because the u.s. was a decision-making party to the conflict 

or because of the recent rebirth of detente between the 

superpowers is still unclear. 

However, with a pledge of continuous u.s. support to 

the UNITA faction, what may have been achieved is simply a 

de-escalation and not an end to the conflict. Stalemate is 

still prevalent, though at a lower scale. Nevertheless, 

despite current detente in superpower relations, both still 

active supporters of the internal warring factions, there is 

nothing to guarantee that even the currently scaled-down 

stalemate will soon give way to renewed fighting. Despite 

the recent peace agreement on the withdrawal of foreign 

troops from Angola, UNITA remains as determined as ever to 

continue fighting, and the MPLA pledges to continue to keep 

UNITA abay. 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA AND GRENADA AS CONTRAST 

The argument presented here about the distincti ve 

character of interventionary alliances in the Chadian and 

Angolan civil wars must stand or fall primarily according to 

how well they make sense of the two cases. Yet, in terms of 

the logic of comparative case studies, we can be more certain 

of the adequacy of these arguments if it can be demonstrated 

that the peculiarities highlighted for Chad and Angola also 

differentiate their patterns of development from patterns in 

comparable countries that did not experience interventionary 

"---"------------"-"""-"---------------
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alliances in their civil turmoil. 

Most visible in the Czechoslovakia and Grenadian 

cases is the absence of distinct factions prior to foreign 

intervention, and the absence of polarization proceeding the 

intervention. As a matter of fact, intervention in both 

cases was provoked by mere threats of radicalism within 

groups belonging to the same political system. Both 

interventions, unlike the cases of Angola and Chad, were 

interpreted as invasions. Al though both invading powers 

attempted to justify their actions by insinuating that they 

intervened at the invitation of governmental officials within 

the target states, little evidence exists to sUbstantiate 

these allegations. In Czechoslovakia, for example, the 

Soviets claimed the invasion was at the invitation of the 

Czechoslovak Communist Party - an invitation requesting the 

Soviets to come in and restore law and order. In Grenada, 

the u.S. and its Caribbean allies claimed "that their actions 

were legitimized by virtue of an invitation issued to them by 

the Governor-General of Grenada, Sir Paul Scoon" (Gilmore, 

1984, p. 64). As with the Soviets in Czechoslovakia, they 

claimed it was an invitation to restore law and order in a 

conflict-ridden polity. The U. S. would later revise the 

"invited intervention" argument to add that the invasion was 

prompted by the humanitarian necessity to rescue American 

medical students - and thus, was a "rescue mission," and not 

an invasion. 

- - --~------ ------------- -----~ 
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Such deliberate efforts at circumventing and re

interpreting such well-defined principles of international 

norms as the norm of non-intervention is, and of itself, an 

admission of the validity of that norm. It is what Francis 

Boyle (1985) describes as a functional approach to 

international law. 

Another empirical difference betweem the 

"interventionary alliance" cases of Angola and Chad and the 

"foreign intervention cases" of Czechoslovakia and Grenada 

was in the scope in which they were carried out. Unlike in 

Angola and Chad, the Grenadian and Czechoslovak interventions 

were carried out in the guise of regional alliance pacts. In 

Czechoslovakia, while Soviet forces were invading by air, 

other Warsaw Pact forces from Hungary, East Germany, Rumania 

and Poland invaded by land. In Grenada, an identical 

strategy was followed, with forces from the Caribbean states 

accompanying the U. S. in a land and sea invasion of the 

island. Despite this facade of a common cause action by 

members of a regional alliance system, the Czech intervention 

was still seen by the international community as a Soviet 

invasion, and the Grenadian intervention perceived as a u.S. 

invasion. 

Inversely to Angola and Chad where intervention led 

to escalation and stalemate, foreign intervention produced 

neither an escalation nor a stalemate to the Grenadian and 

Czech crises. In fact, both crises were immediately brought 

------.--.---.-.--~.----.------------
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to an end, though probably not in the best interest of the 

internal parties who had been advocating radical reforms. 

Common to the two sets of case studies is Rosenau's 

explanation that foreign intervention n ... aims at changing or 

at preserving the structure of the political authority in the 

target staten (Rosenau, 1967, p. 167). The Libyans in Chad 

were out to change the structure of the political authority 

of the Chadian polity, while the French were out to preserve 

it. In Angola, while the Cubans came in to preserve the 

political authority of the MPLA, South Africa came in to 

alter that polity and possibly replace it with UNITA. In 

Grenada, the u.s. invaded to change a political authority 

that was leaning farther and farther to the left, while 

Czechoslovakia the Soviets invaded to preserve Czech 

political system from drifting to the right. 

From this analysis emerges an interesting phenomenon 

in international relations and that is, a perpetuating 

conflict between revisionist states and status quo states. 

Traced back to earlier revolutionary periods, when newly 

emergent revolutionary regimes in the Third World 

expropriated properties of foreign corporations and refused 

to pay compensation, the phenomenon has gradually worked 

itself into other areas of international conflicts. Today, 

it is even reflected in the way alliances are configured in 

internationalized civil conflicts. In our case studies, 

Cuba, Libya, and the USSR could be classified as revisionist 
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states, while the United states, France and South Africa 

could be seen as the status quo states. While the former 

group of states are disenchanted with the status quo of the 

current international system and would like to see "revised," 

the later group of states are contented with the current 

status quo and want to have it preserved. 

Another differing feature is that "foreign 

intervention," in the traditional sense more often tends to 

take the form of covert action, while the concept of 

"interventionary alliances" in practice tends to constitute 

part of the foreign policy-making process. The u.s. invasion 

of Grenada, for example, was done without congressional 

knowledge or approval; meanwhile, the U. S . involvement in 

Chad and Angola, though initially covert, later became part 

of u.s. foreign policy goals, requiring Congressional 

approval, Congressional appropriations, and Congressional 

field investigations. Even lobbyists from some of the 

internal warring factions were granted diplomatic visas to 

travel to the U.S.-and lobby u.s. law-makers at the national, 

state, and local levels. 

There is no doubt too that the decision leading to 

the Soviet involvement in Angola was part of debatable Soviet 

policy-making process - particularly given the statistical 

fact that Angola is the largest recipient of Soviet weaponry 

in Africa. On the other hand, Soviet covert activities in 

Chad may have been so discrete and efficient that until today 
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it still remains debatable whether they ever were involved in 

the Chadian conflict or not. And of course, its involvement 

in Czechoslovakia could never have been anything else but 

covert. Descriptions of the invasion, as presented by Franck 

and Weisband (1970), indicate that everyone, from Prague 

airport employees to the Czech Central Committee were taken 

by surprise. Of course, if intervention is to take the form 

of an invasion, it makes but for wise policy for it to be 

covert; and if it were to take the form of a prolonged or 

permanent alliance, it makes for wise policy to have it on 

the foreign policy-making agenda. 

A further characteristic contrast between the concept 

of foreign intervention and the concept of interventionary 

alliance is that "foreign intervention" is more likely to be 

interpreted as an aggression, whereas "interventionry 

alliance" is more likely to be treated more as an 

"invitation." This is clearly exemplified in all of our case 

studies: In Angola, both the Cubans and the South Africans, 

not to mention the superpowers, claimed their intervention 

was at the "invitation" of the internal warring factions. In 

Chad, Libya and France both claimed that they intervened at 

the invitation of the Chadian factions. Elsewhere, as far 

back as to the Vietnam conflict, most Americans thought that 

the U. S . got involved in the vietnam war because "... the 

vietnamese people have asked for our help in repelling 

aggression from the North ... " (Ralph White, 1970, p. 158). 
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On the other hand, the Czechoslovakia and Grenadian cases 

demonstrate that the soviet and u.s. invasions were 

overwhelmingly acclaimed by international public opinion as 

acts of aggression. 

CHANGES IN THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM AND THEIR 
IMPACT ON INTERVENTIONARY ALLIANCES 

Our present study has postulated that the structure 

of the international system is reflective in the character of 

interventionary alliances. But what happens the structure of 

the international system changes? How does it affect 

interventionary alliances in civil conflicts? 

Morton Kaplan has postulated hypothetical models that 

attempt to describe six distinct structures of the 

international system. These models range from the balance of 

power system to the loose bipolar system, the tight bipolar 

system, the universal system, the hierarchical system, and 

the unit veto system (Kaplan, 1967, p. 21). It is possible 

that changes in these systems are likely to affect the 

character of interventionary alliances at any given time. 

Beginning with the balance of power system, it is 

most probable that under such a system, we are likely to 

witness less instances of interventionary alliances, as fears 

of tipping the balance would dictate greater restraint in 

great power interactions. The system is highly predictable, 

so knowledge of the consequences of one's actions keep one 
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from initiating those actions, particularly if they are 

actions that would destabilize the international balance of 

power system. 

The loose bipolar system is the structure that is 

currently characteristic of our present international system. 

It has been recently punctuated by detente and rapprochement 

in superpower relations. The 'looseness' began with the 

disaffection of China and France from the tight bipolar 

system that characterized the international system right 

after World War II in 1945 to the early 1960s. Soon after 

China broke off with the Communist alliance system, it began 

to actively pursue an independent foreign policy that was not 

only different from Soviet foreign policy, but that was 

actually designed and aimed at challenging Soviet foreign 

policy objectives in the Third World. In the Angolan civil 

war, for example, China and the United states which at the 

time did not even have diplomatic relations found themselves 

supporting the same factions (the FNLA and UNITA) against the 

Soviet-backed MPLA faction. Although the two states (China 

and the U.S.) did not share the same interests or ideologies, 

they shared the same motives: 'containment' of Soviet 

expansionist ambitions in the Third World. Only in a loose

bipolar system could China have afforded such freedom of 

action. 

However, 

relations makes 

current rapprochement 

such China-type behavior 

in superpower 

less likely. 
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Indeed, it makes interventionary alliances in civil conflicts 

much less likely, as the superpowers would be more concerned 

with upholding their credibility in order to enhance future 

superpower negotiations on matters of more strategic 

importance. This is why the soviet Union recently did all 

that it could, to pull its forces out of Afghanistan by the 

deadline concluded in the U.s. instigated peace treaty. 

The voluntary self-restraint exercised by superpowers 

in respect of detente leaves the door of interventionary 

alliances in loose bipolar systems open to middle or semi

peripheral powers. such regional powers as India, Brazil, 

Nigeria, or South Africa would be more likely to carry out 

interventionary alliances in civil conflicts within their 

regions, particularly as they are not bound by superpower 

detente or international treaty obligations. Thus, in a 

loose bipolar system, there may be superpower hands-off 

policy with regards to interventionary alliances - out of 

respect for detente and treaty obligations between them - but 

interventionary alliances by regional powers may still be 

prevalent. 

In a tight bipolar system, middle or regional powers 

will have little or no room for action - even within their 

regions. Because there is strict hierarchy, interventionary 

alliances could only be carried out unilaterally by the 

superpowers. And unless there is detente between them, there 

would be an abundance of such cases in the international 
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system. 

In the universal system, military force as an 

instrument of foreign policy is immediately ruled out. 

Hegemonic rivalry and competition is absent, as one central 

authority such as the U.N. assumes the functions of a 

universal policeman. In such a situation, cases of 

interventionary alliances would be infinitesimally small. 

In a hierarchical system, where there is only one 

dominant power at the tip of the international system, 

interventionary alliances would take the character of 

"foreign intervention." The phenomenon would be exercised 

very much in a manner similar to the U.S. interventions in 

Grenada and in the Dominican Republic, or the soviet 

interventions in Hungary and in Czechoslovakia. And because 

of the predictive nature of the system, very few domestic 

differences would be allowed to develop to a point where the 

hierarchical hegemony would be forced to intervene. 

In a unit veto system, interventionary alliances 

would be less prevalent as fear of escalation and mutual 

self-destruction would keep actors from doing unto others 

what they would not want others to do unto them. The 

unpredictability of the system keeps everyone in check. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION 

Foreign intervention in the internal affairs of 

sovereign states is a phenomenon that has been prevalent in 

the international system since the 1640 Westphalia Pact which 

gave birth to the modern state system. From such classical 

scholars like Thucydides to such modern day scholars like 

Deutsch, Rosenau, Mitchell, Morgenthau, Modelski, Moore, and 

Falk, the phenomenon has received enormous scholarly 

attention. At the same time, the study has failed to produce 

any conceptual or theoretical growth in the subject. Beyond 

definitional consensus, the study of the phenomenon of 

foreign intervention remains theoretically qualificatory. 

The study remains theoretically qualificatory in that 

it qualifies 

legal/illegal, 

interventionary 

and calls for 

activity as 

the outright 

right/wrong, 

approval or 

disapproval of the action. This subsumingly creates 

polarization in international public opinion. The target 

state, or its sympathizers, immediately go out to call for an 

indictment of the action as a violation of fundamental 

principles of international law which provide for the 

sanctity of sovereign states and the inviolability of that 

sanctity. The intervening state may attempt to vindicate its 

action by re-interpreting the international legal principle 
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of non-intervention, or by alleging that humanitarian 

considerations were behind the intervention. 

Conceptually, the theoretical analysis would end 

here, void of any theoretical propositions or hypothetical 

concepts. It thus fails to provide the litmus test of 

scientific research - which is theory building. It is this 

consideration that motivated the design of this study. 

Growth in any academic discipline comes about only 

when the analysis of phenomenon is dialectic rather than 

judgmental or qualificatory. This is why this study began 

with the initial assumption that current concepts used in the 

study of interventionary activity are inadequate. 

To come up with a more dialectic and concept-yielding 

approach, the present study has had to step outside of 

traditional methodological confines which require that the 

analytical properties of a given phenomenon should, and must 

only, be taken from the same level of analysis. Aided in the 

task has been Heinz Eulau' s work on the "Level of Analysis 

Problem." In that work, Eulau argues that the properties of 

various subject units, whatever their levels of analysis, can 

be made to serve the analysis of an object unit at that 

unit's own level. with his recommendation that " .... moving 

up and down from one level of analysis can enrich our 

understanding of the political process" (Eulau, p. 15), the 

present study saw that using such systemic properties as 

"alliances" to analyze such subsystemic phenomenon as 

- ---------- - --------- ------------------------------ ------------
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factionalized civil wars can enrich our understanding of the 

political process involved in the execution of modern civil 

warfare. 

Traditionally used only at the systemic level to 

analyze conflictual relations between sovereign states in the 

international system, there was little difficulty in re

deploying the concept of "alliances" at the sUbsystemic 

level. Thus, if this study has to any extend succeeded, then 

Eulau's propositions have succeeded as well. 

Not only has this study demonstrated how tremendously 

flexible systemic variables are, it also demonstrates how 

theoretically parsimonious the systemic paradigm is. Almost 

every existing variable in the paradigm can be evaluated and 

tested at more than one level of analysis. It would be 

theoretically enrichening not only to the field of 

international relations but to the entire social science 

discipline if more variables are evaluated and applied to the 

study of phenomena at different levels of analyses. 

Though a few known works exist in this area, a lot 

more still needs to be done. When "Groupthink" took the 

psychological properties of individual decision-making to the 

group level , it was acclaimed as a masterpiece. And when 

psychologists used "cognitive Psychology" -variables with 

properties from different levels of analyses - to analyze 

psychological phenomena that was hitherto unstudied because 

adequate properties could not be found at the same level of 
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analysis, "Cognitive Psychology" emerged as a whole knew sub

discipline in the field of Psychology. Hopefully, when the 

concept of "interventionary alliances," gets accepted by the 

practitioners of the discipline, it too could may eventually 

emerge as an academic sUb-discipline in the field of 

international relations. 

Our study may have succeeded in presenting a new 

conceptual approach to the study of civil conflicts but the 

critical question of how to reduce conflicts of all kind in 

our present international system still remains overriding. 

Although the likelihood of direct military confrontation 

between the superpowers is somewhat remote, some scholars 

have persistently argued that the likelihood of a major 

global conflict resulting from the escalation of a local 

conflict is less remote. Thus, the study of the causes and 

the conceptual characteristics of conflict in the 

international system - both at the inter-state and the intra

state levels - continues to be of prime concern. 

Other properties, besides the systemic property of 

"alliances" can as well find successful applicability to 

multi-level case analyses. At the other end of systemic 

theories are individual psycho-analytic theories. At this 

level, the individual psychological property of "perception" 

and "misperception" have been found to pose a perpetuating 

dilemma to conflicts both at the systemic as well as at the 

subsystemic levels. The \olOrks of Jervis (1976), Hermann 
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(1986), stoessinger (1978) and Ralph White ( 1970) have 

actually focused on "perception and misperception" as the 

propelling cause of most inter-state as well as intra-state 

conflicts, and as a stumbling block to conflict resolution. 

Ralph White, for example, pointed to misperception or 

what he styles "the black-top enemy-image" as the one most 

dominant factor that fueled the stalemate in the vietnam war 

(White, pp.128-30, 216-18). Hermann (1986) contends that the 

views of the Soviet Union determine the foreign policy 

options of U.S. decision-makers. Meanwhile, despite White's 

caution against tl1e risks of misperception or "black and 

white thinking," American involvement in Angola continued to 

be guided by the perception, though some would call it 

'misperception' of a potential communist threat to the 

Southern African region. Qualified first by Portugal and 

later by South Africa as a Communist threat in a bid to get 

U.S. military support, the united states never could bring 

itself to seeing the struggle in Angola as a struggle for 

freedom and independence. 

Thus, like in vietnam, the U.S. first got involved in 

the conflict by allying with the unpopular sides - Portugal 

and South Africa. However, unl ike Vietnam, the U. S . did 

refrain from the direct deployment of its troops in the 

conflict. This vietnam lesson, which later came to be known 

as the Nixon Doctrine's do-it-yourself injunction to anti

Communist Third World governments specified, according to 
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Richard Palk, that "the united states would henceforth give 

sympathy, support and equipment as needed, but the fighting 

must be done by the people in the country "(Palk, in 

Bull, 1984, p. 122). 

By being overly concerned with the containment of 

Communism and overlooking the underlying causes of such local 

conflicts as the Angolan civil war, the u.s. may 

inadvertently be committing what Ralph white calls the 

"reverse-domino theory." He calls it "reverse" in that it 

sees communism spreading not because of the united states' 

complacence, but because of the united states' belligerence 

and consistency in allying with non-popular and oppressing 

forces. The united states, according to Ralph White, " 

can be effective in diminishing the spread of Communism to 

the developing countries (only) if it consistently allies 

itself with rather than pitting itself against the burgeoning 

nationalism of these countries, and helps them to fulfil 

their hopes of economic and social progress" (White, p. 152). 

Most newly independent nations become Communist not 

because they have an intrinsic liking or even a clear 

understanding of Communism but, rather, because Communist 

powers were better able to empathize with their nationalist 

struggle for freedom, and are willing to provide them with 

the help that is necessary to acquire such freedom. Africa 

is by tradition an aristocratic society - an aristocracy of 

kings and chiefs. As a system of a privileged ruling class 
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of inherited wealth, nobility and social position, it is 

inherently anti-thetical to communism - a system that is 

characterized by the absence of social classes and by common 

ownership of the means of production. Thus, American fears 

of the spread of communism to the Front-line states and to 

the entire southern African region are about as unfounded as 

were her fears that " ... the Algerian War (was going to) lead 

to the sovietization of the Maghreb" (Baechler, in Sullivan 

et. al., 1971, p. 78fn). 

According to Jean Baechler, "intervention in a 

revolutionary war by a pluralistic, democratic. nation 

inevitably erodes and perverts the very democratic principles 

in the name of which the war is being fought" (Baechler, in 

Sullivan, p. x). As a democratic system, America's best 

weapon in her fight against the spread of Communism should 

and must not be military force but ought to be her basic 

democratic principles of equality, individual dignity and 

freedom. Inherently, they are the same principles for which 

most nationalist movements fight. Though it may sometimes be 

difficult to achieve all of these values in less developed 

polities where societal resources are less adequate, the U. 

s. does have the economic capability to provide aid that 

would help bring about a more equitable and envious society. 

The one thing for which Japan remains thankful to the 

united States is the land re-distribution the United states 

decreed during its occupation of Japan in the aftermath of 
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World War II. The foundations of the economic prosperity the 

Uni ted states helped laid in Taiwan and South Korea have 

helped make these two states the envy not only of their 

regional rivals, but the envy of much of the Third World as a 

whole. 

Several international organizations, including some 

of America's Western allies, have called on the United states 

to increase economic aid to the Front-line states in the 

Southern African region. Although the call is made more in 

concern for the economic stability of these states against 

destabilization by South Africa than it is for the Angolan 

cause or against the spread of Communism, it remains clear 

that the economic prosperity of the Front-line states would 

also make these states the envy of their Communist neighbors, 

and help demonstrate that Communism does not lead to economic 

prosperity. It will also help pre-empt the Sovietization of 

the region, defying the main tenets of the 'domino theory,' 

while at the same time accomplishing the grand policy goal of 

"containment," without any necessary waste in U.S. military 

resources. 

During the Zimbabwean civil struggle for independence 

the fear in the united states, for example, was that Zimbabwe 

would upon independence become a Communist state. However, 

when Zimbabwe became independent, it inaugurated a two-party 

political system, with no traits of a Soviet style Communist 

system. Today, although zimbabwe, like Algeria in the 
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Maghreb, remains a pro-socialist state, it is actively non

aligned and does more trade with the West than it does with 

the East. Both states may never even have espoused pro

Socialist revolutionary ideologies had the united states 

empathized or allied with them in their revolutionary 

struggles for 'freedom, equality, and human dignity.' And, 

had the united states not consistently been in alliance with 

anti-Angolan forces, Angola at independence may have 

inaugurated a political system that is pro-Western and anti-

Communist. Instead, as a result of the united states' rigid 

pursuance of its traditional policy of "containment", Angola 

has been driven deeper into rather than away from the 

Communist camp. In his study of the Algerian and vietnamese 

civil wars, Jean Baechler found this phenomenon equally 

evident. According to him, " ... the longer and harsher the 

war, the more extremist the regime which will finally take 

over from the colonialists" (Baechler, in Sullivan, 1971, p. 

76) • 

What underlies the preceding analyses is the argument 

that " ... sovereignty, 

according to Sullivan, 

government by another, 

tonnage of World War 

legitimacy, and democracy cannot" 

"be (militarily) provided to one 

(as) expenditure of twice the bomb 

II has contributed little to this 

effort" (Sullivan, 1971, p. x). However, this does not 

foreshadow the fact that non-military options, such as moral 

empathy with the nationalist movement, diplomacy and economic 
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assistance in the form of foreign investments can help 

provide "sovereignty, legitimacy, and democracy" to another 

government. Military options can only lead to the emergence 

of reactionary authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, thus 

leading to the warping of the democratic principles for which 

we stand. If we can bring ourselves to applying the same 

options the Soviets apply as their foreign policy 

instruments, then there is no way we can convincingly argue 

that our system is different from the Soviet system. 

It is probable that the Soviet use of the military 

option may be for lack of a more effective option. For the 

Uni ted States, this cannot be case. Her technological, 

industrial and economic superiority as Kissinger points out, 

along with her political philosophy of government "of the 

people, by the people and for the people," give her foreign 

policy options that are unrivaled by any amount of Soviet 

weaponry. It is but mere common sense that weapons of 

construction would under any circumstances out-rival weapons 

of destruction. While weapons of construction would breed 

appreciation, trust and affection, weapons of destruction can 

only breed distrust, disaffection and defection into enemy 

camp. Nixon I s 1973 historic trip to China did accomplish 

more than what the entire U. S. nuclear arsenal could have 

accomplished in terms of the international strategic balance 

of power. 

I f there is any area in which the U. S . is clearly 
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inferior to the Soviets, it is at totalitarianism. 

Huntington (1969) has for example pointed out that communist 

systems are much better at governing than democratic systems. 

By using the same tactic as the Soviets, the u.s. is playing 

a game she is not good at playing. As a democratic system, 

the u.s. is sensitive to domestic as well as to international 

public opinion. And because it is accountable to its 

domestic constituency, it is limited by the non-democratic 

options it may use to attain foreign policy objectives. As a 

totalitarian system, the Soviets are unaccountable to its 

citizens for foreign policy actions and therefore is 

insensitive to international and domestic public opinion with 

regard to the non-democratic methods used to accomplish its 

foreign policy objectives. If the u.s. were to play the game 

that she is best at playing, namely; its multiple non

military options such as diplomacy, its economic might and 

the financial and technological edge it has over the Soviets, 

there is no doubt that the Soviet Union will soon find itself 

phased out of the Third World battlefield of influence. 

That the Soviets are no match for the U. S. in the 

economic sphere is evident in Angola which, although is 

politically allied with the Soviet union, is economically, 

technology, and financially dependent on the U. s. for the 

exploration and sale of its oil. There is no doubt that 

under normal circumstances if Angola had the choice, it would 

rather prefer to ally itself with the U. s. than with the 
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soviet Union. But under the present circumstances, this is 

not the case. Despi te the remote chances of success, the 

U.s. remains dedicated to dismantling the Angolan regime. 

Meanwhile, while it might appear that U.s. policies 

in Angola and Chad were somewhat similar, the Chadian policy 

did seem to have produced a more successful outcome than the 

Angolan policy. What explains this difference is not clear, 

except to say that U.s. aid to its Chadian ally skewed more 

to economic aid than toward military weaponry. At one time 

the united states did take over the payment of salaries to 

Chadian civil 

building roads. 

servants, providing water supplies, and 

Not only did this keep the civil servants 

and other citizens from defecting into the pro-Libyan camp, 

it convinced and demonstrated to the states within the region 

that the united states was dedicated to the defense of 

sovereignty, legitimacy, 

philosophical doctrine 

dignity. 

and democracy and to upholding its 

of "freedom, equality, and human 

Another reason why U. s. policies in Chad may have 

been more successful than its Angolan policies could be 

attributed to the simple fact that in Chad, the United states 

allied itself with the more popular faction while in Angola, 

it allied itself with the less popular faction. The 

surmising finding here is apparently that the choice of an 

internal ally is a determining factor in the success or 

failure of "interventionary alliances." An internal ally 
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which enjoys mass popular support is more likely to emerge 

victorious and least likely to be defeated. The absence of 

factionalization in cases of "foreign intervention" makes 

such a choice less problematic and makes the study of 

"foreign intervention" less complicated. 

In an international system of competing hegemonies, 

it would be utopic to assume a conflict-free world. It is 

however feasible to envisage a conflict-ridden world that is 

not necessarily war-ridden. Relations between the United 

states and such close allies as Japan, Canada and Western 

Europe, have always been intermittently punctuated by 

conflicts. However, these conflicts do not necessarily 

degenerate into war. It is equally possible for relations 

between the superpowers to remain war-free, even if conflict

ridden. 

Experience has taught both powers that venting their 

hatred far each other in localized conflicts only leads to a 

frustrating outcome. Like Vietnam, Angola and Afghanistan 

degenerated into a stalemate - making it evident that power 

politics may be theoretically attractive but in practice it 

is relatively attractive. Even such small, regional powers 

as south Africa and Libya have come to realize that preying 

on smaller, weaker states does not necessarily enhance their 

national interests. The high probability of civil wars 

degenerating into stalemates as a result of interventionary 

alliances leaves some reason to hope that after such 
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frustrating experiences, future decisions to intervene in 

foreign civil conflicts would be made with better foresight, 

and meaningful thoughtfulness. 

------- -----~~ 
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FUTURE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The study started out with the argument that a new 

concept is required for the study of foreign intervention in 

civil wars. In the process, a few questions were raised and 

answered but at the same time, some unanswered questions were 

raised that could make for interesting future research. 

These questions would be outlined here below. Al though 

outlined as 'unanswered questions,' an attempt would at the 

end, be made to address the research concerns in a few 

paragraphs, using the first two questions as sample. 

Attempting to address all of the questions would be going 

beyond the scope of the present study, as some of the 

questions are somewhat only remotely related to the present 

study. 

1. With the withdrawal of foreign troops from 

Angola, a milestone may have been reached in the Angolan 

civil conflict but lasting peace still remains elusive and 

far-fetched. What should the next U.S. foreign policy move 

in the region be? 

2. Why do U. S. policies in Chad and in Afghanistan 

seem to have been more successful than U. S. policies in 

Vietnam and in Angola? 

3. Is there a measurable relationship between current 

detente in superpower relations and the settlement of 
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localized conflicts in the international system? 

4. Do the successful u.s. sponsored peace talks and 

the repeatedly unsuccessful U.N. security efforts at gaining 

a negotiated settlement of the Angolan civil war call for a 

re-evaluation of the Security Council's role in international 

conflict management? 

5. Has linkage politics played any role in the 

current process for the independence of Namibia? 

6. How does the international relations literature 

address the study of conflict bargaining situations wherein 

the primary conflictual parties play second fiddle? 

7. with foreign powers claiming more and more that 

their intervention in domestic conflicts was at the 

invitation of domestic parties, would "invitation 

intervention" emerge as a new concept in the study of cases 

of foreign intervention? 

ADDRESSING THE RESEARCH CONCERNS OF SAMPLE QUESTIONS 

1. What should the next u.s. foreign policy move in 

Angola be? The overriding U. S. foreign policy concern 

over the last decade and a half has been the withdrawal of 

foreign troops, and particularly Cuban troops from Angola. 

This too has been the cry of the rival nationalist factions, 

FNLA and UNITA, which saw themselves pre-empted from the 

political spoils of the liberation struggle at the wake of 

independence. As demonstrated by their acronym, UNITA 
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National Union for the Total Independence of Angola), the 

U.S.-backed Savimbi faction felt that with the Cubans still 

in Angola, Angola cannot be considered a totally independent 

state. Thus, UNITA's political position has been that it 

would keep fighting until the last Cuban leaves Angolan soil. 

with the Cuban pUll-out now in progress and soon to 

be completed the total independence of Angola would have been 

achieved and the UNITA acronym would have out-lived its 

meaning, as Angola would Angola would become totally 

independent of all foreign forces. The slogan thus would no 

longer serve as a instrument to motivate and arouse 

nationalist support. So what is ahead for the U. S. -backed 

Savimbi faction. 

Most probably, Savimbi's next bone of contention 

would be a demand for general democratic elections. savimbi, 

an ethnic-based politician who hails from the largest ethnic 

group in Angola, is convinced that if open democratic 

elections are held in Angola, he will be elected president. 

This is where the U.S. will find itself placed in an awkward 

position. Even if convinced that Savimbi can win, the U.S. 

would not be in as moral and as diplomatic a position, as it 

was when it sponsored the diplomatic initiatives that got rid 

of the Cubans, to back Savimbi's call for general democratic 

elections. The awkwardness of the U.S. position stems from 

past U.S. record in the region: 

The United States has been close allies with 
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Mobutu's Zaire, known as one of the most ruthless 

authoritarian regimes on the African continent, for well over 

two decades. Indeed, the alliance is so close that during an 

official visit to the united states in the early 1980s, 

Mobutu was introduced to the press by Reagan as America's 

pride in Africa. Several declassified documents indicate 

that Mobutu who came to power in a CIA sponsored coup, is 

currently on the CIA payroll. 

Despite these close ties that the u.S. has with 

Zaire, no u.S. administration has ever called on Mobutu to 

carry out democratic reforms in zaire. And given the fact 

that Zaire lies just north to the border of Angola, it would 

double standard for the united States to support Savimbi' s 

call for democratic reforms in Angola when it has done 

nothing to get Mobutu democratize his regime. Further 

complicating matters, the u.S. has been reticent in getting 

South Africa, another state in the region which lies to the 

south of Angola, to carry out democratic reforms, preferring 

what it calls a policy of "constructive engagement." Whether 

this same policy of "constructive engagement" would be the 

United States' response to Savimbi's call for immediate 

democratic reforms in Angola is uncertain. One thing however 

is certain: The U.S., from its past policy stance in the 

region, now finds herself in an awkward position, especially 

if it attempts to call for democratic reforms in Angola, 

while at the same time adopting a hands-off policy to the 

- - _. ----- ----
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North of Angola, and a policy of "constructive engagement" to 

the south. 

Foreign policy makers and academicians must now be 

pondering that now that after recent successful bouts in u.s. 

diplomatic initiatives which got rid of foreign troops, 

particularly Cuban troops from Angola, what would be the 

Administration's next move? The above outline could serve as 

a starting point for a research on the question. 

2. Why do u.s. pOlicies in Chad and in Afghanistan 

seem to have been more successful than U. S. policies in 

vietnam and in Angola? Although all four cases are cases of 

civil wars where the U.S. has participated as an 

"interventionary ally," the outcome of U. S. policies in all 

four civil wars range from failure to stalemate to success. 

U.S. policies in Chad and in Afghanistan are deemed 

to have been successful because in Chad, Libya was militarily 

defeated, and the U. S. -backed faction is in power. In 

Afghanistan, the United states brought the Soviets to pull 

out, and the U. S . -backed faction 

military as well as political 

successes? 

is gaining more and 

clout. But why 

more 

these 

The United States in both conflicts applied what can 

be called the "carrot and stick" approach. While arming the 

Afghanistan Muj ahedins, the U. S. kept exploring diplomatic 

options that would bring the Soviets to pullout in a 

-------- --------------------
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negotiated and face-saving manner. The 'stick' here was the 

arming of the Mujahedins, and the "carrot" was the diplomatic 

options the united states kept pursuing. Had the united 

states been out to pursue only the military option and bent 

on humiliating the soviet Union, progress may never have been 

achieved in the Afghanistan conflict. 

In Chad, the "carrot and stick" policy was of a 

different kind. U.s. military support to the Hissene Habre 

civil faction was accompanied by such non-military assistance 

as food supplies, road construction and water supply. The 

'stick' here was the military support, and the 'carrot' was 

the humanitarian assistance. This caused the Chadian masses 

to see the united states as the force of good, and Libya as 

the force of evil. Given the fact that popular support is 

instrumental to the success of any civil war, the U. s.

backed faction did gain mass popular support, much of it 

resulting from defections from the Libyan-backed faction, 

because of the perception of the United states as a 'force of 

good. ' 

U.s. policies in vietnam and in Angola are deemed to 

have been unsuccessful because both conflicts degenerated 

into stalemates. In Vietnam, the U. s. -backed faction was 

militarily defeated, and in Angola, the U.S.-backed faction 

has no chance of gaining military victory. But why these 

failures? 

In both conflicts, the U.s. failed to apply the 
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"carrot and stick" approach. The united states thought that 

only a reckless military bombing of North vietnam would bring 

the North vietnamese to their "senses" and/or force them to 

stop supporting the South vietnamese insurgence. But the 

bombings produced the reversed effect - a more hardlined 

North vietnam which saw the u.s. as 'a force of evil' - an 

image that caused defections from the U. s. -backed faction. 

When the 'stick' is used without the 'carrot,' the inevitable 

outcome is intransigence, hard-line, and defections into the 

enemy camp. 

In Angola, the United states has equally ignored the 

use of the 'carrot' approach, and has focusing entirely on 

the use of the 'stick' approach. Despite the fact that the 

chances of a military solution to the conflict are utterly 

remote, the United states keeps providing unflinching 

military support to the UNITA faction, while remaining 

oblivious to other non-military options that could help bring 

an end to the conflict. Repeated diplomatic overtures from 

the Angolan government have been repeatedly turned down by 

the United states. Were the united states to interpolate its 

'stick' policy with the 'carrot' approach, there is no doubt 

that the Angolan civil conflict would witness an early 

settlement. 

Another factor contributing to unsuccessful U.s. 

policies in vietnam and in Angola, is that in both civil 

wars, the U.S. states allied with factions that had little 



mass popular support. 

French in Southeast 

unfamiliar with the 

vietnamese society. 
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Fighting a war it inherited from the 

Asia, American policy makers were 

internal political culture of the 

The French which had colonized vietnam 

and knew the Vietnamese minds understood much earlier than 

the United states that the war was unwinnable. 

Aggravating these deficiencies (little popular 

support and lack of understanding of the vietnamese thinking) 

were misguided U.S. intelligence which kept sending messages 

to Washington that popular support for the U.S.-backed 

faction was high and the moral of its fighters looming. 

Similar intelligence distortions have been reported to 

Washington from the Angolan battle-field. 

A phenomenon present in the vietnam conflict that is 

not present in the other three conflicts is the direct 

deployment of U. S. troops in the vietnam war. wi th rising 

casualties of U.S. service men, domestic public opinion was 

activated to pressure the government to negotiate an early 

end to the conflict. 

There is no doubt that scholars receiving a new 

theoretical concept such as "interventionary alliances" would 

want to test it by applying it to some cases of civil 

conflicts in the contemporary international system. The 

above outline could serve as a useful starting point. 
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APPENDIX A 

CHRONOLOGY OF THE ANGOLAN CONFLICT 

A chronology of the major events in the Angolan 

liberation struggle is necessary as this would bring out the 

time relationships between the spiral of agitation, 

repression and political struggle; the formation of 

nationalist movements which preceded the start of the 

struggle and the launching of the armed struggle. 

1953 

Secret founding the first nationalist movement, the Party for 
the United Struggle of Angolans (PLUA) in the Angolan capital 
of Luanda. 

1956 
Founding of the short-lived Angolan Communist Party (PCA). 
December: Founding of MPLA and the PCA. 

1957 

Founding of the Union of Angolan People (UPNA) based on the 
Bakongo tribe. 

1958 

Transformation of UPNA into UPA (Union of Angolan People) . 

April: First conference of Independent of African States in 
Ghana. 

1959 

Mass arrests of suspected nationalists in Luanda, Angola. 
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1960 

June: Agostinho Neto, one of the founders of the MPLA is 
arrested in his Luanda medical office. Thirty people killed 
in demonstrations protesting Neto's arrest. 

September: After three months in a Luanda prison, Neto is 
transferred to the Tarrafal "death camp" on the Cape Verde 
Islands. 

December: MPLA members arrested in 1959 are sentenced to 
prison terms of from one to thirteen years. 

1961 

February 4: Attack on Luanda central prison, police stations 
and army barracks in attempt to free pol i tical prisoners. 
The attack marks the beginning of Angola's national 
liberation struggle. 

March. 15: Indiscriminate massacre of Portuguese, mesticos 
and assimilados by UPA forces in northern Angola. 

1961-62 

Portuguese forces unleash a wave of terror throughout the 
country, especially around Luanda and the northern provinces. 

March 1961: Meeting in Liberia between the MPLA president, 
Mario de Andrade and the UPA president Holden Roberto in an 
attempt to get unity. "Close cooperation" was the most 
Roberto was ready to offer. Nothing came of it. 

1962 

March 28: Formation of the FNLA in Zaire as a result of the 
fusion of the UPA with the small tribal based Peoples' 
Democratic Party (PDA). 

April 6: FNLA sets up the Revolutionary Government of Angola 
in Exile (GRAE) with headquarters in Zaire. 

June: FNLA starts 
including the arrests 
culminating with the 
Kinshasa in November 
from Zaire. 

1963 

harassing attacks against the MPLA, 
of Neto and his chief aide Lucio Lara, 
closing down of the MPLA office in 

and the expUlsion of all MPLA cadres 
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July 13: GRAE recognized by the Liberation committee of the 
Organization of African unity as the sole Angolan national 
movement. 

November: The MPLA headquarters is transferred from Kinshasa 
to Brazaville, Congo. 

1964 

July: GRAE foreign minister, Jonas savimbi, resigns at an 
OAU conference in Cairo, issuing a blistering denunciation of 
Holden Roberto as an American puppet as the reason for his 
reason. 

1966 

March: Jonas Savimbi formed UNITA. 

December: UNITA launches small attacks against Portuguese 
positions in eastern Angola from bases in Zambia. 

1969 

January 21: Richard Nixon becomes the President of the 
United states. 

April: The National Security Council Interdepartmental Group 
for Africa begins a major study of U.s. policy in Southern 
Africa under the direction of Henry Kissinger. 

1970 

January 2: The National Security Council Study (NSSM 39) is 
presented to President Nixon. Kissinger recommends an option 
which favors relaxation in the political isolation and 
economic restrictions against the white-ruled states in 
southern Africa. 

1973 

December 4: An FNLA delegation, led by Holden Roberto, 
arrives China and receives an offer of hundreds of tons of 
Chinese weapons and military advisers. 

Mid-December: Henry Kissinger visits Portugal to thank the 
Portuguese for the use of the Azores base during the Yom 
Kippur war and promises the delivery of offensive weapons for 
use in Africa if the Portuguese government will renew the 
Azores treaty with the U.s. 
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1974 

February-March: The Soviet Union stops all military and 
financial aid to the MPLA. 

April 25: The caetano regime in Portugal is overthrown by an 
Armed Forces Movement dedicated to decolonization in Africa. 

June 17: Savimbi declares a unilateral ceasefire binding on 
UNITA forces in Angola. 

October 21: FNLA and MPLA sign ceasefire agreements with the 
portuguese and begin to establish offices in Luanda. It would 
be the beginning of a new phase in the liberation struggle. 

November: The Soviet Union resumes aid to the MPLA. 

November 2 & 19: Assistant U. S . 
African Affairs, Donald Easum, in a 
the U. S . to work toward change in 
than supporting the status quo. 

Secretary of State for 
speech in Tanzania urges 
Southern Africa, rather 

November 25: Kissinger removes Donald Easum as Assistant 
Secretary of State for African Affairs. 

December 15: The MPLA announces the expUlsion of Daniel 
Chipenda, leader of an anti-Neto group within the MPLA, known 
as the "Eastern Revolt" faction. 

1975 

January 8: Nathaniel Davis is appointed Assistant Secretary 
of State for African Affairs. 

January 15: Alvor Agreement is signed in Portugal by 
portuguese Government, MPLA, FNLA, and UNITA. It establishes 
mechanics for a transitional government and sets date for 
independence for 11 November 1975. 

Late January: 40 committee approves CIA request to channel 
$300,000 to the FNLA. 

January 31: Transitional Government compr~s~ng of all the 
liberation movements is installed in Angola. 

February 3: MPLA forces attack troops of the Chipenda 
faction which had also set up an "MPLA" office in Luanda, 
without any legal status. After a second attack on February 
13 1 the Chipenda forces withdraw. 
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February 21: The OAU unanimously condemns the nomination of 
Nathaniel Davis as Assistant Secretary of State for African 
Affairs. 

February 23: Daniel Chipenda, at a Kinshasa press 
conference, announces that his faction has joined forces with 
the FNLA. 

March 23: Reinforced by Zairian forces, the FNLA invades 
Northern Angola, capturing several northern towns (caxito, 
Ambriz, Carmona, etc.) and launches a heavy attack against 
the MPLA headquarters in Luanda. Kissinger later describers 
this as first major clash in the war. MPLA considers attack 
as beginning of the "second war of liberation." 

March 25: FNLA gunmen round up over fifty MPLA members and 
cadres in Luanda, take them off in trucks and machine-gun 
them at Kifangondo, 20km north of Luanda. 

April 29: End of vietnam war. 

Early June: Defense Secretary James Schlesinger shows aerial 
photographs of Soviet missile installations in Somalia and 
warns of danger of Soviet expansion in Africa. 

Early June: U.S. intelligence learns that China is losing 
faith in the FNLA. 

Mid-June: President Mobutu sends U.S. Ambassador home from 
Zaire and threatens to break diplomatic relations with the 
U.S. 

June 16: African subcommittee of Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee holds hearings on Angola. 

June: 40 Committee considers CIA request for massive 
increase in U.S. covert aid to Angola. 

June: Arrival of some 250 Cuban advisers in Angola. 

June/July: State Department Bureau of African Affairs 
studies and rejects CIA proposal for major American military 
escalation and recommends diplomatic leverage instead. 

June/July: National Security Council studies options for 
Angola and endorses a major increase in covert military aid 
to FNLA and UNITA, strongly rejecting diplomatic efforts 
until FNLA and UNITA ground forces can be built up. 

July 12: MPLA forces attack and destroy the headquarters of 
the FNLA, expelling them out of Luanda. 
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July 12: Nathaniel Davis, testifying before the Senate 
Foreign Relations sub-committee on Africa, indicates that he 
has no knowledge that u.s. weapons channeled through Zaire is 
being passed on to the FNLA. 

~uly 17: 40 committee approves CIA request 
~ncrease in u.s. covert aid to FNLA and 
approximately $30 million. 

August 9: First South African invasion of Angola. 

August 12: Savimbi declares war on the MPLA. 

for major 
UNITA of 

August 29: The Portuguese government announces the 
suspension of further implementation of the Alvor Accord but 
pledges that independence will go into effect on November 11 
as promised. 

August: Senator Clark travels to Angola where he meets with 
the leaders of MPLA, FNLA, and UNITA. He returns convinced 
that the u.S. should not intervene in the conflict. 

August 31: Nathaniel Davis resigns as Assistant Secretary of 
State for African Affairs because of his strong opposition to 
u.S. policy of covert military intervention in Angola. 

Early October: Approximately 700 Cuban advisers arrive 
Angola, bringing the total number of Cubans in Angola to 
1000. 

October 16: U.S. rejects Savimbi's request for u.S. troops. 
Savimbi responds by telling his supporters that he has no 
other alternative but to turn to South Africa. 

Late October: FNLA and some 3,000 to 4,000 Zairian troops 
launch a maj or in northern Angola, stopping only 12 miles 
from Luanda (at Quifangondo) days before independence. 

Late October: Cuban military advisers are moved to front 
lines for the first time in an MPLA effort to stop the north
south pincer movement. 

Late October: The Ford Administration makes its first 
contacts with the Soviet union concerning Angola. 

November 14: FNLA and Zaire move troops to Cabinda border, 
attacking the oil-rich enclave. 

November 5: First contingent of Cuban regular forces arrives 
Angola. 

November 5: Acting Assistant Secretary of State for African 

--~~--.------ -_.- .-.--~~-------------~.-. 
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Affairs Edward Mulcahy testifies during a House hearing the 
u. s. pol icy is against intervention in Angola. He however 
refuses to say whether or not the u. S . was intervening in 
Angola. 

November 6: CIA Director William Colby and Undersecretary of 
state Joseph sisco tell the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee the extent and rationale for u.s. intervention in 
Angola. Committee disagrees with military strategy of the 
Administration but little can be done to stop it. 

November 11: Angola's independence day. 
invested as its first President. 

Agostinho Neto is 

November 12: At Ambriz, 170 kIn. north of Luanda, Holden 
Roberto proclaims the Independent People's Republic of 
Angola. Later Roberto and Savimbi announce the setting up of 
a joint National Council for the Revolution, to be 
headquartered at Huambo, Angola's second largest city. 

November 12: Foreign diplomats in Luanda express fear that 
the capital will be choked off by north-south pincer movement 
launched by South Africa, zaire, FNLA, UNITA, and an 
assortment of mercenaries, including many former Portuguese 
commandos. 

Mid-November: The Cuban government begins to dispatch, in 
the words of Fidel Castro, "the men and weapons necessary to 
win the struggle." 

November 21: Harris Poll indicates that 71% of Americans 
fell the u.s. should avoid involvement in guerrilla wars when 
it appears that the u.s. is participating in another 
country's civil war. 

November 23: Reports estimate South African troops committed 
inside Angola at between 4,000 and 6,000. 

Early December: Senator Clark, backed by most of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, proposes amendment to Foreign 
Assistance Act to cut off all covert aid to Angola. Later, 
President Ford vetoes the Act. 

December 10: First public acknowledgment by Henry Kissinger 
(during a press conference) that the u.s. is involved in 
Angolan conflict. 

December 12: CIA Director William Colby testifies before 
House Select Committee on Intelligence that simplest answer 
to question of why China and the u.s. support the FNLA and 
UNITA is that "the Soviets are backing the MPLA." 
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December 19: By a vote of 54 to 22, Senate passes Tunney 
Amendment (to Defense Appropriations bill) cutting off all 
covert aid to Angola. 

December 31: The number of Cuban troops in Angola is 
estimated at 7000. 

December 31: U.S. estimates total Soviet aid to MPLA to be 
$200 million. 

1976 

January 4: MPLA forces liberate Uije, an airbase at Negage 
(January 5) and Ambriz (January 12), driving Zairian forces 
back across the border into zaire. 

January 18: The first batch of British mercenaries leave 
London I s Heathrow airport for the Angola via Brussels and 
Kinshasa. Their main job is to replace the Zairian troops, 
train FNLA recruits and hold the northern sector. 

January 19: House Select Committee on Intelligence report 
finds that CIA misrepresented amount of U. S. covert aid in 
Angola. 

January 21: MPLA forces retake the towns of Cela and Santa 
Comba (the farthest point of the South African advance) and 
Novo Redondo, the western anchor of the South African battle 
line, three days later. By then the South African IIflying 
column" is in full retreat, destroying bridges behind them to 
slow up the pursuit. 

January 27: House of Representatives votes 323 to 99 to join 
Senate in cutting off American covert sid to Angola. 

January 29: Henry Kissinger testifies before Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, giving a detailed analysis of events in 
Angola over the previous year. 

February: During Florida primaries where his major opponent 
is Ronald Reagan, President Ford makes a major issue of Cuban 
presence in Angola, a theme he repeats throughout remaining 
primaries. 

February 6: State Department rejects MPLA feeler to 
normalize relations (transmitted from Luanda by an aide to 
Senator John Tunney). 

February 10: In an attempt to shift blames away from his 
administration, President Ford accuses Congress of lacking 
"guts" in Angola. 

-------------------------
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February 11: The OAU recognizes the new MPLA government and 
admits it to full membership. 

February 12: Jonas Savimbi announces that UNITA forces would 
regroup to wage guerrilla warfare. 

February 24: Holden Roberto announces that FNLA forces 
revert to guerrilla warfare. 

March 28: South Africa completes withdrawal of its 
approximately 5,000 troops from Angola. 

April 19: Fidel castro, in a speech marking the 15th 
anniversary of the Bay of Pigs invasion, answers Ford and 
Kissinger criticisms and asserts that Cuba's decision to send 
troops to Angola was made by Cuba alone, not by the Soviet 
Union. 

June 23: U.S. vetoes Angola's application for membership in 
the U.N. 

July 10: The Angolan regime executes four mercenaries, 
Both Ford and 

hurts any chance 
including an American, Daniel Gearhart. 
Kissinger announce that Gearhart's execution 
for an improvement in relations with Angola. 

1977 

March 10: Zaire announces that mercenaries sponsored by the 
Angolan government had invaded the country's southern 
province of Shaba (former Katanga). Cuba and the Soviet 
Union are also accused. The Paris-based Congolese National 
Liberation Front (FNLC) claimed responsibility and said the 
aim was to overthrow Mobutu's regime. 

August 8: The French-based fortnightly Afrique Asie reveals 
that the Zaire government has granted one-tenth of its 
territory ( an area about the size of West Germany) for 
missile testing and "space research." 

December 11: Angola's MPLA transforms itself into the 
Angola's Worker's Party, following a three-day congress. 

SOURCES: Wilfred Burchett, Southern African Stands Up, New 
York: Urizen Books, 1978 (pp. xi-xxxiii). 
Rene Lemarchand, American Policy in Southern Africa, 
Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, (pp. 122-128) 
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APPENDIX B 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN GRENADA 

1950 

July: Eric Gairy forms the Grenada Manual and Mental 
Worker's Union. 

1951 

February 19: Gairy called a general strike. 

February 22: Gairy and his assistant Herbert Blaize, were 
arrested at a demonstration at the offices of the Legislative 
Council in st. George's and imprisoned on the island of 
Carriacou. 

March 5: Gairy was freed. 

March 15: Gairy was allowed to speak on the radio in an 
effort to convince the people to stop their protests. 

October: The Grenada People's Party, organized by Gairy, won 
seventy-one percent of the vote in the election defeating the 
opposition led by Marryshow and taking six of the eight seats 
on the Governor's Legislative Council. 

1961 

August: Gairy became Chief Minister. 

1973 

March 11: The New Jewel Movement was formed by the merger of 
the Movement for Assemblies of the People founded by Maurice 
Bishop and Henrick Tadix, and JEWEL (Joint Endeavor for 
Welfare, Education and Liberation) led by Unison Whiteman, 
Selwyn Strachan, Sebastian Thomas, and Teddy victor. 

November 18: with a general strike pending, several 
opposition leaders, including Maurice Bishop were arrested 
and jailed by the Gairy government. 

1974 

January 1: Dock workers call a three months general strike. 

January 21: Rupert Bishop, the father of Maurice Bishop is 
shot at point blank range and killed. 
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February 7: Grenada becomes an independent nation with Eric 
Gairy as Prime Minister. . 

1976 

December 7: Maurice Bishop is elected to Parliament and 
becomes leader of the parliamentary opposition .. 

1977 

July 19: The NJM calls a meeting to coincide with an OAS 
meeting in Grenada. Present at the OAS meeting was u. S . 
secretary of state Cyrus Vance. 

1978 

september: Sir Paul Scoon was named Governor General by 
Queen Elizabeth II following the resignation of Major Leo de 
gale. 

1979 

March 13: Maurice Bishop seized control of the Government of 
Grenada, in a bloodless coup where only one soldier was 
killed. The new regime applies to both capitalist and 
socialist countries for aid; after a month only Cuba and 
Guyana responded. Health care and free education 
established; Britain cuts aid. 

March 25: Maurice Bishop announced the suspension of the 
1974 constitution. 

April 14: Grenada established formal diplomatic relations 
with Cuba. 

April: The following weapons were received from Cuba: 3,400 
rifles with 3 million rounds of ammunition. 200 machine guns 
with 500,000 rounds of ammunition, 100 pistols with 66,000 
rounds of ammunition, 100 shoulder-fired rocket launchers 
with 4,000 rockets; 12 82mm mortars with 4,800 mortar shells; 
and 12.7mm anti-aircraft guns with 237,000 rounds of 
ammunition. 

october 13: The Government of Grenada closed the weekly 
newspaper, Torchlight. 

November 19: Prime Minister Bishop announced that Fidel 
Castro had authorized Cuban aid to construct a new 
international airport in Grenada. Cuba was to provide 
services valued at $40 million, supplemented by $2 million 
from syria, $2 million from Iraq, $6 million from Libya, and 
$2 million from Algeria. A team of 36 Cuban construction 
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workers had arrived in Grenada by the end of November. 

1980 

March: The soviet union began overt relations with Grenada 
wi th a visit by Admiral of the Fleet of the Soviet union 
Sergei Gorshkov. 

March 1980: The Grenadian Deputy Prime Minister Bernard 
Coard paid his first official visit to Moscow. Coard signed 
a treaty with the Soviet union which granted landing rights 
in Grenada to Soviet Tu-95 Bear-D reconnaissance aircraft. 
Coard, the son of a prosperous st George's merchant had 
graduated from Brandies University and had worked at the 
Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex. 

october 27: A secret military assistance agreement between 
the Soviet union and Grenada was signed in Havana. It called 
for 5 million rubles of military aid to Grenada. 

october: Grenadian forces were sent to Nicaragua where some 
were reportedly killed in actions against the Miskito 
Indians. 

November: The number of Cubans involved in building the Port 
Salines airport reached 300. 

1981 

December: In a speech to the Worker's Party of Jamaica, 
Selwyn Strachan, Grenadian Minister of National Mobilization, 
said that the Soviets And Cubans would have access to the new 
international airport. 

1982 

March 11: Maurice Bishop inaugurates a new 75 kilowatt radio 
transmitter, named Radio Free Grenada, and built by Soviet 
and Cuban technicians. 

July 28: Prime Minister Bishop pays an official visit to 
Moscow. The Soviets agree to fund and construct a new port on 
Grenada's ~ast coast, and offers 10 million rubles in 
military aid to Grenada. 

July Bernard Coard resigns from the Grenadian Central 
Committee, attributing his decision to slack and weak 
functioning of the Central Committee and the Political 
Bureau. 

August 19-21: US-led NATO exercise "Ocean venture 81" takes 
place in the Caribbean. CIA covert operations plan against 
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Grenada rejected by US Senate Intelligence committee. Bishop 
appeals for guarantees to the UN. 

September: The Soviet Union opens an embassy in Grenada with 
a staff of 26 headed by Gennadiy I. Sazhenev. 

December 15: Records of the Grenadian Politburo show that 
Barbara Lee, an aide to Rep. Ronald V. Dellums (Democrat, 
california) had arrived Grenada. Dellums had recently headed 
a congressional investigation into whether the Salines 
Airport was designed for military use. The investigation 
found out that it was not. Ms Lee's mission was to ask 
Bishop whether any changes in the report were "deemed 
necessary." 

December: Major Einstein Louison, Army Chief of Staff, left 
Grenada for a 6-month training course in the Soviet union. 

1983 

March: Prime Minister Bishop ·attends the Seventh Summit of 
the Non-Aligned Nations in India. 

March 23: Reagan claims in a major speech that Grenada is a 
threat to US security and that the airport under construction 
at Point Salines is to be Soviet military base. 

March 25: Bishop denies Reagan's claims, warns against 
invasion, and puts People's Revolutionary Army and militia on 
full alert. 

June: Maurice Bishop visit the U.S. in an effort to improve 
relations. Reagan refuses to receive him. 
April 14: Bishop visits North Korea and signs a 5-year 
development program with North Korea. The North koreans were 
to build a 15,OOO-seat stadium. a party house, a fruit 
processing plant, two fishing boats, an irrigation system. 

April ~O: A meeting of the Politburo was held to consider 
how to keep Sir Paul Coon who has been making statements 
contrary to Government policy, in line. 

July 7: Maurice Bishop visits the united states and meets 
with National Security Advisor William P. Clark. 

July 13: A plenary session of the Central Committee of the 
New Jewel Movement, which extended through July 19th, 
expressed dissatisfaction within the party. 

September 14: In a two-day meeting of the Central Committee, 
Bishop's leadership was attacked by Lt. Col. Layne and 
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Phyllis Coard, among others. Liam James introduces a 
proposes a proposal which called for shared leadership 
between Maurice Bishop and Bernard Coard. Bishop was to 
remain Prime Minister but his responsibilities would be 
limited to the public aspects of the party and government. 
Coard would become the executive leader of the government. 
The proposal was passed by a vote of nine to one, with three 
abstentions. 

September 17: Bishop is away on visit to st. Kittts-Nevis. 
In his absence, the nine anti-Bishop members of the Central 
Committee met in Grenada to set September 23 as the final 
date by which Bishop was to give his final decision about 
joint leadership. 

September 23: Bishop sent a message to the Central Committee 
that he was sick, but that he would appear the next day. 

September 25: A meeting of the entire membership of the NJM 
was called, and some 70 people attended. Bishop failed to 
attend, saying he had reservations about joint leadership. 
After a delegation was dispatched to his home, he finally 
agreed to attend, and agrees to the joint leadership proposal 
for the sake of party unity. 

September 26: Bishop leaves for Czechoslovakia and Hungary. 
The Czechs agree to supply electrical generating equipment. 

October 9: Bishop on his way home makes a stopover in Cuba. 

October 10: Bishop returns to Grenada, and at the airport, 
only one member of the Party was at the airport to welcome 
him. 

October 12: At 1. 00 a.m., Major Keith Roberts called a 
meeting of members of Bishop I s security forces, and tells 
them to take orders only from the Central committee, and to 
take no further orders from Bishop . At 10 . 30 P . m., the 
Central Committee met and charged Prime Minister Bishop for 
spreading the rumor that two members of· the Central 
Committee, Bernard and Phyllis Coard were plotting to 
assassinate him. Security staff still faithful to Bishop 
were arrested. 

October 13: The Central Committee placed Prime Minister 
Maurice Bishop under House arrest at his official residence 
on Mount Royal. 

October 14: Bernard Coard resigns as co-Prime Minister, 
reportedly to dispel rumors that he had been involved in a 
plot to kill Bishop. Coard was not seen in public again 
until after the U.S. invasion. 

--------------------------------------
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October 15: Tom Adams, Prime Minister of Barbados said a 
U. S. official had contacted Barbados about the prospect of 
the rescue of Maurice Bishop from his captors, and had made 
an offer of transport. The r ewe res t r e e t 
demonstrations demanding the release of Bishop and 
reinstatement as Prime Minister. 

Fidel Castro sent a message to the Grenadian Central 
Committee expressing the principle of total non-involvement 
in the internal affairs of Grenada. 

October 17: A task force of U. S. naval ships sailed from 
Norfolk, Virginia, picking up marines from Morehead City, 
N.C. 

An inter-agency group met in Washington D.C. to 
discuss the repercussions of the arrest Bishop. 

October 19: A crowd gathered at Mount Royal demanding 
Bishop's release. Forcing their way into Bishop's residence, 
they found him tied to his bed and appeared to have gone 
without food for days. Troops stormed the crowd, capturing 
Bishop, and causing about 50 casualties. Bishop was taken to 
the courtyard and executed. 

A nationwide curfew was declared, and the airport 
closed. 

October 20: Radio Grenada announced that a 16-member 
military council headed by Gen. Hudson Austin had taken power 
in Grenada. 

A statement by Cuba said that "the death of Bishop 
and his ought to be clarified, and if they were executed in 
cold blood, those responsible deserve exemplary punishment." 

October 21: The U.S. Navy task force which had left Norfolk 
for Lebanon on October 17th, was diverted toward Grenada. 
The task force included the aircraft carrier USS Independence 
(CV-62) and 1,900 marines. 

Members of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean 
States (OECS) met in Bridgetown, Barbados, and called for an 
intervention in Grenada by a unanimous vote. 

The nationwide curfew in Grenada was lifted for four 
hours to permit Grenadians to buy to buy food. 



239 

October 22: The new military regime requests military 
reinforcements from Cuba, but Castro said sending Cuban 
reinforcements to Grenada was impossible and unthinkable. 

Heads of Government of the Caribbean community voted 
to impose economic sanctions against Grenada. None of the 
nations outside the OECS approved the use of force. 

October 23: The U.S. received a request from five members of 
the OECS to assist in a joint effort to restore order and 
democracy on the island of Grenada. 

A U.S. diplomat met with Grenadian Major Leon 
Cornwall to negotiate the evacuation of U.S. nationals from 
the island. The Major denied that there was any need for an 
evacuation and demanded anyone willing to leave could use 
commercial airlines. 

Joint Task Force 120 was activated by Vice Admiral 
Joseph Metcalf III, Commander Second Fleet, in command. 

October 24: A Cuban expert on Grenadian affairs, Col Tortolo 
arrives Grenada to advise the Cubans on what to do in case in 
the case of aU. S. invasion, and to inform the Grenadian 
regime that the Cubans would not attack U. S. troops, but 
would defend themselves in case of a threat to their lives. 

Navy SEALs went ashore on the northern beaches of 
Grenada. They reported that beach conditions were marginal 
for amphibious assault vehicles and unsuited for landing 
craft. 

A small group of top Congressional leaders were 
briefed about the impending "invasion" of Grenada. 

Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher intervened by 
telephone with president' Reagan in an effort to stop the 
invasion. 

October 25: Three AC-130H Spectre Lockheed gunships flew 
non-stop from Hurlburt Field in Florida, arriving in Grenada 
before dawn. At dawn, Pearls Airport on the northeast of 
Grenada was seized by 400 marines who went in by helicopter. 
The first landing south of the airfield drew antiaircraft 
fire which was later supported by AH-IT Cobra gunships. The 
marines then moved on the town of Greenville. A half-hour 
later, about 350 Rangers attacked the 10,000ft. runway of the 
international airport at Point Salines, pushing toward the 
capital of st. George's and toward the True Blue Campus of 
the Medical School. By mid-day, the True Blue campus was 
secured and about 500 prisoners had been taken. As soon as 
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the American forces achieved their goals, 300 troops from six 
Caribbean nations were moved in. 

October 26: Heavy ground and air attacks continue; at least 
30 mental patients die in U. S. bombing of Richmond Hill 
mental hospital. u.s. press prohibition from entering the 
island. 

October 27: Scoon and his wife are released and taken to the 
USS Guam. Reagan makes a major speech calling the invasion a 
"rescue mission" and deriding analogies with the soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan. 

October 28: Total us troops in Grenada estimated at 6,000. 
US vetoes 
invasion. 
invasion. 

UN Security Council resolution condemning the 
Britain abstained from the vote that condemned the 

I 

October 29: US finally permits the International Red Cross 
to enter Grenada. 

October 30: Every Latin American country with the exception 
of Chile, Guatemala, EI Salvador and Uruguay, has confirmed 
the invasion. 

Plessey Ltd confirms that Port Salines was being 
constructed as a civilian airport. 

U.S. opens its first diplomatic mission in Grenada. 

October 31: Scoons speaks out for the first time, urging the 
U.S. not to depart rapidly. 

Almost all members of the PRA have surrendered. 

November 2: A team of fifty Americans are running the 
Island, under Scoon's nominal leadership. 

Diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, Libya and 
Cuba are broken; Cuba is ordered to withdraw her mission but 
refuses to do so until all her nationals are repatriated. 
The Cuban embassy is placed under siege. 

November 3: Wounded Cubans fly home. 
U.s. reduces occupation force to 1,500 troops. 

November 4 : scoon announces intention to hold elections 
within a year. 

November 13: Cuba declared five days of mourning in memory 
of the Cubans who were killed resisting the invasion. 

November 14: Fidel Castro delivered a speech in Havana to 
honor the Cubans killed in Grenada. 

November 15: Interim government sworn in under the 
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chairmanship of Meredith McIntyre. 
Costa Rican Foreign Minister, Fernando Volio, 

resigned from his post, citing his country's vote in the U.N. 
condemning the invasion of Grenada as "the straw that broke 
the camel's back." 

November 21: President Reagan notifies Congress that he 
would allocate a $15 million to train and equip a 350-man 
Caribbean security force. Another $15 million originally 
intended for Syria, would be used to assist economic 
development in Grenada. 

SOURCES: Dunn, Peter M & Watson, Bruce W., American 
Intervention in Grenada: The Implications of operation 
"Urgent Fury", Boulder, westview Press, 1985(pp. 149-182) 
Latin American Bureau, Grenada: Whose Freedom?, London: 1984 
(pp. 10-16). 
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APPENDIX C 

THE KISSINGER STUDY OF SOUTHERN AFRICA: NSSM 39 

The Southern African region probably ranks only 
second to the Middle East in terms of strategic importance to 
the United states. Besides the convenience of its sea routes 
for U.S. navigational purposes in peace times, and 
particularly in times of war, the strategic minerals of the 
region are indispensable for the smooth operation of the 
American Aerospace industry. 

It is for these reasons that the instability in the 
region did provoke a National security study Memorandum (NSSM 
39) in 1975 by the Nixon/Kissinger Administration. Relevant 
excerpts of the Memorandum, now de-classified, are presented 
in this appendix. 

THE RANGE OF POLICY OPTIONS 

US OBJECTIVES: 

There are several broad objectives of US policy 
toward southern Africa. Arranged without intent to imply 
priority, they are: 

- To improve the US standing in black Africa and 
internationally on the racial issue. 

- To m~n~m~ze the likelihood of escalation of 
violence in the area and the risk of US involvement. 

- To minimize the opportunities for the USSR and 
Communist China to exploit the racial issue in the region for 
propaganda advantage and to gain political influence with 
black governments and liberation movements. 

To encourage moderation of the current rigid racial 
and colonial policies of the white regimes. 

- To protect economic, scientific and strategic 
interests and opportunities in the region, including the 
orderly marketing of South Africa's gold production. 

These objectives are to a degree contradictory
pursuit of one may make difficult the successful pursuit of 
one or more of the others. Moreover, views as to the 
relative priority among these objectives vary widely, 
depending primarily upon the perception of the nature of the 
problems in the area and US interest there. 
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Range of Choice: 
The general policy question centers on US posture 

toward the white regimes - a key element in our relation with 
the black states in the area and a factor of varying degree 
of importance throughout the continent. 

But the range of feasible policy options is limited. 
On one extreme our interests do not justify considerations of 
US military intervention in the area. Similarly economic 
sanctions against Portugal or South Africa are excluded both 
because they could lead to a US military involvement in their 
enforcement. On the other extreme we cannot accept to 
endorse either the racial policies of the white regimes. Nor 
can we identify ourselves with violent or repressive 
solutions to the area's problems on either side of the 
confrontation. The essential choice is among: 

(a) closer association with the white regimes to 
protect and enhance our economic, strategic and scientific 
interests (option 1), 

(b) broader association with both black and white 
states in an effort to encourage moderation in the white 
states, to enlist cooperation of the black states in 
reducing tensions and the likelihood of increasing cross
border violence, and to encourage improved relations among 
states in the area (option 2), 

(c) limited association with the white states and 
closer association with the blacks in an effort to retain 
some economic, scientific and strategic interests in the 
white states while maintaining a posture on the racial 
issue which the blacks will accept, though opposing violent 
solutions to the problems of the region (option 3), 

(d) dissociation from the white regimes with closer 
relations with the black states in an effort to enhance our 
standing on the racial issue in Africa and internationally 
(option 4), 

(e) dissociation from both black and white states in 
an effort to limit our involvement in the problems of the 
area (option 5), 

Each option represents a range of actions, with some 
flexibility of choice among specific means without altering 
the premise or general strategy of the option. The purpose 
of this paper is to afford the NSC a choice on basic posture 
toward southern Africa. It is not intended to be a specific 
scenario for operational action, and the examples in each 
option are the types of action which would be consistent with 
the option's thrust but are neither comprehensive nor 
necessarily in each case the specific action which would be 
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selected. 

A satisfactory arrangement regarding South Africa's 
handling of gold can continue be sought under any of the 
options, but it might be more difficult to achieve under 
options 4 and 5. 

option 1 

Premise: 

We recognize the long-term dangers resulting from 
white regime race policies, but can have no significant 
affect on the situation in the region. The whites are in 
control and insurgent violence will not seriouslY threaten 
the control. We cannot change the domestic policies of the 
white regimes nor should our disagreement with those 
pOlicies govern our relations with wither the black states or 
whi te states in the region. In these circumstances our 
economic, scientific and strategic interests in the region, 
primarily in the white states, are worth preserving and 
expanding. The political costs of closer relations with the 
white states will not be excessive. 

General Posture: 

We would expand our contacts and economic, 
scientific, and strategic activities in White-dominated 
states and territories. We would maintain normal relations 
with the black states of the region to the extent they would 
permit, but we would assume the risks of reaction against us 
in the black areas of the region and the rest of Africa which 
such policies toward the white states might stimUlate. 
without formally undermining the British and UN position in 
Rhodesia, we would be more flexible in our attitude toward 
the smith regime. WE would accept South Africa's continued 
strong influence on Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland. WE 
would continue diplomatic and modest economic relations with 
the black states unless they took the initiative to cut them 
off. 

Operational Examples: 

- Relax arms embargo against South Africa with 
liberal treatment of equipment which could serve 
either military or civilian purposes or which could 
serve the common defense (e.g. ASW equipment) . 

- Authorize routine naval visits and use of 
airfields. 

Retain tracking stations in south Africa as long as 
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required. 

- Actively promote US exports to South Africa, South 
West Africa, and Portuguese Territories; facilitate 
US investment in these areas within framework of US 
foreign Direct Investment Program; remove 
constraints on EXIM Bank facilities. 

- Permit unlimited dealings with South African 
authorities in the territory. 

- Relax enforcement of sanctions against Rhodesia 
(e.g. hardship exceptions for chrome); retain 
consulate; if Republic is declared consider 
eventual recognition. 

- Relax the unilateral US arms embargo on the 
Portuguese territories to permit export of dual 
purpose equipment. 

- Limit economic aid to the black states to regional 
and multi-donor programs; give no arms aid; seek no 
change in Conte amendment. 

- Publicly discourage insurgent movements. 

- Maintain existing information and exchange 
activities in both white and black states. 

1. Preserves and offers opportunity to expand US 
scientific and strategic interests in the white 
regimes of southern Africa. 

2. Expands profitable US market and investment 
opportunities. 

3. Removes an irritant in US relations with Portugal. 

4. Establishes friendly relations with the strongest 
powers in the region today. 

1. Policy does nothing to deal with the problems of 
racial repression and potential violent 
confrontation in the region. The whites will view 
it as vindication of their policies and the blacks 
will consider it as a betrayal of their cause. 

2. Deepens our involvement with the white regimes in 
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the face of probable growing racial violence. 

3. Identification with the white regimes will damage 
our standing elsewhere in Africa and 
internationally on the racial issue. As the full 
impact of our policy became evident, it could be 
increasingly difficult to maintain access to and 
enjoyment and of some of the strategic and 
economic advantages we now enjoy in Africa outside 
of the region. 

4. Forfeits to the Communist powers influence some 
influence with the black states of the region and 
to some extend with those elsewhere in Africa, and 
in the insurgent movements. 

5. Unilateral US relaxation of sanctions against 
Rhodesia would be a highly visible violation of 
our international obligations and would be 
damaging both to the US to the UN. 

The whites are here to stay and the only way that 
constructive change can corne about is through them. There is 
no hope for the blacks to gain the political rights they seek 
through violence, which will only lead to chaos and increased 
opportunities for the communists. We can, by selective 
relaxation of our stance toward the white regimes, encourage 
some modification of their current racial and colonial 
policies and through more SUbstantial economic assistance to 
the black states (a total of about $5 million annually in 
technical assistance to the black states) help to draw the 
two groups together and exert some influence on both for 
peaceful change. Our tangible interests form a basis for our 
contacts in the region, and these can be maintained at an 
acceptable political cost. 

General Posture: 

We would maintain public opposition racial repression 
but relax political isolation and economic restrictions ont 
he white states. We would begin by modest indications of 
this relaxation, broadening the scope of our relations and 
contacts gradually and to some degree in response to tangible 
- albeit small and gradual - moderation of white policies. 
Without openly taking a position undermining the UK and the 
UN on Rhodesia, we would be more flexible in our attitude 
toward the Smith regime. We would take present Portuguese 
policies as suggesting further changes in the Portuguese 

~ -~----~-----
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territories. At the same time we would take diplomatic steps 
to convince the black states of the area that their current 
liberation and majority rule aspirations in the south are not 
attainable by violence and that their only hope for a 
peaceful and prosperous future lies in closer relations with 
white-dominated states. We would emphasize our belief that 
closer relations will help to bring change in the white 
states. We would give increased and more flexible economic 
aid to black states of the area to focus their attention on 
their internal development and to give them a motive to 
cooperate in reducing tensions. We would encourage economic 
assistance from South Africa to the developing black nations. 

This option accepts, at least over a 3 to 5 year 
period, the prospect of unrequited US initiatives toward the 
whites and some opposition from the blacks in order to 
develop an atmosphere conducive to change in white attitudes 
through persuasion and erosion. To encourage this change in 
white attitudes, we would indicate our willingness to accept 
political arrangements short of guaranteed progress toward 
majority rule, provided that they assure broadened political 
participation in some form by the whole population. 

The various elements of the option would stand as a 
whole and approval of the option would not constitute 
approval of individual elements out of this context. 

Operational Examples: 

- Enforce arms embargo against south Africa but with 
liberal treatment of equipment which could serve military or 
civilian purposes. 

- Permit US naval calls in South Africa with 
arrangements for non-discrimination toward US personnel in 
organized activity ashore; authorize routine use of 
airfields. 

- Retain tracking stations in South Africa as long as 
required. 

- Remove constraints on EXIM Bank facilities for 
South Africa; actively encourage US exports and facilitate US 
investment consistent with the Foreign Direct Investment 
Program. 

- Conduct selected exchange programs with South 
Africa in all categories, including military. 

- without changing the US legal position that South 
African occupance of South West Africa is illegal, we would 
play down the issue and encourage accommodation between South 
Africa and the UN. 

- On Rhodesia, retain consulate; gradually relax 
sanctions (e.g. hardship exception for chrome) and consider 
eventual recognition. 

- continue arms embargo Portuguese territories, but 
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give more liberal treatment to exports of dual purpose 
equipment. 

- Encourage trade and investment in Portuguese 
territories; full EXIM Bank facilities. 

- Establish flexible aid programs in the black states 
of the region; respond to reasonable requests for purchase on 
non-sophisticated arms but seek no change in conte amendment. 

- Toward African insurgent movements take public 
position that US opposes use of force in racial 
confrontation. continue humanitarian assistance to refugees. 

-Increase information and exchange activities in both 
white and black states. 

1. Encourages existing tendencies to broaden 
relations between black states and white and thus reduce 
tensions - South Africa's new outward policy, Zambia's trade 
and sub rosa political contacts with South Africa and 
Portugal. 

2. Preserves US economic, scientific and strategic 
interests in the white states and would expand opportunities 
for profitable trade and investment. 

3. Relaxation of the US attitude toward the whites 
could help lift their present siege mentality; and it would 
encourage elements among the whites seeking to extend South 
African relationships with black Africa. 

4. US diplomatic support and economic aid offer the 
black states an alternative to the recognized risks of 
mounting communist influence. 

5. INcreased aid would also give us greater influence 
to caution the black states against violent confrontation and 
give them a tangible stake in accepting the prospects of 
gradual change. 

6. Would reduce a maj or irritant in our relations 
with portugal, ana afford the Caetano government opportunity 
for liberalization. 

CONS: 

1. Relaxation of US stance towards white states could 
be taken by the whites as a vindication of their policies. 
Many black states, led by Zambia and Tanzania, probably would 
charge us with subordinating our professed ideals to material 
interests and tolerating white-regime policies. 

2. There is a serious question whether pro-Western 
leaders of the black states could continue to justify their 
stance to their populations if the US officially declared its 
opposition to cur.rent liberation efforts. Radical and 
communist states would be the beneficiaries. 

3. Unilateral US relaxation of sanctions against 
Rhodesia would be a highly visible violation of our 
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international obligations and would be damaging both to the 
US and to the UN. 

4. The current thrust of South African domestic 
policy does not involve any basic change in the racial 
segregation system, which is anathema to the black states. 
There is virtually no evidence that changes might be 
forthcoming in these South African policies as a result of 
any approach on our part. 

5. Requires extensive diplomatic and economic 
involvement in a situation in which the solution is extremely 
long-range and the outcome doubtful at best. 

6. It is doubtful that the additional aid 
contemplated would be sufficiently great to influence the 
black states in the direction indicated. 

option 3 

Premise: 

The situation in the region is not likely to change 
appreciably in the foreseeable future, and in any event we 
cannot influence it. Consequently we can retain some 
economic , scientific and strategic interests in the white 
states at the same time as we protect our world-wide standing 
on the racial issue by limiting the nature and scope of our 
associations with these states and by increasing our aid to 
the black states of the region. To do so provides us with a 
posture of flexibility to enable us best to adapt our policy 
to future trends. 

General Posture: 

This is a codification and extension of present 
policy. 

In the UN and bilaterally we could continue basic 
opposition to the racial and colonial policies of the white 
states but seek to maintain correct relations with them. WE 
would retain some military access, scientific installations 
etc., under conditions which do not imply our condoning of 
racial repression. In concert with the British, we would 
stand firmly against the Smith regime, closing our consulate 
and continuing sanctions. WE would ease pressures on 
Portugal to encourage liberalizing tendencies of the Caetano 
government towards Africa. We would give economic aid to 
black states of the region. We would continue to oppose 
violent solutions to the problems of the region, and to 
oppose the outward thrust of South African influence where 
this strengthens South African domination of neighboring 
states. 

Operational Examples: 

------------------------------------
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- strict application of arms embargo against South 
Africa. 

- Permit us naval calls in South Africa but with 
arrangement for non-discrimination toward us personnel 
ashore. 

- Retain NASA station in South Africa but with 
alternative facilities elsewhere. 

- Neither encourage nor discourage investment in 
South Africa, give low-key commercial services, no direct 
EXIM Bank loans but permit insurance and guarantees of 
commercial credits. 

- continue to view South African administration of 
South west Africa as illegal; urge South Africa to accept UN 
supervisory authority; discourage US investment; no EXIM 
facilities. 

- Follow British lead on representation and 
recognition of Southern Rhodesia and on UN sanctions program; 
withdraw consulate. 

- Maintain arms embargo on portuguese territories, 
take neutral attitude on investment and permit EXIM 
facilities for US projects. Soften criticisms of Portuguese 
African policy in UN and bilaterally. 

- Establish flexible economic assistance programs in 
the black states of the region; seek legislation to soften 
conte restrictions. 

- Maintain discreet contact with African insurgent 
movements and extend educational and humanitarian assistance 
to individual. 

- Maintain modest information and exchange programs 
in white-ruled areas (except Rhodesia); expand activities in 
the black states. 

PROS: 

1. Preserves most of our major economic, scientific 
and strategic interests in region at least in the short run. 

2. Affords access to black states in the region and 
preserves some standing elsewhere in Africa and 'wi th Afro
Asian states at the UN. 

- Retains some flexibility for movement closer to 
either white or black states, depending upon future 
developments. 

- Would result in some improvement in our relations 
with Portugal. 

CONS: 

1. position would be seen as expedient and 
hypocritical by both sides. Our condemnation of whites hurts 
us with them, yet fails to satisfy the blacks, exposing us to 
pressures for more decisive measure. 

2. Policy does nothing to deal actively with problem 
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of violence in the area of increasing communist influence. 
3.Restrictions on association with white regimes 

involve some loss of potential US economic and defense 
assets. 

4. Even limited association with white regimes is 
vulnerable to exploitation by the communists and African 
extremists. 

5. Closer relations with Portugal could adversely 
affect our relations with Zambia and Tanzania. 

option 4 

Premise: 
We cannot influence the white states for constructive 

change, and therefore increasing violence is likely. 
Only by cutting our ties with the white regimes can 

we protect our standing on the race issue in black Africa and 
internationally. Since our tangible interests are not vital, 
this is a reasonable price to pay. 

General Posture: 

We could maintain minimal relations with the white 
regimes, emphasizing that improved relations are impossible 
until they moderate present policies. Make clear to black 
states the extent to which the US has cut dealing with white 
regimes. We would take no actions in the white states which 
would run the least risk of political repercussions in the 
black states. WE would take positive official stands against 
racial and colonial repression. WE would afford economic aid 
to black states of region and sell reasonable quantities of 
non-sophisticated defensive military equipment. WE would 
stress our support for black obj ecti ves short of force or 
sanctions against South Africa and Portugal. For maximum 
effectiveness of this . option, an effort would be made to 
enlist international support behind the policy. 

Operational Examples: 

Reduce diplomatic mission and consulates in South 
Africa. 

- strictest application of arms embargo against South 
Africa. 

- Remove military and NASA tracking stations. 
- Prohibit official use of South African ports and 

airfields except in emergency. 
- Discourage investment, no commercial services or 

EXlm facilities in South Africa. 
- Make clear that we regard South Africa's continued 

occupation of South West Africa as illegal. Discourage US 
investment. deny commercial services and EXIM facilities; 
hold to minimum US contacts with South African authorities in 
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South west Africa. 
-support expansion and stricter international 

enforcement sanctions and maintain non-recognition of Souther 
Rhodesia; withdraw consulate. 

- Limit EXIM Bank facilities and official trade 
promotion in Portuguese territories. Maintain arms embargo 
and political pressures on Portuguese. 

- Establish flexible economic assistance programs in 
the black states of the region; seek legislation to soften 
Conte restrictions; respond sympathetically to requests for 
non-sophisticated defensive arms by Zambia. 

- Open contact and sympathy for aspirations of 
African insurgent groups short of material support. 

- Reduce information and exchange programs in white 
areas to a minimum; expand programs in the black states. 

PROS: 

1. Would significantly increase our credibility in 
black Africa and the UN by demonstrating US is prepared to 
back its pronouncements on the race issue at some material 
sacrifices. 

2. Provides maximum leverage to limit Soviet and 
Chinese influence among liberation groups and in their host 
countries. 

3. Would provide opportunity for US to join 
multilateral effort to achieve change in white-regime racial 
policies. 

CONS: 

1. It would increase our involvement with the 
insurgent movements, would tend to identify us with their 
cause, and would stimulate demands for more far-reaching 
action. 

2. Sacrifices economic, strategic and scientific 
interests. 

3. France, the UK and other major trading nations are 
unlikely to support us. This will weaken effectiveness of 
pressures and forfeit economic opportunities t others. 

4. will probably reinforce the siege mentality of the 
white regimes. There is no evidence that the white regimes 
of southern Africa will make constructive changes in their 
race pOlicies in response to external pressure. 

5. Would make our relations with the Portuguese more 
difficult. 

Option 5 

Premise: 
The racial confrontation in southern 

unmanageable and potentially dangerous and will 
Africa is 
grow worse 
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despite any efforts we might make. Thus we should lower our 
profile in the area and avoid identification with either 
side. 

General Posture: 

We would maintain correct but minimal relations with 
both black and white states in the area. We would cut or 
sharply reduce ties with the white states, making clear to 
them that we regard their policies as disastrous and cannot 
be associated with them. WE would take the position, 
however, that the nature and extent of measures they take to 
resolve their racial problems are matters for them to decide 
and are of no direct concern to us. WE would make clear to 
the black states that while we sympathize with their 
objectives and oppose the racial and colonial policies of the 
white regimes, we cannot support them in an unrealistic 
struggle or become involved in a racial conflict. Violence 
is not in their long-run interest and can only heighten the 
dangers of communist involvement. We would take positive 
official stands both against insurgent violence but we would 
resist efforts in the UN for stringer measures to deal with 
southern African issues. 

Operational Examples: 

- Reduce size of our diplomatic and consular offices 
to the minimum. 

- withdraw consulate from Rhodesia, continue 
sanctions (with one-time hardship exception for chrome) i 
refuse recognition. 

- Remove NASA and defense tracking stations. 
- Prohibit official use of ports or airfields in the 

white states except in emergencies. 
- strictest enforcement of arms embargoes. 
- No official encouragement of investment and no 

EXIM facilities or commercial services to facilitate with the 
white states. 

- Limit aid to black states to regional or mul ti-
donor programs. No arms aid. Seek no change in CONTE 
amendment. 

- Public discouragement of insurgent movements. 
- continue to resist stronger measures in the UN and 

mute statemen'ts on southern African issues. 
- Reduce to a minimum all information and exchange 

programs with the region. 
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PROS: 

1. Relieves pressure in the UN and elsewhere which 
flowed from our diplomatic II leadership II in an area not of 
vital concern to us. 

2. By removing the inherent equivocation - tangible 
interests versus political credibility - in present policy, 
this option gives us maximum flexibility to cope with 
pressures for greater involvement which will continue in this 
problem whatever our policy. 

3. To the degree that we disengage from the white 
states and disavow our intervention in an African problem, we 
strengthen our political position in the developing world. 

4. Since we would make clear that neither side can 
count on our support in a major confrontation, our posture 
could lessen the danger of miscalculations which both whites 
and blacks may now harbor. 

CONS: 

1. 
interests 
states. 

Sacrifices US economic, scientific and strategic 
in the area, particularly those in the white 

2. Forgoes influence on both sides and thus nothing 
to ease racial confrontation. 

3. Disengagement will not ultimately satisfy the 
blacks, and our withdrawal of support will be at the expense 
of rising Communist influence in the black states and 
liberation movements. 

4. Muting support in the UN for majority rule could 
diminish support for us on East-West issues. 

5. As a world power, we cannot disengage from an area 
in which the Soviets and Chinese Communists have shown 
interest and to which our citizens and capital are attracted 
by opportunities. 
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