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executive summary

This dissertation investigates the relationship between foreign support and the survival of
authoritarian regimes. Conventional wisdom suggests that great power patrons prop up
client dictatorships. However, this is generally assumed rather than systematically analyzed.
My dissertation provides the first comprehensive assessment of the relationship between for-
eign sponsorship and authoritarian regime survival with the use of an original dataset of all
autocratic client regimes in the postwar period. These results demonstrate that patronage
from Western powers — the United States, France, and the United Kingdom — is not associ-
ated with client regime survival. Instead, only Soviet sponsorship reduces the risk of regime
collapse. I explain this variation by considering the effects of differing strategies of foreign
sponsorship on client regime coup vulnerability. Not a single Soviet client regime ever lost
power to a military coup. This was the result of Soviet assistance in the implementation of
highly penetrative coup prevention strategies that rendered militaries incapable of ousting
incumbent regimes. In contrast, a fundamental ambivalence toward their autocratic allies
and a focus on building Western-style militaries rendered U.S. and European clients highly
vulnerable to coups. Western clients did not receive patron assistance in restructuring their
security forces to prevent a coup and were abandoned in the event of a successful coup. I
test these arguments using recently declassified archival sources, secondary sources in En-
glish and Russian, and a series of statistical analyses using both original and newly available
data.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

While it might not seem obvious now, in the early 1960s, South Vietnamese President Ngo

Dinh Diem was in a seemingly enviable position. His regime, while engaged in an escalating

counterinsurgency against the communist-led National Liberation Front, was not yet seri-

ously challenged by either communist insurgents or North Vietnamese soldiers. With the help

of his brother, he had sidelined major political rivals and defeated the large politico-religious

organizations that had threatened his rule. Perhaps most importantly, he was receiving mas-

sive economic and military support from an extremely powerful patron: the United States

of America. These factors led Diem to feel reasonably secure about the prospects for his

survival relative to potential threats emerging outside the regime. He was America’s ‘Miracle

Man’ in Saigon.1

However, Diem still had a major problem. He did not simply face challenges emerging

from the Buddhist majority, the communist insurgents, or the remnants of the politico-

religious organizations. He also had to contend with the political unreliably of his armed

forces. Unfortunately for Diem, his powerful foreign patron proved much more useful in

dealing with the first set of problems than the second. He had an early taste of the ambiva-
1Chapman 2013, 114.
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Chapter 1 adam e. casey

lence his American allies felt toward the threat posed by his own military with a failed coup

attempt in 1960. During the putsch, the U.S. waited on the sidelines to see who would come

out on top.2 Three years later, when a long plotted coup finally did overthrow his regime,

the United States again failed to defend its client ruler, a man once viewed as critical to the

stability of a non-communist South Vietnam. Not only did American advisors decline to

warn Diem of the coming plot, they lent tacit support to the plotters.3 Diem and his brother

were seized by their own officers and executed.4

Ngo Dinh Diem was not the only client autocrat that needed to fear his own officers.

Ethiopian leader Mengistu Haile Mariam was also immensely concerned about the political

loyalty of the Ethiopian military. Like Diem, Mengistu faced a variety of challengers to his

regime. Not only did he face the powerful elites from the regime he and his fellow officers

deposed, but he faced multiple insurgencies and highly mobilized opposition parties. Also

like Diem, Mengistu came to enjoy the support of a very powerful foreign patron: the Soviet

Union. Extensive Soviet support would ultimately allow the regime to build the largest

military in sub-Saharan Africa.5

Unlike Diem, however, Mengistu’s patron was willing to provide assistance the United

States proved unwilling to offer: aid in reducing the threat posed by his own armed forces.

Moscow offered logistical and material assistance in the creation of a series of institutions cen-

tered around ensuring the political reliability of the officer corps. With active help from the

Soviet Union’s own security services, Mengistu implemented a system of political commissars
2Miller 2013, 211-13.
3O’Rourke 2018, 161, 179-82.
4Jacobs 2006, 6-7.
5Lefebvre 1991, 32, 42.
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and secret police embedded in the military to spy on the armed forces.6 These measures

were highly unpopular with officers in the Ethiopian military. The control mechanisms and

the poor counterinsurgency performance of the heavily micro-managed army culminated in

a coup attempt launched by the highest echelons of the armed forces. Yet unlike his South

Vietnamese counterpart, Mengistu had the aid of the expansive security services created

with Soviet assistance. These organizations uncovered the plot and violently defeated the

attempt. While his South Vietnamese counterpart was killed at the hands of his own officers,

it was Mengistu who would be carrying out executions.7

Mengistu survived in office under extremely challenging conditions for nearly twice as

long as Diem. Both had considerable advantages provided by foreign support. However,

Diem’s regime lasted five years fewer than the average autocracy and Mengistu’s outlasted

the typical autocracy by three years.8 We know surprisingly little about how to explain this

variation because we know surprisingly little about the world of client dictatorships.

Conventional wisdom suggests that all foreign support helps autocratic regimes remain

in power. It has been argued that in the Cold War “the United States supported reactionary

political and social elites who survived only with American political support"9 and the U.S.

installed its own “despots in their place abroad as a strategic weapon against the Soviet

Union."10 The same was apparently true of America’s Soviet rivals11, as well as France,

which had been “keeping people in power, or putting them in power for some time."12 Since
6Ayele 2014, 77, 95-96.
7Tiruneh 1993, 356.
8Geddes et al. 2014, 324.
9Spanier 1991, 159.

10Klaas 2016, 192.
11Goldstone 1986, 38.
12Tullock 1987, 132.
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the end of the Cold War, scholars have frequently offered continued U.S. patronage of Arab

autocracies as an explanation for the resilience of Middle Eastern regimes13 and have claimed

that “Russia and China prop up friendly despotic regimes wherever they can."14 But is it

really the case that some regimes are “directly ‘propped up’ by a great power?"15

The argument or assumption that foreign support shores up the rule of client autocracies

is present in a variety of analyses of authoritarian durability.16 Yet we know surprisingly

little about the direct relationship between foreign support and the survival of authoritarian

regimes. We have learned much about how great power politics shapes regime type more

generally.17 We also have a large literature on international patron-client relationships that

focus on the nature of influence in such relationships18, the efficacy of counterinsurgency

assistance19, and client state foreign policy behavior.20 Yet while we have several excellent

case studies21, no study has systematically assessed whether great power support affects the

ability of particular autocratic regimes to remain in power. For those studies that control

for the presumed effects of foreign support, analyses have relied on imprecise proxy measures

like Cold War dummy variables or formal military alliances.22

13Bellin 2004, 144; Diamond 2016, 167.
14Klaas 2016, 192.
15Marquez 2017, 214.
16Jackson and Rosberg 1982, 10-11; McNamara 1989, 153; Chehabi and Linz 1998; Sylvan and Majeski

2009, 76; Bunce and Wolchik 2010, 49; McKoy and Miller 2012, 905; Boix and Svolik 2013, 308; Diamond
2016, 167.

17Huntington 1991; Bratton and van de Walle 1997; Bellin 2004; Dunning 2004; Levitsky and Way 2010;
Boix 2011; Bellin 2012; Tansey 2016; Gunitsky 2017.

18Shoemaker and Spanier 1984; Womack 2006; Lake 2009; Mertha 2014; Yarhi-Milo et al. 2016. See also
Anderson 2019, 692, 695-96.

19Odom 1992; Crandall 2016; Ladwig 2017.
20Shoemaker and Spanier 1984; Rubinstein 1988; Clapham 1996; Anderson 2019, 695-97.
21Gasioworski 1991; Brownlee 2012; Yom 2016.
22For examples, see Svolik 2012, 114-15; Boix and Svolik 2013, 308, 312; Kim and Kroeger 2018, 19-20.

The use of the Cold War as a proxy variable assumes that the foreign support given during the Cold War
by each great power was advantageous to regime survival. For this logic applied to coups, see Singh 2014,
48. Alliances are an imprecise measure as clients did not always maintain formal alliances with their patrons
(e.g., the Khmer Rouge and China. See Ciorciari 2014, 216).
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In this dissertation, I provide the first cross-national, over time analysis of the impact of

foreign sponsorship on client regime survival in the postwar period, using an original dataset

of autocratic client regimes from 1946 to 2010.23 This analysis reveals counterintuitive

results. Rather than being uniformly advantageous for regime survival, the effects of foreign

sponsorship vary considerably between superpower blocs. In fact, patronage from Western

powers — the United States, France, and the United Kingdom — is not associated with

client regime survival. Instead, only Soviet sponsorship reduces the risk of regime collapse. I

explain this variation by considering both patron strategies and the unintended consequences

of foreign sponsorship for the domestic distribution of power in client regimes. In particular,

I explore the variable effects of regime support strategies on military loyalty to client regimes.

Western powers and the Soviet Union took very different approaches to civil-military

relations in client regimes that had profound consequences for client regime survival. Western

patrons pursued a strategy of military assistance that stressed the formation of Western-style

institutions which centered on apolitical and autonomous military forces. In contrast, the

Soviet Union pursued a strategy of promoting military institutions which subordinated the

armed forces to a civilian ruling party. While neither patron unequivocally succeeded in

implanting these institutions in client regimes, these strategies nevertheless shaped client

regime coup vulnerability.

Not a single Soviet client regime ever lost power to a military coup. This is remarkable,

given that military coups are the most frequent manner by which autocracies have lost power

since 1945.24 This coup invulnerability was the direct consequence of Soviet assistance in
23This analysis replicates some of findings from Casey 2020.
24Geddes et al. 2018, 179. The picture is even bleaker for individual autocratic leaders: more than two-

thirds of ousted autocrats were removed by coups (Svolik 2012, 5).
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creating security services and embedding political commissars in the regular armed forces

which rendered officers incapable of launching coups. In contrast, Western patrons did not

provide assistance in coup prevention and in fact accepted successful coups among clients.

This led to survival rates that resembled overall non-client autocracies.

This chapter begins with a discussion of the literature linking foreign support to authori-

tarian survival. I then turn to a brief overview the process of identifying client dictatorships

and testing this argument cross-nationally. This is followed by a discussion of the central

argument offered in this dissertation which seeks to account for the observed variation in

regime survival by exploring the effects of foreign support on coup risk. I focus in particular

on the different strategies of client regime support utilized by Western and Soviet patrons.

I conclude with a summary of the remaining chapters.

1.1 The Literature

There are several reasons to expect foreign support to strengthen authoritarian regimes.

First, the provision of economic resources by a foreign patron might provide the means with

which to coopt opposition inside and outside the regime.25 This increase in the means to

coopt could in turn reduce the need to engage in potentially risky repression.26 Moreover,

foreign patrons can repress domestic opposition themselves, reducing the need for the client

regime to direct costly political and economic capital to this task.27 This is in fact rela-

tively common. To take but a few examples, in El Salvador, the United States conducted
25Gasioworski 1991, 17; Odom 1992, 64; Skocpol 1994, 244; Chehabi and Linz 1998, 32; Brazinsky 2007,

9-10; Root 2008, 7, 22; Yom 2016, 34-35.
26On the risks associated with repression, see Bellin 2012, 131; Dragu and Przeworski 2019, 78.
27Gasioworski 1991, 18-19.
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clandestine operations against communist insurgents, France repeatedly intervened after in-

dependence to put down riots in Gabon, and the United Kingdom led operations against

rebel groups in Oman.28

Furthermore, military aid presumably bolsters the coercive capacity of the regime, re-

ducing the risk posed by challenges from below.29 Not only does foreign support increase

the material capacity of the coercive apparatus (i.e., more weapons and financial resources),

but it also likely emboldens and enables autocracies to engage in repression without fear of

international backlash.30 In addition, the perception that a great power backs the regime

might dissuade mass mobilization against the dictatorship.31

Finally, there is also reason to suspect that foreign support reduces the threat posed by

those within the regime. Some scholars have argued that foreign patrons prevent military

coups.32 The logic here is that as military forces depend on material assistance from a great

power patron, officers are unwilling to oust a foreign-backed regime.33 A related line of

argument suggests that officers fear post-coup retribution by the foreign patron of a client

regime.34 Therefore, we have multiple reasons to suspect that client dictatorships should

have considerable advantages relative to autocracies devoid of foreign support.

Yet despite all these theories linking foreign sponsorship to regime survival — and con-

siderable evidence for the importance of these mechanisms in particular cases — we have
28On El Salvador, see Leonard 1991, 182; Coatsworth 1994, 173; Booth 1998, 152; Schmitz 2006, 195. On

Gabon, see Chipman 1989, 124. On Oman, see Takriti 2013, 22-24; Jones and Ridout 2015, 13.
29Morley 1994, 35; Bellin 2004, 143-44.
30Brownlee 2002, 36, 53-54; Bellin 2004, 148-49; Levitsky and Way 2010, 41-42; Boix 2011, 815-16; Lee

2015, 2; Tansey 2016, 4; Yom 2016, 6, 34; Gunitsky 2017, 201; Tolstrup et al. 2019, 515.
31Tolstrup et al. 2019, 515.
32Luttwak 2016, 28-35. See also Brownlee 2012, 11; Albrecht 2015, 661.
33Brownlee 2012, 11; Luttwak 2016, 30.
34Thyne 2010, 452; Thyne et al. 2018, 1407-8.
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no systematic tests of the relationship. One of the principal reasons for this shortcoming is

the lack of systematic data on autocratic client regimes. In fact, foreign sponsorship is not

uniformly advantagous for client regime durability. Support from Western powers — the

United States, France, and Great Britain — is not associated with client regime survival.

Instead, only Soviet support reduces the risk of regime collapse.

1.2 The Argument

I argue that strategies of foreign sponsorship shaped client regime survival primarily through

their variable effects on coup vulnerability. The Soviet Union directly facilitated the creation

or expansion of a series of institutions that limited the capacity of military forces to oust

incumbent regimes. Most importantly, Moscow aided in the creation of civilian control

mechanisms in the form of political commissars and security services that were embedded

directly in the armed forces. As members of the party apparatus, commissars and security

service officers were not beholden to their military counterparts and could report officer

misbehavior up the party chain of command. These unpopular changes were enacted with

Soviet advisors and often combat troops defending regimes from any backlash from the armed

forces. These organizations prevented coups by providing intelligence on plots emerging from

the officer corps and deterring others. Furthermore, as the security services maintained their

own operational units, they had the capacity and motivation to resist coup attempts. As

a result, these practices both increased the coordination dilemma inherent in launching a

successful military coup and empowered new security services with incentives to defeat an

attempted coup. Once imposed, commissars and security services continued to function

8
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effectively even after Soviet assistance was withdrawn.

In contrast, Western patrons did not protect their clients from coups. In fact, U.S. and

European ambivalence toward the rule of their particular autocratic allies — and a primary

focus on preventing communist and Islamist takeover — rendered their clients vulnerable to

military coups. Unlike Soviet sponsorship, Western patronage had countervailing effects. On

the one hand, foreign sponsorship lowered the external costs of coup prevention strategies by

reducing the costs of poor battlefield effectiveness. Confident of foreign support if seriously

challenged by opposition emerging from outside the regime, it was safe for clients to attempt

to weaken their militaries by purging officers and fragmenting the coercive apparatus. On the

other hand, Western sponsorship did not reduce the internal costs of coup prevention as it did

not protect client regimes from their own military forces. Western clients received no sponsor

support for coup prevention strategies. As client efforts to reduce the capacity of their armed

forces to launch a coup posed a substantial threat to the personal and corporate interests

of military officers, they frequently led to the very event they were intended to prevent.

When these coups against client autocrats succeeded, they were accepted as faits accomplis

by Western patrons. Therefore, Western clients remained highly threatened by coups. This

— coupled with a general willingness to support democratization in client regimes — meant

Western clients had survival rates that overall closely mirrored non-sponsored autocracies.

Contrary to expectations then, foreign sponsorship did not universally benefit client regimes.

One of the reasons existing studies have not accounted for this divergence is that most of

the scholarship on the relationship between foreign support and regime survival has neglected

the relationship between the coercive apparatus and authoritarian survival and failed to

9
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integrate recent insights from the comparative civil-military relations literature.35 Despite

the centrality of military loyalty to authoritarian survival36, there has been surprisingly

little research on how foreign patrons affect coup prevention strategies by authoritarian

client regimes. Some recent scholarship does posit an indirect relationship between foreign

sponsorship and coup prevention by clients. When a foreign patron protects regimes, they are

free to destroy or weaken their military forces through coup prevention efforts.37 However,

most scholars have argued that foreign powers play little direct role in coup prevention and

the domination of armed forces by security services.38 If one only looks at U.S.-backed

regimes, this is an understandable conclusion. But while the U.S. and its Western allies may

not have aided their clients in the creation of new security services to penetrate and control

the military, their superpower rival did.

In fact, I demonstrate that strategies of foreign sponsorship directly and indirectly shape

client regime coup prevention strategies. Scholars of comparative civil-military relations

argue that regimes have essentially four broad strategies by which they can attempt to reduce

the coup threat posed by their own armed forces. Two of these strategies — inducements

and promotions — attempt to reduce the incentives to attempt coups. The other two

strategies — fragmentation and infiltration — seek to reduce the capacity of the armed

forces to successfully carry out a coup. However, none of these strategies are costless, and

each contains considerable risks to regimes.

First, autocrats have at their disposal a variety of methods by which they limit the in-
35For a good overview of this literature, see Brooks 2019.
36Svolik 2012, 5 Geddes et al. 2018, 179. “A united officer corps is virtually always capable of maintaining

a civilian government in office, or taking control itself" (Nordlinger 1977, 5).
37Talmadge 2015, 42, 55; Greitens 2016, 139; Song and Wright 2018.
38For example, see Greitens 2016, 40-41, 88-89, 109-10.
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centives of their armed forces to launch a coup that involve inducements. Most commonly,

regimes do this by distributing spoils to the military and seeking to placate officer personal

and corporate interests with high wages, advanced technology, and opportunities for corrup-

tion.39 The main constraint to these positive sanctions is fiscal — not all regimes have the

economic capacity to distribute enough spoils to officers.40 While inducements are less costly

politically than other strategies, it proves difficult for regimes to ‘purchase’ loyalty. Most

importantly, such strategies leave a unified military capable of launching a coup in place.

This may prove problematic in periods of either economic crisis where regimes can no longer

transfer such funds, or even in periods of plenty where military officers may calculate they

can receive more spoils if they simply take full power.41

Second, regimes can reduce incentives to attempt coups by influencing promotions in

the military. This can be done in a variety of ways, including promoting individuals from

a leader’s home province or military academy class, placing members of the ruling party in

prominent military positions, or placing coethnics in senior positions.42 Promotions pose

a risk to regimes as well. Ethnic favoritism increases the grievances of non-dominant or

non-ascendant ethnic groups and can increase the risk of civil war and reactive coups by

these officers.43 Interference in military promotions more generally is disliked by professional

officers, who value their institutional autonomy.44 Indeed, officers passed over for promotions
39Brooks 1998, 10, 19-20; Wintrobe 1998, 57; Geddes 1999, 126; Haber 2008, 701; Arriola 2009, 1346;

Bellin 2012, 131; Brownlee 2012, 66; Powell 2012, 1029-32; Leon 2014, 365.
40Girod 2015, 153-54.
41Greitens 2016, 24; Savage and Caverley 2017, 543.
42Bienen 1968, 59; Bienen 1970, 375; Brooks 1998, 19-20; Taylor 2003, 49-52; Greitens 2016, 27; Harkness

2016, 593; Roessler 2016, 90; Harkness 2018, 10. A somewhat related strategy is the promotion of peasants
and workers in communist armies, which was predicated on the belief that such groups would be more
politically reliable than bourgeois officers. See Colton 1979, 50-52; Taylor 2003, 142.

43Albrecht 2015, 661; Harkness 2016, 588-89, 594; Roessler 2016, 19, 82-83, 93; Harkness 2018, 3, 9-10,
76-77.

44Nordlinger 1977, 64-65; Geddes et al. 2014, 150.
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or recently demoted have led many coups.45

Beyond limiting the desire to intervene, autocracies also frequently seek to limit the ca-

pacity of their militaries to launch a coup. The most frequently studied method for achieving

this outcome is through fragmentation. Here, regimes engage in organizational prolifera-

tion, creating new security forces to ‘counterbalance’ the regular military.46 Such practices

involve the creation of specialized military units outside the normal chain of command —

such as praetorian guards or militia.47 Praetorian guards are coercive organizations tasked

with leadership security and stationed near government headquarters. Examples include the

Special Guard in Afghanistan and the President’s Own Guard Regiment in Ghana.48 These

organizations are not always small. The Special Guard in Afghanistan had nearly 16,000

men by 1992 and the presidential guard in Ghana was two battalions strong (around 1,200

men compared to 14,000 in the army)49

Militia are paramilitary formations organized outside the armed forces chain of command

and are frequently organized around a party or ethnic group. Examples include the Cobra

militia in the Republic of Congo, the Milices Populaires in Guinea, and the People’s Militia

in Tanzania.50 These paramilitary formations are often quite large and well armed. In Mali
45Geddes et al. 2018, 51, 53, 57, 166-67.
46Feaver 1999, 225; Quinlivan 1999, 135; Haber 2008, 702; Bellin 2012, 130; Talmadge 2015; DeBruin 2018,

1434.
47Greitens 2016, 13, 24-25.
48On the Special Guard, see Giustozzi 2015, 38. On the President’s Own Guard Regiment, see Baynham

1988, 73; Barany 2012, 237.
49Giustozzi 2015, 38-39; Baynham 1988, 73.
50On the Cobras, see Clark 2008, 165. On the Milices Populaires, see Pachter 1982, 609; “Guinea: Armed

Forces." National Intelligence Survey; Defense Intelligence Agency; 03/1973; Secret; Declass. 06/16/2009;
CREST No. CIA-RDP01-00707R000200110060-7 [pdf]. On the People’s Militia, see “The Tanzanian Military:
Nyerere’s Uncertain Shield." Intelligence Assessment; Office of African and Latin American Analysis; CIA;
ALA 83-10089; 06/07/1983; Secret; Declass. 06/22/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP84S00552R000200150003-0
[pdf].
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before the 1968 coup, the People’s Militia “outnumbered the army roughly three to one."51

As we will see in Chapter 4, the two paramilitary organizations in South Vietnam had around

117,000 troops compared to 150,000 in the army.

There are two principal arguments as to why fragmentation may reduce coup risk. First,

insofar as successful coups are essentially coordination dilemmas within the military, the

proliferation of multiple organizations renders collective action more difficult by increasing

the obstacles to communication in an already information-poor environment.52 Second,

newly created security forces fear postcoup purges by military forces they were designed to

counterbalance and thus have incentives to violently resist once a coup attempt is underway.53

By tying the fate of these organizations to the survival of the regime, fragmentation thus

generates powerful incentives for loyalty.

However, fragmentation also carries with it significant risks. Creating new military or-

ganizations like militia or praetorian guards to counterbalance the existing armed forces

incentivizes officers in the army to launch a coup before the new organizations can be estab-

lished.54 There are many examples of rulers which were ousted after regimes attempted to

counterbalance the existing armed forces and were instead removed in a coup. In Algeria,

Ben Bella was ousted in 1965 by his own military after he sought to establish a parallel sys-

tem of popular militias which threatened the military’s monopoly on the use of violence.55

In Honduras, Villeda Morales’s Liberal Party government was ousted in 1963 after fears his
51Nordlinger 1977, 76).
52Tullock 1987, 23; Feaver 1999, 225; Geddes 1999, 126; Quinlivan 1999, 135; Haber 2008, 702; Powell

2012, 1018-19, 1021-26; Svolik 2012, 95; Singh 2014, 5-7; Little 2017, 206.
53DeBruin 2018, 1437-38, 1448-51; Geddes et al. 2018, 164, 173.
54Geddes et al. 2014, 150; Sudduth 2017, 3-4; DeBruin 2018.
55Cook 2007, 23; McDougall 2017, 250.
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successor would strengthen the paramilitary Civil Guard and weaken the army.56 In the

Republic of Congo, the decision to create a “people’s army" in 1966 helped motivate army

officers to oust the regime in 1968.57

Moreover, when fragmentation is successful, it not only prevents military forces from

maintaining the organizational capacity to launch coups, it also has been shown to reduce

their ability to effectively fight wars, leaving them vulnerable to external threats.58

Fourth and finally, regimes sometimes seek to reduce the coup-making capacity of their

militaries through infiltration of the armed forces. This strategy focuses on penetrating

the armed forces with regime-directed agents who provide information on and deterrence

to coup plots.59 There are two institutions which provide this function for regimes. First,

political commissars are party workers imposed directly in the military to ensure the loyalty

and political reliability of regular military officers.60 Unlike fragmentation, which involves

the creation of new, operationally-separate coercive organizations, political commissars are

embedded in the armed forces.61 As a result, they are a highly penetrative form of regime

control. Commissars perform a variety of tasks, including promoting party ideology among

soldiers, but their most important role involves monitoring the professional officers.62 Em-

bedded alongside officers, commissars provide intelligence to the regime through party rather

than military channels and have the ability to report misbehavior or disloyalty up the chain
56‘Weekly Summary." OCI No. 0300/63; CIA; 10/04/1963; Secret; Declass. 07/09/2008; CREST No.

CIA-RDP79-00927A004200050001-2 [pdf].
57Decalo 1990, 55-56.
58Brooks 1998; Quinlivan 1999; Pilster and Bohmelt 2011; Talmadge 2015; Narang and Talmadge 2018.
59This conceptualization is similar to Nordlinger’s “penetration" model (Nordlinger 1977, 15-19).
60Herspring 1996, 59, 71.
61Greitens 2016, 98.
62Kolkowicz 1967, 83; Taylor 2003, 141-42; Payne 2004, 161-63; Matthews 2013, 83, 99-100.

14

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79-00927A004200050001-2.pdf


Chapter 1 adam e. casey

of command.63 Many scholars doubt the power of commissars by arguing that they fail to

control military commanders and have low status in the armed forces.64 However, these

factors do not mean commissars don’t play an important role in preventing coups. As a

successful coup requires coordination between the conspirators, the presence of commissars

introduces uncertainty about whether the plot might be discovered. Small shifts in expec-

tations of the ability to successfully coordinate a coup without detection can be critical to

whether officers attempt a coup or even succeed once one is underway.

Second, regimes often create special coercive organizations that provide benefits through

both infiltration and fragmentation. These organizations — which I refer to as security ser-

vices — combine intelligence functions with armed operational units outside the military

chain of command.65 Prominent examples include the SS in Nazi Germany, the KGB in

the Soviet Union, and the Stasi in East Germany.66 Less prominent examples include the

NSS in Somalia, SNASP in Mozambique, and KhAD in Afghanistan.67 These organizations

are similar to other security forces regimes use to counterbalance the military, but differ in

their focus on intelligence collection and especially the monitoring of the armed forces. Like

commissars, security services play critical roles in providing information on coup plots.68

Pervasive spying makes it much harder for coup plotters to plan in secret or identify other

regime opponents.69 In some regimes these agencies are imposed directly in the military. In
63Herspring 1996, 70.
64See especially Colton 1979.
65This conceptualization is roughly analogous to what Geddes et al. refer to as security police or internal

security agencies (2018, 155), and what Greitens considers a subset of coercive institutions (2016, 21).
66On the SS, see Benz 2006, 22, 26, 49, 59; Wildt 2009, 11. On the KGB, see Knight 1991; Khristoforov

2015. On the Stasi, see Bruce 2003, 2010.
67On the NSS, see Yordanov 2016, 98. See also Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 448. On SNASP, see Nuvunga

2018, 60. On KhAD, see Khristoforov 2016, 219, 306.
68Sassoon 2012, 143.
69Geddes et al. 2018, 155-58.
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the Soviet Union, the main security service maintained Special Departments (Особые от-

делы) embedded in the armed forces starting in the Civil War.70 The Special Departments

engaged in political surveillance of the officer corps, monitoring communication and main-

taining a network of informers.71 Therefore, in contrast to intelligence agencies engaged in

signals surveillance, these security services were embedded within the armed forces, provid-

ing better information on and deterrence to coup plots. Furthermore, as security services

maintain their own armed operational units, they have the capacity to fight coup attempts.

Some scholars assume that such security services generally cannot pose a military challenge

to the traditional armed forces and are thus largely unimportant in explaining coup out-

comes.72 However, in Afghanistan, the two security services (KhAD and the Sarandoy) had

a combined strength as large or even larger than the regular armed forces.73

Yet these infiltration strategies also pose a considerable risk to regimes. Political com-

missars and security services designed to penetrate the armed forces are strongly opposed

by the officer corps.74 Therefore, attempting to reduce the capacity of militaries to launch

future coups may lead to immediate coups by armies seeking to defend their autonomy and

monopoly on the use of force.

Therefore, military officers frequently jealously guard their personal and corporate au-

tonomy and resist regime interference in military affairs.75 Limiting the ability of officers
70Khristoforov 2015, 33.
71Knight 1991, 769, 776.
72See for example, Singh 2014, 5.
73See “Afghanistan: Regime Military and Political Capabilities After the Soviet Withdrawal." IA; ONE-

SAA; CIA; 09/20/1988; Secret; Declass. 11/14/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP89S01450R000500510001-
6 [pdf]; See also “Developments in Afghanistan" DI; CIA; 03/07/1986; Top Secret; Declass, 09/04/2012;
CREST No. CIA-RDP89T01363R000200240004-2 [pdf]; Khristoforov 2016, 312.

74Nordlinger 1977, 17-19; Geddes et al. 2014, 150; Greitens 2016, 98. On officer disdain for security service
penetration of military units in Ethiopia, see Ayele 2014, 48.

75Nordlinger 1977, 49, 65-66.
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to launch a coup involves a direct challenge to officer interests and thus frequently spurs a

reactive coup. While strategies that don’t challenge the position of officers — like financial

inducements — are less likely to provoke a coup, there are also reasons to suspect they are

less effective. Therefore, strategies that seek to weaken officers are very difficult to enact in

the first place.

Table 1.1 provides a summary of the four coup prevention strategies by which regimes

seek to prevent coups d’état discussed above. To sum up, there are two strategies by which

regimes seek to limit coup attempts: inducements and promotions. There are also two

strategies by which regimes seek to reduce the likelihood that attempted coups will succeed:

fragmentation and infiltration. However, as we should expect officers to be more likely to

attempt coups they believe have a good chance of success, once a regime has implemented

fragmentation or infiltration strategies we would also expect to see a decline in coup attempts.

strategy logic risks
Inducements Reduces incentives Vulnerable to economic shocks
Promotions Reduces incentives Officers resist interference

Fragmentation Reduces capacity Officers guard monopoly on use of force
Infiltration Reduces capacity Officers resist interference

Table 1.1: Coup Prevention Strategies

Therefore, it is important to understand when regimes are actually able to get away with

coup prevention strategies, particularly those that directly challenge officer autonomy. Crit-

ically, the capacity to implement these coup prevention strategies against officer opposition

can be provided by foreign patrons. The Soviet Union helped its client regimes engage in

both fragmentation and especially infiltration strategies through the creation of new secu-

rity services and political commissars that were members of new or expanded ruling parties.

Most importantly, it defended clients from any potential backlash to these efforts. These
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highly penetrative coup prevention strategies proved effective in reducing the threat posed

by coups. In contrast, the United States and its European allies did not directly aid clients

in coup prevention strategies. Instead, Western patrons pushed clients to structure military

and internal security forces along Western lines. This does not mean, however, that Western

patrons prevented ‘coup proofing.’ Western clients attempted to reduce the threat posed

by their own officers through many of the inducement, promotion, fragmentation, and even

infiltration strategies discussed above. However, when these efforts precipitated a backlash

their great power patrons stood aside as their regime fell. In sum, the nature of foreign

support shaped the domestic coup prevention strategies attempted by clients, which had

important effects on regime survival.

Soviet Client Regime Durability

The Soviet Union engaged in a practice of deliberate assistance in creating coup prevention

institutions among its clients and shielded its allies from any ensuing military backlash

to these efforts. This practice resulted in very long lasting client regimes. The longevity of

these clients — most of which were considered communist — is often explained by their large

ruling parties, destruction of rival power centers, and their subordination of the military to

the party. However, these outcomes are themselves necessary to explain. In fact, these

institutions were often endogenous to Soviet sponsorship. It was the Soviet Union that

aided clients in creating these institutions in the first place. Moscow played an active role in

creating and expanding ruling party institutions among client regimes. Where these parties

already existed, the Soviets provided assistance in expanding membership and increasing

the scope of party activities. Where they did not exist, Moscow pressured regimes to create
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these institutions and structure them on Soviet lines.

Moreover, the durability of Soviet client regimes was not merely a function of their status

as ‘satellites’ of the Soviet Union. It was not that the Soviet Red Army dictated all regime

outcomes. Outside Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union was an advisory rather than combat

presence. Even in Eastern Europe there was variation, with Soviet troops departing Romania

in 1958 and regimes like Albania free from foreign troop presence after 1948. Instead, it was

the institutions Soviet advisors established that accounted for the invulnerability of client

regimes to military coups.

In its first client, Mongolia, the Bolsheviks organized the Mongolian People’s Revolu-

tionary Army and the security services.76 In North Korea, the Soviet Union organized the

new Korean People’s Army, purging all Japanese-era officers and structuring the army on

Soviet lines.77 After the defeat of Nazi Germany and the occupation of Eastern Europe by

the Red Army, the Soviet Union oversaw the reorganization of military forces, the purging

of precommunist officer corps, and the embedding of Soviet advisors in the armed forces and

defense ministries of the new regimes.78 Most importantly, the Soviet Union aided its allies

in the subjugation of the military to the newly formed ruling parties.79

This preoccupation with penetrating and controlling the military forces to sustain the

rule of client regimes was both a result of domestic Soviet theories of party domination

of the armed forces and of early setbacks in West Africa.80 In the mid-1960s, a rash of
76Roshchin 1999, 14, 106.
77Armstrong 2003, 200, 217, 233.
78“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33; CIA;

10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declass. 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A000900020004-5 [pdf]. See
also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

79Westad 2017, 77-88.
80On Soviet domestic anxieties about military loyalty and the subordination of the army to the party, see

Herspring 1996, 55-56; Taylor 2003, 117.
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military coups overthrew pro-Soviet ‘radical’ regimes in Western Africa.81 While none of

these regimes received enough assistance from Moscow to reach the threshold of a client

regime, Moscow had invested considerable prestige and development aid and these coups

resulted in the expulsion of Soviet personnel and the realignment of these states to the

West.82 The Soviets viewed these coups, as well as coups which ousted pro-Soviet regimes

elsewhere, as part of a broader threat to leftwing governments posed by U.S.-inspired or

directed counterrevolutionary forces.83 After these “sobering” reversals84, Moscow returned

to strategies pursued with Eurasian clients which viewed “regimes led by Marxist-Leninist

vanguard parties” as “the most reliable Soviet partners in the Third World.”85 The CIA

assessed in 1984 that “[t]he Soviets have learned from their own setbacks. . . that they must

try to institutionalize political influence. This has caused them to give renewed attention

to the goal of creating Leninist-style police-state regimes in client countries where they can

do so.”86 In order to sustain the rule of pro-Soviet regimes and reduce the threat of military

coups, Moscow aided clients in embedding the party and intelligence services in the armed

forces in line with their efforts in Eurasia. Importantly, these measures were enacted in

regimes which inherited military forces from an earlier regime and thus had to implement

these changes when facing resistance from the existing officer corps.

First, the Soviet Union directly aided its clients in the establishment of political com-

missars in the armed forces. In Ethiopia (1974-91), the Soviet Union helped the regime
81Clapham 1996, 38, 139; Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 425-28; Zubok 2009, 248; Mazov 2010, 2.
82Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 436-37; Mazov 2010, 253, 257.
83Adamishin et al. 1981, 538.
84Zubok 2009, 248.
85Rubin 2002, 99.
86“The USSR and the Third World." NIE 11-10/2/84; DNI; CIA; 09/19/1984; Secret; Declass. 08/05/2010;

CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00126R000600630007-8 [pdf].
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embed a system of political commissars in the armed forces against the wishes of military

officers.87 Commissars and security officers were usually “much more junior in rank as well as

in military experience” than the professional officers. Worse still, the commissars and secu-

rity officers didn’t answer to the military commander, often interfered in tactical decisions,

and could report officer behavior to their respective superiors.88 In Afghanistan (1978-92),

Moscow provided assistance to “bring the army units under political control” and strengthen

the presence of the party in the armed forces.89 The regime imported the Soviet model from

its patron, establishing political commissars in the army.90 Eventually, “in every battalion

of the Afghan army a party cell was created, and in regiments and higher, a committee."91

In addition to political commissars, the Soviet Union provided assistance in the creation

of large, internally-directed intelligence services. In Ethiopia, with Soviet KGB support,

regime leader Mengistu Haile Mariam established the Public Security Organization (PSO),

which was organized to “prevent coup attempts.”92 Under PSO jurisdiction the Military Se-

curity Main Department (MSMD) was established with Soviet help in 1980 and was tasked

with monitoring the armed forces.93 This organization penetrated all branches of the mili-

tary down to the platoon and squad level and acted as “a kind of secret police in the armed

forces” and was “very much disliked by the professionally oriented officers.”94 With Soviet
87“Supporting Allies under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." RP; OSA and OGI;

CIA; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declass. 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf].
88Ayele 2014, 77-78.
89Giustozzi 2015, 43.
90Giustozzi 2015, 33, 104.
91“Постепенно в каждом батальоне афганской армии были созданы партийные ячейки, а в полках

и выше — комытеты"(Khristoforov 2016, 291).
92“Supporting Allies under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." RP; OSA and OGI;

CIA; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declass. 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf];
Mesfin 2010, 46-49.

93Mesfin 2010, 48; Ayele 2014, 77, 95-96.
94Mesfin 2010, 48-49.
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military intelligence assistance, the regime also established the Military Intelligence Depart-

ment (MID), which was also embedded within military units.95

In Afghanistan, with the aid of Soviet KGB advisors, the regime created a large new intel-

ligence service, known by its Dari acronym, KhAD.96 This security service quickly assumed

military counterintelligence responsibilities and was embedded directly in the general staff

of the army, air defense, air force, border defense units, and the main body of the army.97

The regime also quickly set about organizing the Sarandoy, a security service under the Min-

istry of Internal Affairs which took on counterintelligence functions.98 In addition, “military

counterintelligence was embedded in the army and was engaged mainly with controlling the

mood of officers and investigating military crimes.”99

Most importantly, the Soviet Union provided the cover necessary to implement these coup

prevention strategies that posed such a direct challenge to officer autonomy. In November

1977, 1,700 Soviet advisors and between 12,000 and 18,000 Cuban combat troops arrived in

Ethiopia.100 The CIA assessed in 1988 that the presence of these advisors and Cuban soldiers

discouraged coup plotters.101 While we do not have direct evidence of plots that failed to

materialize due to fear of Soviet intervention, their unpopularity makes the counterfactual

of a reactive coup plausible. In Afghanistan, immediately following the coup the regime

sought Soviet assistance in reorganizing its domestic security services.102 An agreement
95Ayele 2014, 96.
96Khadamat-e Etala’at-e Dawlati (KhAD), or State Information Service (Giustozzi 2015, 45-46).
97Khristoforov 2016, 219.
98Oliker 2011, 25, 28.
99“Военная контрразведка входыла в состав армии и занималась в основном контролем за настро-

ениями офыцеров и расследованыем воинских преступлений"(Khristoforov 2016, 295).
100Ayele 2014, 210.
101“Supporting Allies under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." RP; OSA and OGI;

CIA; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declass. 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf].
102Khristoforov 2016, 295-96.
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on Soviet military assistance was signed immediately and 400 Soviet advisors were quickly

deployed.103 Therefore, with a large advisory presence and direct advice and assistance in

the implementation of coup prevention strategies, Moscow facilitated the domination of the

armed forces by the regime.

Furthermore, once these institutions were imposed, they functioned independently of the

Soviet Union. In 1988, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev informed Mengistu that Soviet

support would decrease.104 After a series of crushing military defeats, the Ethiopian mil-

itary became even more disgruntled with Mengistu’s rule.105 On May 16, 1989, Mengistu

left for a state visit to East Germany. That day, several top generals launched a coup at-

tempt. However, tipped off by intelligence provided by military counterintelligence (MID),

Mengistu’s praetorian guard and the security service launched an immediate and success-

ful countercoup.106 In Afghanistan, a coup attempt challenged the communist regime after

the withdrawal of Soviet combat forces.107 In the summer of 1989, the security service

(KhAD)108 uncovered a coup plot and 127 officers were arrested. On March 6, 1990, De-

fense Minister Shahnawaz Tanai launched an attempted coup before the scheduled trial of

the plotters. However, the praetorian Special Guard fought to defend the regime and the

coup was defeated.109 The regime’s coup prevention institutions had functioned effectively.
103Khristoforov 2016, 217.
104Tiruneh 1993, 358-65.
105Tiruneh 1993, 344-45.
106Fitzgerald 1989, 53; Tiruneh 1993, 345, 355; Mesfin 2010, 50-51.
107On December 27, 1979, increasingly fed up with PDPA ruler Hafizullah Amin, Soviet special forces

stormed the Presidential Palace and killed the Afghan leader, beginning the Red Army’s largest military
engagement since the Second World War (Sinno 2008, 123). The Soviet Union was quickly bogged down and
sought a viable exit from Afghanistan shortly into Gorbachev’s tenure, and on February 15, 1989, the last
Soviet troops left Afghanistan (Taubman 2017, 267, 376, 378). However, Moscow retained a very high level
of material support until the August 1991 coup attempt in the USSR (Sinno 2008, 124; Kalinovsky 2011,
178-79).

108KhAD was renamed the Ministry of State Security (WAD) in January 1986.
109Rubin 2002, 151.
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Not only had the security service successfully unearthed a plot, but the Guard had violently

resisted the coup attempt and commissars had remained loyal to the regime.110 Moreover,

in both these examples the institutions that the Soviet Union helped the regime establish

functioned independently of the regime’s foreign sponsor. It was not that the Soviet Union

directly controlled these regimes and accounted for domestic outcomes through the presence

of its soldiers. Instead, Soviet advisors helped regimes create institutions early on which

functioned effectively even after Soviet personnel departed.

The argument outlined above rests on the following counterfactual logic: when regimes

inherit military forces and seek to implement intrusive, Soviet-style controls over their armed

forces without Soviet protection, they ought to face a high risk of coups. The case of the

military coup launched against Kwame Nkrumah in Ghana on February 23-24, 1966, provides

an instructive real-world counterfactual. While Nkrumah attempted to ‘coup proof’ his own

military forces using many of the same tactics by Soviet clients, he did not enjoy substantial

Soviet backing. Unprotected by the Soviet Union, as he moved to strengthen his praetorian

guard and impose a system of political commissars in the military, the Ghanian armed forces

launched a successful reactive coup.

One of the principal constraints on Nkrumah’s attempts to consolidate power was the

military force he inherited from the colonial era. The Ghanian armed forces remained largely

intact upon independence in 1957, and Nkrumah and other leaders of the ruling Convention

People’s Party (CPP) initially took little interest in the army.111 Upon independence, the

Ghanian army was almost entirely led by British officers.112 It was not until Nkrumah’s
110Giustozzi 2015, 42, 45.
111Baynham 1988, 66, 97.
112Of the 237 commissioned officers upon independence, 29 where Ghanian and 208 were British or other

foreigners (Baynham 1988, 22-23).
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increasingly vocal anticolonial foreign policy positions rendered this embarrassing that the

British officers were expelled in 1961.113 The removal of the British officers posed a dilemma,

however, as Nkrumah feared that the British-trained African officers could not be counted

on to reliably support his regime.114 This fear was not baseless, as a series of plots an

assassination attempts began to emerge from the officer corps.115

Nkrumah used Soviet-style strategies to counter this threat. He promoted party mem-

bership, interfered in promotions in favor of those more likely to be loyal, strengthened his

security service, and introduced a plan to embed political commissars in the army. The

regime also transformed the praetorian guard into a two battalion President’s Own Guard

Regiment (POGR). All of these moves were viewed by military officers as attempts to build

up counterweights to the army and reduce its autonomy and power.116

These strategies, however, “helped to precipitate the event they were designed to pre-

vent."117 Before the praetorian guard could be fully expanded or the commissars introduced,

the army struck against Nkrumah. While his security service and praetorian guard violently

resisted the attempt, they were defeated by the army.118 After the coup, the military quickly

dissolved the new security service, the praetorian guard, and the party militia.119 There-

fore, Nkrumah’s attempts to establish Soviet-style coup prevention strategies without Soviet

sponsorship proved ultimately fatal to his regime’s survival.
113Baynham 1988, 72, 86.
114Bretton 1966, 79; Baynham 1988, 129.
115Baynham 1988, 86-88, 91, 134-35.
116Nordlinger 1977, 74-75; Baynham 1988, 73, 130, 140, 146-47; Barany 2012, 237; PIR; CIA; 02/04/1964;

Top Secret; Declass. 08/13/2015; FOIA No. 0005996815 [pdf]; “Ghana." CICH, OCI No. 2184/66; CIA;
11/1966; Secret; Declass.11/30/2001; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00826A003200100001-9 [pdf].

117Baynham 1988, 154-55.
118Baynham 1988, 130, 154-55, 183-84.
119“Ghana." CICH, OCI No. 2184/66; CIA; 11/1966; Secret; Declass.11/30/2001; CREST No. CIA-

RDP79T00826A003200100001-9 [pdf].
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Western Sponsorship and the Problem of Coups

In contrast to the Soviet Union, the United States and its allies did not seek to aid in the

domination of the armed forces by civilian parties.120 Instead, the United States and its al-

lies sought to promote Western-style military organizations which emphasized autonomous

armed forces. This focus was the result of a policy toward client dictatorships that was

fundamentally ambivalent.121 Starting with the Truman administration, U.S. policymakers

recognized the importance of the newly emerging Third World for U.S. foreign policy goals.

U.S. policymakers believed that “[w]hile it would be best to allow free institutions and gov-

ernments to struggle to take hold, there did not appear to be time."122 Therefore, the U.S.

generally came to a position on dictatorships where it would have been “ideal if they were

democratic, but they must be anticommunist."123 This was perhaps most (in)famously put

by President John F. Kennedy with regards to U.S. preferences in the Dominican Republic.

“There are three possibilities in descending order of preference: a decent, democratic regime,

a continuation of the Trujillo regime, or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the first, but

we really can’t renounce the second until we are sure that we can avoid the third.”124 These

strategic interests led Washington to support regimes “that were considered repugnant to its

basic ideals.”125

Therefore, while U.S. policymakers generally found supporting dictatorships to run con-

trary to U.S. ideological positions, the Cold War rivalry with the Soviet Union triumphed
120While the dynamics discussed here apply broadly to Western patrons, I will focus most of this discussion

on the United States.
121Macdonald 1992, 32-35, 46-47; Schmitz 1999, 4-5, 126-27, 132.
122Schmitz 1999, 126.
123Schmitz 1999, 142.
124Quoted in Rabe 2016, 98.
125Macdonald 1992, 12.
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over this idealism.126 Most basically, American policymakers were concerned with preventing

the seizure of power by Marxist-Leninist or Islamist rebels they deemed likely hostile to U.S.

geopolitical interests.127 This set of preferences, however, had unintended consequences for

the stability of America’s autocratic clients. American policymakers were generally uncon-

cerned with the institutional or coalitional makeup of its authoritarian allies. This does not

mean, however, that the United States did not support particular autocrats. The U.S. did

have preferences for certain rulers over others. However, the United States proved quite will-

ing to abandon these rulers and did not promote a particular constellation of authoritarian

institutions among its clients. Unlike the Soviet Union, Washington and its European allies

were not modeling their support for autocratic allies on their own domestic authoritarian

institutions. Instead, Washington and its European allies provided support for autocratic

allies that focused on military assistance on the Western model and proved quite willing to

stand aside if clients were removed by military coups.

While U.S. policymakers were more nuanced than is often asserted and in fact viewed

the challenge posed by the rise of communism as arising from multiple structural factors,

one central element of support for autocratic clients concerned building military capacity.128

U.S. military assistance stressed the formation of Western-style institutions which centered

on apolitical and autonomous military forces. This strategy was the joint product of domestic
126Gunitsky 2017, 187-88.
127Westad 2005, 111. While the concern with Islamism mounted particularly after the Iranian revolution

in 1979 and the rise of al Qaeda after the end of the Cold War, we will focus mostly on anticommunism here.
For good histories of the rise of Islamism as a challenge to the United States, see Coll 2004; Wright 2006.

128President Harry Truman hypothesized in 1950 that “poverty, misery, and insecurity are the conditions on
which Communism thrives” (Quoted in Kapstein 2017, 30). On the importance of military forces in dealing
with the threat of communism, see “Counter Insurgency Operations: A Handbook for the Suppression of
Communist Guerrilla/Terrorist Operations.” United States Army; May 22, 1961; Papers of John F. Kennedy;
Presidential Paper; President’s Office Files; JFKPOF-080-014; [pdf]; John F. Kennedy Presidential Library
and Museum, especially pp. 29-30, 50.
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theories of the relationship between civil-military relations and battlefield effectiveness and

an aversion to building authoritarian institutions for its client dictatorships. As a result, the

United States promoted civil-military relations which stressed an apolitical, professional, and

autonomous officer corps.129 This model approximated Huntington’s civil-military relations

model of ‘objective control’ where an officer corps was to be free from political interference

and itself operating outside politics.130 This institutional arrangement was thought to be

the most effective from a battlefield performance perspective.131 Furthermore, the U.S. did

not seek to construct internal security institutions among its clients that would dominate

the military or repress noncommunist opposition within the state. Instead, internal security

forces were primarily viewed as important for repressing suspected communist opposition

groups.132 In fact, policymakers feared that “authoritarian police systems" would undermine

popular support for governments and exacerbate the challenge posed by communist mobi-

lization.133 The United States looked upon Soviet-style civil-military relations when they

did exist among clients with considerable unease and pushed allies to adopt Western-style

practices. The United States viewed the reintroduction of commissars in Taiwan with sus-

picion.134 When the Chinese nationalist forces were still in control of mainland China, the

United States had also pushed Chiang Kai-shek to remove the commissar system.135

Of course promoting a system of apolitical military forces should constitute a certain
129Ruby and Gibler 2010, 343; Bachmann 2014, 608-9; Savage and Caverley 2017, 544, 547.
130Huntington 1957, 83. This is similar to Nordlinger’s “liberal model" of civil-military relations (Nordlinger

1977, 12-15).
131Reiter and Stam 2002, 68-69; Shurkin et al. 2017, 6-9, 50-54.
132FRUS 1955-57 ; Vol. XIX; National Security Policy; Doc 6.
133“Report to the National Security Council Pursuant to NSC Action 1290-d." Operations Coordinating

Board; U.S. National Security Council; 11/23/1955; Top Secret; Declassified 07/16/10. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Presidential Library.

134Greitens 2016, 98, 110.
135Taylor 2011, 306.
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form of ‘coup proofing.’ So why wasn’t the United States and its Western allies successful in

preventing coups among clients? Why did the Western model fail to graft successfully onto

authoritarian clients? There are several reasons why this model of military assistance to

client regimes rendered them vulnerable to coups rather than successfully led to the growth

of militaries that remained outside of politics. First, this assistance arguably heightened the

capacity of military forces which increased their ability to successfully launch a coup d’état.

With increased training and material provisions and a drive toward greater professionaliza-

tion, officer corps which received U.S. support also gained valuable skills helpful in launching

a coup.136 Clients were not unaware of this risk. In fact, U.S. clients were highly concerned

with the potential coup-making capacity of their American-trained militaries. This prompted

clients to seek to promote political allies, purge officers they did not appoint, and fragment

their security institutions. Yet as these behaviors posed a direct threat to officer personal and

corporate autonomy, they often provoke a backlash from the armed forces. When the armed

forces successfully reacted to these behaviors by carrying out a coup, the United States and

its European allies accepted the results.137

There are two reasons the United States accepted successful coups as a fait accompli.

First, short of direct military intervention to reverse a coup the United States simply had
136Maniruzzaman 1992, 738. Savage and Caverley find that U.S. military training increases coup risk, and

they argue this can be accounted for by increasing the coordination capacity of military officers through
professionalization (Savage and Caverley 2017, 543, 545). In a related finding, Böhmelt, Escribà-Folch, and
Pilster find that greater levels of military professionalism in autocratic regimes also increases coup risk.
They argue that more professional militaries develop more cohesive corporate identities and trust between
officers necessary to overcome coordination dilemmas and carryout successful coups (Bohmelt et al. 2019,
1126, 1128, 1132).

137Scholars have long noted a willingness to accept coups by the United States. While Huntington was
attempting to argue against those who suggest U.S. military aid increases coup risk, he in fact acknowledges
that U.S. support does not prevent coups and in fact U.S.-trained militaries are not any less likely to launch
coups (Huntington 1968, 192-93). Other scholars have noted that the United States inconsistently punishes
coups, either failing to do so during the Cold War (Dunning 2004; Marinov and Goemans 2014) or continuing
its varying responses after 1989 (Masaki 2016, 51, 55; Thyne et al. 2018, 1411).
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few options other than to accept a successful coup. Despite the seeming power asymmetry

of the United States vis-a-vis its clients, Washington had limited ability to sanction such

developments. As post-coup regimes could either threaten realignment to the Soviet bloc

or dangle the threat of their collapse, Washington had surprisingly little leverage. Consider

the reaction of the United States to the coup in Liberia in 1980. The bloody 1980 coup

by Master Sergeant Samuel Doe which overthrew the regime of William Tolbert was met

with explicit displeasure from the United States.138 After a brief period of distancing itself

from the new regime, however, the U.S. resumed paying government payrolls and ultimately

increased its military and economic support to the regime.139

Second, the United States proved to be far more amenable to military rule than one might

expect. American policymakers were in fact fairly confident that regimes which emerged out

of military coups in clients were likely to maintain alliance benefits. In a discussion of a

recent State Department research paper on the causes and consequences of military rule at

the National Security Council on June 18, 1959, Secretary of Defense Neil McElroy noted

that it “had been generally true that military leadership has basically represented a conser-

vative element in the societies of the newly developing countries. While in some instances,

the military can be troublesome, it remained true that in these backward societies, it was

desirable to encourage the military to stabilize a conservative system." Moreover, President

Eisenhower suggested that young military leaders in the developing world could likely be

influenced by American military training in ways amenable to U.S. interests. Eisenhower

stated he believed “the trend towards military take-overs in the underdeveloped countries of
138“Postcoup Prospects in Liberia." IIM; DCI; CIA; 12/22/1980; Secret; Declass. 03/09/2012; CREST No.

CIA-RDP97S00289R000100190007-2 [pdf]; Liebenow 1987, 208.
139Liebenow 1987, 208, 303; Waugh 2011, 92.

30

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP97S00289R000100190007-2.pdf


Chapter 1 adam e. casey

Asia and Africa was almost certainly going to continue. Accordingly, we must do our best

to orient the potential military leaders of these countries in a pro-Western rather than in a

pro-Communist direction."140 The CIA also noted potential upsides to military rule owing

to the alignment of U.S. interests in anticommunism with most military officers.141

Consider Cambodia under Lon Nol (1970-75). Instead of aiding the Cambodian leader in

coup prevention, his U.S. sponsors were in fact open to accepting a military coup if one were

to replace him. American policymakers made this position explicit (if not publicly known) in

their deliberations about how to address the problems posed by Lon Nol’s coup prevention

strategies and the poor battlefield effectiveness of the regime. The National Security Council

assessed that while they doubted a coup against Lon Nol was imminent, they recommended

that “we do not support Lon Nol if any independent, unified attempt is made by the High

Council to remove him. However, this does not mean that we should encourage coup plotting

in any way, but only that we accept a fait accompli, if and when it occurs.”142

The U.S. was also unwilling to aid in coup prevention by other clients. In South Vietnam,

the U.S. military advisory group sought to get President Ngo Dinh Diem to de-politicize his

military and structure it along American lines.143 U.S. policy more generally had been “to

transform the South Vietnamese state in accordance with American values and principles."144

Training followed the U.S. model closely145 and the United States built the army “in its

own image.”146 U.S. policymakers were also frustrated by Diem’s coup prevention strategies,
140FRUS 1958-1960 ; Vol. XVI; East Asia-Pacific Region; Cambodia; Laos; Doc. 36.
141“The Meaning of Militarism in Latin America." DI; OCI No. 2372/63; CIA; 10/21/1963; Confidential;

Declass. 06/24/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001300050016-4 [pdf].
142FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 99.
143Karlin 2018, 78-79.
144Miller 2013, 149.
145Ladwig 2017, 149.
146Shurkin et al. 2017, 68.
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“which were reducing [military] effectiveness and thus aiding the Viet Cong insurgency."147

Efforts by the regime to increase Can Lao Party membership were viewed negatively by the

United States.148 This lack of support for Diem to dominate the armed forces was coupled

with an ambivalent view toward coup attempts by the United States. During a failed 1960

coup, the United States took no strong action either in support or against the attempt.149 In

1961, “[m]any US planners considered Diem stubborn and inept, but they could not identify

a better alternative."150 Ultimately, the U.S. did provide tacit and covert support for the

1963 coup which overthrew Diem. However, the support was hesitant and focused on the

probability that a coup would actually succeed.151 Once the coup did succeed, Washington

quickly supported the new ruling junta.152

The U.S. accepted coups in other clients as well. In a memo for CIA director Colby

on March 8, 1974, CIA analysts recommended that the U.S. reaction to a military coup in

Thailand should be governed by the premise that “it is in our interest to continue a close

relationship with almost any Thai government that might emerge from a coup” and thus

“[d]uring any coup attempt the U.S. should maintain a low profile and remain detached from

the situation, but should continue all assistance programs and contacts with the government

at present levels.” Finally, “[o]nce a coup has succeeded and the dust has settled, the U.S.

should in [a] low key express acceptance of the situation.”153 Consider also the U.S. response

to the 1961 coup in South Korea, shortly after the departure of Syngman Rhee. The initial
147O’Rourke 2018, 175.
148Miller 2013, 223; Ladwig 2017, 155.
149Miller 2013, 211-13.
150O’Rourke 2018, 175.
151O’Rourke 2018, 161, 179-82.
152Ladwig 2017, 208.
153FRUS 1969-1975, Vol. E-12, Docs. on East and S.E. Asia, 1973-76, Doc. 380.
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U.S. reaction was negative though indecisive. Steven David writes that “[t]he lack of an

American reaction to a 1961 coup in South Korea reflected Washington’s view that a suc-

cessful coup was preferable to prolonged political instability, which might provoke a major

war.”154 The coup “presented American policymakers with a fait accompli. Once the coup

occurred, it would have been difficult for Americans to overturn it without causing complete

political chaos."155 After an initial period of waiting to see if the coup makers would succeed

in consolidating control, Washington came to accept the new regime.156

This does not mean, however, that all U.S. clients were destined to fall to a coup. When

autocrats successfully maneuvered to eliminate a coup threat, the United States had few

options short of direct military intervention to change the results. In the same way the United

States had limited ability to prevent coups, it also had limited capacity to stop client ‘coup

proofing.’ In South Korea under Syngman Rhee (1948-60), the United States was able to limit

coup prevention strategies that targeted the military due to the intensive U.S. advisory role

in the military that reached the level of operational control over the force.157 U.S. training

for the Korean armed forces focused on building an autonomous, apolitical, American-style,

anticommunist military.158 Outside the regular armed forces, however, Rhee relied heavily

on fragmenting internally-directed coercive organizations and ignored American advice by

purging not only suspected communists but also conservative rivals from the Korean National

Police.159 This security fragmentation was viewed negatively by Rhee’s American sponsors,

who lamented the lack of “coordination” between the fragmented internal security forces but
154David 1991, 32.
155Brazinsky 2007, 118.
156David 1991, 42; Brazinsky 2007, 119-20.
157Brazinsky 2007, 99; Greitens 2016, 142-43.
158Brazinsky 2007, 84, 88, 97.
159Greitens 2016, 144, 146-47.
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felt that it was “doubtful” that the government could be “persuaded to make genuine efforts to

reorganize individual internal security agencies or to unite or coordinate their activities.”160

Consider again the Lon Nol regime in Cambodia. Confident of American support against

communist insurgents161 the regime focused on reducing the threat posed by its own officer

corps.162 Rather than promoting competent officers as desired by the United States, Lon Nol

demoted those he worried might pose a personal threat and rapidly promoted his brother

whom he used to monitor other officers.163 In 1972, American auditors found that corrup-

tion in the army resulted in only six to eight percent of salaries actually being dispensed

to troops.164 Confronted with the figures, Lon Nol apparently replied “Calm down! The

Americans are killing a thousand of our enemies every week. Victory is ours.”165 Therefore,

with a foreign sponsor unwilling to aid in coup prevention strategies or defend the regime

during a coup, American clients faced serious challenges to regime survival. As we will see in

Chapter 4, this dynamic applied beyond American clients to include other Western patrons.

Finally, it is worth noting what this dissertation does not argue. There are several

important aspects of regime durability and civil-military relations that this argument does

not cover. First, I am not arguing that Soviet-style coup prevention institutions necessarily

secure the loyalty of military forces in a thick sense. The issue here, of course, is that
160“Report to the National Security Council Pursuant to NSC Action 1290-d." Operations Coordinating

Board; U.S. National Security Council; 11/23/1955; Top Secret; Declassified 07/16/10. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Presidential Library.

161The U.S. Embassy reported in June 1972 that even with the poor performance of the Cambodian
military, Lon Nol was convinced that “the Khmer Communist Movement does not pose a serious threat to
his government.” Quoted in Chandler 1991, 360, end note 89.

162Becker 1998, 132.
163Deac 1997, 142-43. See also “Lon Non: Cambodia’s Prime Troublemaker." Directorate of Intelligence;

Intelligence Memo No. 1633/73; CIA; 03/16/1973; Secret; Declass. 02/08/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00875R001100160041-4 [pdf].

164Deac 1997, 110.
165Quoted in Chandler 1991, 223. See also Deac 1997, 221.
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loyalty and fear are observationally equivalent in authoritarian contexts. An analyst cannot

distinguish using behavioral evidence between whether an officer fails to defect from a regime

because she is loyal or because she fears the repercussions of noncompliance. Interviewing

officers might help with this problem, though there are issues not only of accessing genuine

preferences but also of post hoc rationalizations of behaviors that are profoundly shaped

by the outcome of the event of interest.166 Therefore, left with behavioral evidence of non-

events, we cannot establish that militaries failed to attempt coups because they were loyal

as opposed to afraid of failure.

Second, I am also not arguing that regimes that successfully prevent coups by creating

these new institutions also achieve military forces with less desertions or mutinies by the

lower ranks. Instead, the coup prevention strategies discussed above largely focus on the

officer corps. The capacity to stop desertions of the rank-and-file during war is not necessarily

achieved by coup prevention institutions, and there is some evidence that even the monitoring

mechanisms in the Soviet Red Army could not prevent shirking of commands from the center

by military units.167 In Mongolia during the 1932 uprising or Afghanistan during its civil

war, desertions were a widespread problem the security services struggled to prevent.168

Moreover, it is not clear that these institutions are effective in preventing the outbreak

of mutinies. Mutinies are rebellions led by the enlisted soldiers in the armed forces and gen-

erally center on grievances about pay or other inequities in the military.169 However, such

rank-and-file disobedience does not threaten regimes in the same way. While not all mutinies
166For this inferential issue as it applies to understanding the motivations of civil war participants, see see

Kalyvas 2006, 24.
167Hill 2016, 574.
168On Mongolia, see Kuzmin and Oyuunchimeg 2015, 169. On Afghanistan, see Giustozzi 2015, 45-46.
169Dwyer 2017.
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reach the level of a coup attempt insofar as they are not necessarily focused on overthrow-

ing the government, they are nevertheless the least likely coups to succeed.170 Desertions,

mutinies, shirking, and other acts of disobedience may reduce battlefield effectiveness, but

do not indicate military forces necessarily have the coordination capacity to oust the regime

themselves.

Moreover, such institutions will not necessarily guarantee rank-and-file willingness to

repress nonviolent anti-regime protests by military forces. It is possible the officer corps would

remain unwilling to engage in repression on behalf of incumbent regimes even with these

Soviet-style coup prevention institutions. However, failing to defend regimes and ousting

them directly are very different military responses to crisis. While defection by soldiers can

be very important for understanding regime capacity to use military forces for repression171,

it is the officer corps that matters most for understanding coups.172 Given the difficulty in

organizing mass rebellions to authoritarian regimes, it is the officer corps which generally

poses the most serious threat. While these institutions might not prove useful in dealing with

issues surrounding repression or rank-and-file grievances, they do prove effective in reducing

the coup-making capacity of military officers.

1.3 The Plan

In the following chapters I explore the arguments offered above using a variety of methods. In

Chapter 2, I assess the argument offered above cross-nationally using an original dataset on
170Singh 2014, 37, 68-69.
171Barany 2016, 22.
172Singh 2014, 35-38.
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authoritarian client regimes that uses over 500 primary and secondary sources. This chapter

provides strong evidence that there is indeed variation in the relationship between foreign

sponsorship and regime survival and that this relationship cannot be accounted for by alter-

native explanations rooted in domestic regime politics or a selection effect driving the type

of regimes sponsored by each patron. We also explore cross national tests of the mechanism

linking the (non-)associations between foreign sponsorship and regime survival using data

on autocratic coup prevention strategies. In Chapter 3 we turn to a detailed discussion of

Soviet Client regimes that uses recently declassified archival materials and Russian-language

sources utilizing Soviet archives to assess the argument offered in Chapter 1 and assessed

cross-nationally in Chapter 2. Two case studies also anchor this chapter — Ethiopia 1974-91

and Afghanistan 1978-92 — and provide additional evidence that Soviet sponsorship aided

regime coup prevention strategies and that such behaviors indeed reduced the threat posed

by coups. In Chapter 4 we turn to Western clients. This chapter draws on recently declas-

sified archival sources and surveys the world of Western client regimes in general as well as

providing two detailed case studies — Cambodia 1970-75 and South Vietnam 1954-63 —

which provide additional evidence for the argument offered here. Chapter 5 discusses the

theoretical and practical implications of the findings presented in the preceding chapters and

concludes with avenues for further research.
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Foreign Sponsorship and Authoritarian

Regime Durability

In this chapter we provide cross-national assessments of the relationship between foreign

support and authoritarian regime survival in the postwar period. We also conduct a series

of tests to ensure that these (non-)associations are not accounted for by alternative expla-

nations, particularly those rooted in domestic regime politics or the non-random selection

of clients by patrons. We then turn to cross-national tests of the argument offered here by

using data on autocratic coup prevention strategies and coup outcomes. We conclude with

a discussion of the results.

2.1 Identifying Client Regimes

Before we can assess the relationship between foreign support and client regime survival we

must be precise about what it is we mean by a ‘client’ autocracy. The literature on client
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states offers some important insights into the nature of this relationship. There is a general

consensus that international patron-client relationships mirror their domestic counterpart in

important ways. These relations are considered hierarchical, proximate, and transactional.

They typically involve the mutually beneficial (if unequal) exchange of goods (e.g., economic

and military aid for privileged access to natural resources) and services (e.g., military protec-

tion for military basing rights).1 However, despite the considerable attention to patron-client

state relationships in the international relations literature, there has been less consideration

of the distinction between a client state, an allied or aligned state, and a client regime. I

use an organizational definition of the state and a coalitional definition of a regime. Put

simply, the state is the permanent governing apparatus for a given territory. It attempts to

achieve internal sovereignty and is recognized as sovereign by most other states. A regime

is both a coalition of individuals who rule a given state as well as the system of formal and

informal rules for how individuals gain office and how policy is decided and enacted. As

we are primarily concerned here with the relationship between foreign support and regime

durability, we are interested in foreign support for particular authoritarian coalitions.

2.1.1 Existing Measurements

To date, no scholarship has sought to identify the universe of client regimes. However, there

have been several important and useful attempts to measure client states. In his excellent

study of U.S. support for the Shah, Mark Gasioworski (1991) offers a list of client states.

This list is time invariant and covers the period 1954-77, and uses U.S. and Soviet economic
1Knorr 1975, 24-25; Shoemaker and Spanier 1984, 13; Triska 1989; Bercovitch 1991, 14-15; Gasioworski

1991, 2; Coatsworth 1994; Sylvan and Majeski 2009; Ikenberry 2011, 89; Jaffrelot 2016a, 4; Yom 2016, 41-43.
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aid, military training, and defense agreements to generate the set of clients identified. Thad

Dunning (2004) also generates a list of client states for the Soviet Union in sub-Saharan

Africa. However, he relies on whether or not the U.S.S.R. designated the regime a “rev-

olutionary democracy" or “socialist oriented" during the 1970s and 1980s.2 However, this

measure, beyond its limited geographic and temporal scope, proxies ideological orientation

for Soviet support, which is untenable. For example, regimes coded as Soviet clients by Dun-

ning such as Benin under Colonel Mathieu Kérékou (1972-90) had limited relations with the

Soviet Union that fall below a reasonable definition of sponsorship. In fact, “funding from

the USSR was minimal" in Benin, and Kérékou “wished to avoid immediately antagonizing

France and French business interests."3 And while Benin did receive some security assistance

from the Soviet Union (in particular military sales and training a presidential guard unit)4,

to group Benin with Ethiopia and Angola collapses together relationships of widely varying

intensity.

David Sylvan and Stephen Majeski (2009) provide perhaps the most comprehensive list

of American client states. They consider a client state to be any state with a Cold War-era

bilateral or multilateral defense treaty with the United States, those with close military ties

(arms transfers and military training, U.S. direct budgetary control “at some point") or a

U.S. military base, and former U.S. colonies or U.S.-occupied territories. However, their
2For more information on these designations by the Soviet Union, see Ishchenko 1989.
3Dickovick 2008, 1123; Allen 1995, 65. The Office of African and Latin American Analysis in the Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency assessed in June 1985 that West Africa in general offered limited strategic value
to the Soviet Union and aid had been “meager." Direct budgetary support from and close relations with
France continued after the ‘revolution’ in Benin. “West Africa: The Socialist Hardcore Looks Westward."
Office of African and Latin American Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/01/1985; Secret; Declassified
10/14/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP86T00589R000200200005-9 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

4“West Africa: The Socialist Hardcore Looks Westward." Office of African and Latin American Anal-
ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/01/1985; Secret; Declassified 10/14/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP86T00589R000200200005-9 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
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measure includes a massive range of client states — from Luxembourg, Sweden, and Canada

to Venezuela under Hugo Chavez.5 Several authors have used formal military alliances as

a measure.6 However, many clients did not maintain formal alliances with their patrons

(such as China and the Khmer Rouge).7 Finally, others have avoided direct measurement

and instead relied on a Cold War dummy variable or status as a former French colony

to capture patron-client relations.8 Yet these approaches obscure considerable variation in

French support for regimes among its former colonies, as well as the large number of regimes

not supported by a foreign patron during the Cold War.

If our measure of client regimes is concerned only with the provision of military resources

at market rates and economic aid, we would generate an enormous list of otherwise dissimilar

international relationships. There is a considerable difference between a case like Guatemala

in 1954 — where a coup was organized by the Central Intelligence Agency and the regime

received immediate assistance in identifying suspected communist opposition, followed by

organizational support to security forces9 — and in Honduras in 1963, where the U.S. broke

relations briefly (delaying recognition for some two months) and treated the regime with

“neglect."10 Both states were recipients of military assistance from the United States prior to
5Sylvan and Majeski 2009, 34-36.
6Boix 2011; Boix and Svolik 2013.
7Ciorciari 2014, 216. See also Wang 2018.
8Svolik 2012, 115; Singh 2014, 48-49.
9Streeter 2000, 27-28, 38-39, 44; Weld 2014, 105-9; Crandall 2016, 82; Rabe 2016, 50, 54-55, 57.

10Schulz and Schulz 1994, 55; 31. See also Weekly Summary; OCI No. 0300/63; CIA; 10/04/1963; Secret;
Declass. 07/09/2008; CREST No. CIA-RDP79-00927A004200050001-2 [pdf]; Weekly Summary; OCI No.
0311/63; CIA; 12/20/1963; Secret; Declass. 06/04/2008; CREST No. CIA-RDP79-00927A004300040001-2
[pdf]. Honduras would eventually be the recipient of largescale U.S. assistance. U.S. interest in Honduras
increased substantially in the 1980s, with a massive increase in military and economic aid as the U.S. used
Honduran territory as staging ground for the Contras (Schulz and Schulz 1994, 53-54). By the 1980s, the
U.S. considered Honduras as “the lynchpin for regional defense against the potential spread of the Sandinista
revolution across the isthmus" (Leonard 1991, 177). By 1982, Honduras had become “the second largest
recipient of U.S. military aid in Latin America, receiving $31.3 million, which was slightly more than it had
received for the whole period from 1946-1981" (Acker 1989, 115-16). However, Honduras exits the autocratic
regimes dataset in 1981 (Geddes et al. 2014).
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and following the coups. Indeed, if one simply plots arms transfers provided from SIPRI11,

we see no clear difference between these cases.

Figure 2.1: U.S. Arms Transfers to Guatemala and Honduras, 1950-70

However, they differ importantly in the degree of support for and intervention on behalf

of the regime by the U.S. In the former, Washington intervened in Guatemalan politics in

an attempt to prolong the tenure of a favored regime. In the latter, the U.S. reacted coolly

if ultimately ambivalently to a military coup in a pro-U.S. but strategically unimportant

state. While both might be considered client states in the extant literature, the difference
11The measure used here is the Trend-Indicator Value (TIV). The TIV is “is based on the known unit

production costs of a core set of weapons and is intended to represent the transfer of military resources rather
than the financial value of the transfer." The TIV is designed to be compared across cases and over time, but
does not reflect sales prices for arms transfers. For more information, see the SIPRI methods description.
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in regime support is important and often overlooked.

2.1.2 The Autocratic Client Regimes Dataset

In order to overcome some of the shortcomings of existing measures and develop and appro-

priate measure for assessing the effect of foreign support on authoritarian regime survival,

I developed an original dataset of autocratic client regimes.12 I define an autocratic client

regime as an authoritarian political regime in a formally independent state whose tenure a

foreign sponsor makes serious effort to protect from potential internal or external threats.

The universe of potential client regimes is based on authoritarian regimes identified by Bar-

bara Geddes, Joseph Wright, and Erica Frantz (2018), which includes autocratic regimes in

states with populations over one million in 2009. Geddes, Wright, and Frantz include all

authoritarian regimes in office after January 1, 1946 until December 31, 2010, at which point

the data is right-censored. The Autocratic Client Regimes Dataset (acrd) follows the same

temporal scope. Like the Geddes, Wright, and Frantz dataset, the acrd is not left censored

and includes all client regimes that exist prior to January 1, 1946 if they survive at least one

day into 1946.

Two main forms of sponsor support are taken as evidence of a “serious effort to protect

from potential internal or external threats." In order to be considered a client regime, a

foreign sponsor must provide both material and organizational support. In terms of ma-

terial support, a client regime must receive either direct budgetary support (e.g., financial

assistance to pay state salaries or emergency economic support during domestic unrest) or

military aid (e.g., full grant or below market rate military supplies with generous repayment
12The full dataset can be found in Section 6.3.
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terms). This excludes official development assistance, anti-poverty programs, multilateral

lending, or private investments. This also excludes purely commercial arms transactions.

In addition to either form of material support, a client regime must receive organizational

assistance from a foreign patron. This includes either organizing and training the coercive

apparatus, intelligence cooperation, direct assistance in counterinsurgency or repression, or

direct military intervention on behalf of the regime. Organizing and training the coercive

apparatus includes providing training programs for officers or enlisted soldiers in any client

military organization13, directly assisting in the allocation of responsibilities or structure of

a military organization, or stationing advisors on the territory of the client. This excludes

multilateral military missions (e.g., under UN authority). Intelligence cooperation includes

intelligence sharing on potential internal or external threats (real or alleged). This includes

intelligence on armed rebel groups, organized domestic opposition, foreign state military

forces or intelligence networks, and plots by regime insiders. Direct assistance in counterin-

surgency or domestic repression includes the deployment of advisors and the provision of

tactical and strategic advice to regime security forces. Direct military intervention includes

the deployment of patron soldiers into combat positions (including defensive positions) and

air or naval operations against opposing forces.

In order to avoid confusing yearly changes in material deliveries or organizational support

for an end of support to a client regime14, a different criteria is used to identify the cessation of
13This includes the regular armed forces, regime-controlled paramilitary organizations, intelligence agen-

cies, praetorian guards, gendarmerie, etc.
14This is necessary as material transfers and organizational assistance change over the tenure of regimes

for reasons unrelated to the depth of foreign support. For example, regimes may not need the high levels
of military material necessary in earlier years, or have developed a domestic capacity to produce weaponry.
Moreover, with sufficient foreign training military forces may develop a domestic capacity to continue sponsor-
style training programs. These changes, however, do not necessarily reflect a decline in foreign support of
the regime.
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sponsorship than its onset. Sponsorship ends when the material and organizational support

outlined above ceases in addition to a severing of the relationship by the patron or client.

This occurs when a sponsor states it will no longer support the client regime, a sponsor

denounces the client regime, calls for its removal, or calls for regime change, or the client

announces a break in relations, expels any advisors, and rejects further support.

The acrd uses a binary measure of foreign sponsorship. While conceptually foreign

support is continuous rather than binary, there are considerable difficulties constructing a

cross-case, over-time continuous index. Most importantly, it is difficult to interpret the

intensity of military aid to regimes facing drastically different domestic and regional security

environments. Levels of military aid must be interpreted relative to the intensity of domestic

and external security threats facing a given regime. Therefore, in order to be sensitive

to the continuous nature of the phenomenon but avoid collapsing dissimilar international

relationships into a binary measure, a high threshold to identify client regimes is used.

In order to identify all authoritarian client regimes, 1946-2010, over 500 primary and

secondary sources in English and Russian were consulted to establish whether any of the 280

autocratic regimes identified by Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018) met the criteria outlined

above. Four main archival sources were used. (1) The recent publication of the CREST

system by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency was consulted extensively. This repository

contains over 11 million pages of recently declassified CIA material made available in January

2017. In addition to CIA records, the acrd dataset relies on information from (2) the

Digital National Security Archive, hosted at George Washington University; (3) the Foreign

Relations of the United States series produced by the Office of the Historian, U.S. Department

of State; and (4) the Digital Archive of the Cold War International History Project at the
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Wilson Center. Whenever possible, secondary sources which utilize information from newly

available archival sources were used. Of particular interest were secondary sources which

drew on materials from foreign archival sources, such as Soviet records or Eastern European

records, which were consulted extensively.

An empirical approach was taken to identifying patrons. Rather than beginning with a set

of patrons and identifying all regimes they supported, the dataset was generated by working

from each autocratic regime to establish what, if any, foreign support was available. This

generated the following patrons: the United States, the Soviet Union, France, the United

Kingdom, the People’s Republic of China, Vietnam, Russia, Yugoslavia, and Egypt. In cases

in which multiple foreign states supported the regime, the principal source of organizational

and material support was identified as the patron. Once a regime was determined to have

meet the criteria for the onset of sponsorship, the trajectory of the patron-client relationship

was studied to identify when, if ever, sponsorship ceased. Transparency of coding decisions is

treated with the utmost importance. Every case includes substantial justification and links

to exact primary and secondary source identification.

2.2 Analysis: Foreign Sponsorship and Regime Survival

Using the acrd, we can assess the effect of foreign support on autocratic regime survival.

Following a growing body of political science literature we can use event history or survival

analysis to assess the effect of foreign sponsorship on authoritarian regime survival.15 This is

appropriate as event history analysis is principally concerned with duration and the relative
15Svolik 2012, 190; Wright and Escriba-Folch 2012; Wallace 2013; Tansey et al. 2017.
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timing of events such as regime collapse.16 The Cox proportional hazards (PH) model17

in particular is a frequently used survival model as it allows for time-variant explanatory

variables, can be used on data with right-censoring, and does not require limiting assumptions

about the underlying hazard distribution.18 This is appropriate for models of authoritarian

regime survival as we have no theoretical expectation of a particular distribution of the

likelihood of regime collapse over time.19

It is worth recalling what the conventional wisdom would suggest we find. Based on

existing scholarship we should expect to see foreign support associated with longer regime

tenure. If we consider the relationship between foreign sponsorship and authoritarian regime

tenure overall, foreign sponsorship is associated with a reduced risk of regime collapse relative

to non-client autocracies. This can be seen clearly in the following survival curve (Figure 2.2,

top left panel). Substantively speaking, foreign sponsorship reduces the hazard of collapse

by 40.5% (p = 0.008).

However, this measure groups all foreign sponsors together. If we split this analysis by

foreign sponsor, we see that this association is driven by the Soviet Union. Figure (2.2,

top right panel) shows that only Soviet sponsorship is (and strongly) associated with client

regime durability relative to other autocracies. U.S. (2.2, bottom left panel) and French

(2.2, bottom right panel) support is not associated with a reduced risk of regime collapse.

Substantively, Soviet sponsorship reduces the hazard of collapse by 82%.

Another way of depicting these relationships is to plot the hazard ratios for each sponsor.
16Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 1997, 1414, 1417-18; Allison 2014, 4.
17Cox 1972.
18Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004, 16-19; Mills 2011, 87-90; Allison 2014, 35.
19For other studies of authoritarian regime durability which employ Cox models, see Svolik 2012, 190;

Tansey et al. 2017.
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Figure 2.2: Client Regime Survival Curves

Hazard ratios less than 1 indicate a reduced risk of the regime collapse associated with the

covariate, and values greater than 1 an increased relative risk of collapse (a hazard ratio

equal to 1 indicates no association). Again, we see that only Soviet sponsorship is associated

with a reduction in the relative risk of regime collapse.

These models, of course, do not account for potential confounding variables which might

be driving these (non)associations. First, one counter argument would be that perhaps

Western patrons supported weaker regimes. If so, we might not be surprised that such

regimes were more at risk of collapse relative to Soviet clients. To address this objection, we

can assess how our sponsor variables perform when we include several different domestic-level

controls. For example, we can see if the associations hold after the inclusion of measures
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Figure 2.3: Hazard Ratios by Foreign Sponsor

of economic development (GDP per capita, logged: gdpcapl)20 and oil revenue (per capita,

logged: logoil).21 Figure 2.4 displays the results of a multivariate Cox model including

these controls. We see that American, French, and British support remain statistically

insignificant. Soviet support still strongly reduces the risk of collapse. Oil revenues also

reduce the risk of collapse, though substantively less than Soviet support. A lagged measure

of GDP per capita is not associated with regime survival.

In Figure 2.5 we add two measures of Civil War. First, we use a measure of whether the

regime was embroiled in a civil war in a given year (e_civil_war).22 To capture the severity
20On economic performance and authoritarian survival, see Przeworski and Limongi 1997; Gandhi 2008,

175. This data is taken from Vogt et al. 2015 and accessed through Wright frth.
21On oil revenues and autocratic survival, see Ulfelder 2007; Wright et al. 2015. This data is taken from

Vogt et al. 2015 and accessed through Wright frth.
22On the risks posed by civil war to regime survival, see de Mesquita et al. 1992, 1992; Bell and Sudduth

2017, 1433, 1436; Thyne 2017, 292. Data on civil wars is taken from Haber and Menaldo 2011 and accessed
through Coppedge et al. 2018. It is a time-variant measure of whether a regime participated in at least one
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Figure 2.4: Hazard Ratios with Economic Controls

of the threat, we also include a measure of whether the incumbent regime was engaged in a

civil war against a Marxist-Leninist rebellion (marxist_rebels).23

We see that American, French, and British support remains statistically insignificant,

and Soviet support remains substantively and statistically significant. Civil Wars increase

the relative risk of regime collapse, and the Marxist rebels variable fails to achieve sig-

nificance. Therefore, these models provide strong evidence that it was not the case that

Western patrons sponsored regimes facing greater domestic crises (e.g., those in economic

crisis or facing threatening insurgencies) that were weak for predictable reasons. Instead,

the non-associations between Western sponsorship and regime survival are maintained even

intra-state war with at least 1,000 battle deaths in a given year.
23On the strength of Marxist-Leninist rebel groups, see Kalyvas and Balcells 2010, 420-21. Data on

Marxist-Leninist rebel groups is taken from Kalyvas and Balcells 2010.
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Figure 2.5: Hazard Ratios with Controls for Civil War

when controlling for these domestic factors. Results provided in Figures 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, and

6.6 in Appendix 6.2 further depict the non-association between economic crises and foreign

sponsorship. Thus, it was not the case that the United States or its Western allies sup-

ported weaker regimes for reasons stemming from insurgent challenges or poor economic

performance. There is however, another important objection worth considering.

One important counterargument concerns whether foreign sponsors simply sponsored

different types of authoritarian regimes — which had differential durability independent of

any effect of foreign sponsorship. In Figure 2.6 we add measures of authoritarian regime

characteristics shown to impact regime survival. In particular, we focus on whether a regime

emerged out of a military coup or maintained a party.24 These are important controls as
24Both measures are from Geddes et al. 2018.
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scholars have long observed that military regimes are less stable and party-based regimes are

more stable than other autocracies.25 The variable seizure_coup measures whether or not

a given authoritarian regime emerged out of a military coup. The variable supportparty is a

time-varying measure of whether the regime maintained a support party. As acknowledged

in later work by Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018), these measures are improvements on

the categorical authoritarian regime-type variables previously widely used.26

We see in Figure 2.6 that even with the inclusion of important counterarguments rooted

in domestic regime characteristics, the (non-)associations between our sponsor variables and

regime failure remain unchanged (though we do see a slight reduction in the magnitude of

the effect of Soviet sponsorship). Moreover, using a different measure of military regimes —

whether the leadership group of the regime was directly comprised of officers — generates

similar findings (see Appendix 6.2 for these results).27

Figure 2.7 adds further controls for the nature the authoritarian regime. As a large

literature has established that regimes founded after insurgent seizures of power are more

durable28, we include a measure of whether the regime seized power after an insurgency

(seizure_rebel).29 We also include variables for autocracies which seized power after popular

uprisings (seizure_uprising), those that seized power through ‘authoritarianization’ of an

originally elected regime (seizure_election), and those which seized power after military
25Geddes 1999, 132; Smith 2005; Brownlee 2007; Gandhi and Przeworski 2007, 1283; Greene 2007; Brown-

lee 2009, 527; Levitsky and Way 2010; Slater and Fenner 2011; Levitsky and Way 2012; Svolik 2012; Geddes
et al. 2014; Geddes et al. 2018.

26See also Wright frth. For a criticism of these earlier measures, see Pepinsky 2014, 637-41.
27This measure is also from Geddes et al. 2018. Using this specification, the hazard ratio military-led

regimes is slightly higher than for regimes that originated in military coups, which reflects the increased
durability of successfully personalized regimes in line with findings in Geddes et al. 2018.

28Among others, see Levitsky and Way 2012, Lyons 2016, Geddes et al. 2018, 159; Miller frth.
29This data is from Geddes et al. 2018.
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Figure 2.6: Hazard Ratios with Regime-Type Controls

coups (seizure_coup).30

We see that our sponsor variables remain the same, and regimes founded after insurgencies

are at a reduced risk of collapse. Regimes founded after coups are more at risk of collapse,

and neither regimes founded after popular uprisings nor through the subversion of democracy

achieve statistical significance. Table 6.1 in Appendix 6.2 provides full results as a table of

hazard ratios with p-values for the coefficients estimates.

While Figure 2.4 already included domestic-level economic controls, it is worth mention-

ing further the relationship between GDP per capita and client regime status. In fact, U.S.

clients are on average wealthier per capita and enjoy higher growth rates than other autoc-

racies. Soviet clients had a lower average GDP per capita and worse growth rates than other
30This data is from Geddes et al. 2018.
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Figure 2.7: Hazard Ratios with Regime-Type Controls

regimes. French clients were also poorer than other autocracies (both in terms of growth and

per capita GDP), and British clients (owing to their concentration among oil-rich states) had

higher per capita GDP and growth rates. Therefore, it was not the case that U.S. clients

were concentrated among poor economic performers which may have accounted for regime

outcomes.

More importantly, the relationship between regime strength and the onset of sponsorship

is arguably nonlinear. It was neither the very weakest nor the strongest regimes which re-

ceived American support. Policymakers were generally opposed to investing resources and

prestige in clients they viewed as doomed to fail. On the other hand, regimes sufficiently

entrenched as to not require material or organizational support did not require costly spon-

sorship.
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The centrality of geopolitical interests rather than regime strength is further exemplified

by the changing nature of U.S. support for nondemocratic regimes in Thailand. The U.S.

“actively opposed” the 1947 coup which brought Field Marshal Phibun into power. This

reaction was the result of a lack of concern about the weak communist movement in Thai-

land and southeast Asia more generally. However, by the spring of 1948, the U.S. grew

increasingly concerned about communist gains in the area. With the victory of the Chinese

Communist Party in 1949 and a growing Vietminh insurgency against the French protec-

torate in Indochina, the U.S. decided to grant military assistance to Thailand in January

1950. Especially after the outbreak of the Korean War in August, American policymakers

sought to reorganize the Thai military into a well-equipped and well-trained force. U.S.

Army advisers helped reorganize their Thai counterpart along American lines, and the CIA

began to train the police forces and intelligence services especially in conducting operations

against communist groups.31 Therefore, the decision to provide support to the regime was

not the result of its weakness relative to either insurgent forces or elite threats and instead

reflected shifting regional geopolitical priorities.32

Moreover, it is far from clear that Soviet clients emerged particularly strong independent

of the effects of Soviet support. In regimes such as Mozambique, Afghanistan, Ethiopia,

Somalia, and South Yemen, Soviet clients seized power with relatively limited popular par-

ticipation and quickly enacted a series of highly unpopular reforms such as attacks on clergy

and land collectivization. When the Afghan communist party seized power in a military coup,

it “had not organized any class-based mass organization" and membership was “small."33 In
31Fineman 1997, 18, 22, 49-50, 56-57, 73-74, 90, 106, 116-18, 132-36, 145, 181.
32Fineman 1997, 46, 71-72, 82-83, 118; Slater 2010, 247.
33Rubin 2002, 86, 119.
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Angola, the Soviet-backed MPLA “gave clear signs of being weaker than the FNLA" which

appeared to be much more unified and had a larger military wing.34 There is limited evi-

dence, therefore, that the variation in regime tenure can be only explained by variation in

regime strength independent of the effects of foreign support.

In addition, the regime type of client regimes was frequently endogenous to foreign spon-

sorship. Many Soviet clients were party-based regimes as a result of Soviet assistance, not

prior to sponsorship from Moscow. Moreover, a trend toward militarization over time among

American clients was also importantly endogenous to sponsorship. As one of the strongest

predictors of experiencing a military coup is whether one occurred earlier35, we should expect

coups to beget coups among Western clients.

Finally, these results are robust to alternative codings which include regimes frequently

asserted to be U.S. clients that in fact do not meet the threshold established here. Including

the Dominican Republic 1930-62, Greece 1967-74, Haiti 1957-86, Panama 1949-51, Panama

1953-55, Panama 1968-82, the Philippines 1972-86, Turkey 1923-50, Turkey 1957-60, Turkey

1960-61, Turkey 1980-83 as U.S. clients does not affect the results.

2.3 Analysis: Foreign Sponsorship and Coups

This dissertation argues that this surprising variation in client regime durability can be

explained by the differential impact of foreign sponsorship on military coups. In order

to investigate this relationship, we examine a different dependent variable: regime ending
34Valenta 1980, 95; Somerville 1986, 32.
35Gandhi and Przeworski 2007, 1288-89; Frantz and Ezrow 2011, 17; Powell 2012, 1035; Svolik 2012, 114;

Geddes et al. 2014, 148; Bell and Sudduth 2017, 1447; Sudduth 2017, 11.
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military coups. Our theoretical expectations are that U.S., French, and British sponsorship

will not reduce the likelihood of regime-ending military coups.

First, we can simply examine the distribution of regime failure among clients in each

patron. As a useful comparison group, Figure 2.8 presents the total distribution of regime

failure events by all autocracies and for client regimes.36

Figure 2.8: Regime Failure Events

We can see that military coups are by far the most frequent manner by which autocracies

lose power. We see that the distribution of U.S. client regime failure events mirrors the

general distribution relatively closely. Coups are the most frequent single event by which

U.S. clients collapse, though at least one U.S. client collapses to each regime-ending event.

French clients look relatively similar to the overall population and their U.S. counterparts.

The contrast with Soviet clients is stark. Not a single Soviet client regime lost power to a

military coup.

Beyond descriptive statistics, we can use regression models to assess the time-varying

impact of foreign sponsorship on the likelihood of regime-ending military coups. As Soviet

clients experience zero regime-ending military coups, we exclude Soviet sponsorship as a
36This data is from Geddes et al. 2014, 2018.

57



Chapter 2 adam e. casey

variable in these models. As we are not interested in time-to-event per se, but rather the

likelihood of experiencing a regime ending military coup at any point during regime tenure,

we can use a logistic regression.

We see in a simple set of bivariate logistic regressions that while sponsorship overall

is associated with a reduced risk of client regime collapse, this is driven by Soviet clients

(Figure 2.9). Neither U.S., French, nor British client regimes are at a reduced likelihood of

experiencing a regime-ending military coup.37

Figure 2.9: Regime-Ending Military Coups and Foreign Sponsorship
37The thin lines represent a 95% confidence interval, and the thick lines a 90% confidence interval. In Figure

2.9 standard errors are not clustered by countries, but clustering by countries does not change the significance
of any of the models. Sponsorship overall is still associated with a reduced likelihood of experiencing a regime-
ending coup (at the 0.05 level), U.S. sponsorship remains insignificant (and the standard error increases when
clustered). French sponsorship remains insignificant (the standard error drops slightly), and U.K. sponsorship
also remains insignificant (though it also sees a slight drop in the standard error).
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However, these bivariate regressions do not consider how factors other than foreign spon-

sorship affect the likelihood of regime-ending coups and thus may skew the results. Again,

perhaps the most important counterargument is that the United States may supported a

certain kind of regime — such as military regimes which are themselves prone to coups38 —

which would render any impact of U.S. sponsorship epiphenomenal. To address this objec-

tion, we include three control variables along with our U.S. sponsorship variable. We add

measures of whether the regime maintained a support party (supportparty) to assess the

impact of ruling parties, and two measures of military regimes. The first, seizure_coup

measures whether the regime came to power through a military coup. However, as some of

these regimes successfully personalize power and do not directly rule through the military,

we also use a measure of whether the leadership group of the regime was actually comprised

of military officers (ldr_group_military).39

We see in Figure 2.10 that U.S. sponsorship still remains statistically insignificant, includ-

ing measures of regime support parties, origins in a military coup, and direct military rule.40

As expected, regimes with support parties are at a reduced risk of military overthrow, and

both our measures of military rule increase the likelihood of experiencing a regime-ending

military coup. We also see that the coefficient estimates for each control variable do not

vary widely upon the inclusion of U.S. sponsorship. We also see in Figure 2.11 that the non-

association between French sponsorship and regime-ending military coups also holds once

we include the same control variables in our analysis of American clients.41

38The literature on coups finds that military regimes are more likely to experience coups d’état (Gandhi
and Przeworski 2007; Powell 2012; Svolik 2012; Geddes et al. 2014; Bell and Sudduth 2017; Sudduth 2017).

39Each of these variables are taken from Geddes et al. 2018.
40In Figure 2.10 standard errors are not clustered by countries, but clustering by countries does not change

the significance of any of the models.
41In Figure 2.11 standard errors are not clustered by countries, but clustering by countries does not change
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Figure 2.10: Regime-Ending Military Coups and U.S. Sponsorship

Therefore, it would appear there is indeed variation in vulnerability to military coups

between Western and Soviet client regimes. Table 6.2 in Appendix 6.2 provides the results

of additional regression models which assess the relationship between our sponsor variables

and the likelihood of a military coup ousting a regime. However, we can provide additional

tests of the mechanisms through which foreign sponsorship affects military coups by using

newly available cross-national data on coup prevention practices in autocratic militaries.

Foreign Sponsorship and Coup Prevention Strategies

We can also test whether foreign sponsorship affected coup vulnerability through the mech-

anisms provided here. First, we will assess the relationship between foreign sponsorship and

the significance of any of the models.
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Figure 2.11: Regime-Ending Military Coups and French Sponsorship

autocratic coup prevention strategies. The dataset on counterbalancing created by Erica De

Bruin (2018) covers a random sample of countries from 1960-2010. The variable of interest

is cbcount, a measure of only those forces that have an independent military command (i.e.,

are not controlled directly by the regular armed forces) and are stationed near the capital

(and thus capable of theoretically counterbalancing the regular military). Table 2.1 displays

the results of linear models with standard errors clustered by country.

The results fit well with theoretical expectations. As the counterbalancing organizations

coded by De Bruin capture security services like the SNASP in Mozambique or the Soviet

KGB, as well as praetorian guards and party militia, we should expect to see a strong

association between counterbalancing and Soviet sponsorship which we indeed find (Model
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Table 2.1: Foreign Sponsorship and Counterbalancing

Dependent variable: Counterbalancing organizations

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Foreign Sponsorship 0.167
(0.216)

U.S. Sponsorship −0.463 −0.425 −0.403
(0.334) (0.301) (0.351)

Soviet Sponsorship 0.948∗∗∗ 0.872∗∗∗ 0.955∗∗∗

(0.277) (0.303) (0.308)

French Sponsorship 0.095 0.057 0.054
(0.265) (0.247) (0.250)

British Sponsorship 0.652∗∗∗ 0.490∗∗ 0.606∗∗∗

(0.140) (0.244) (0.209)

Military-Led −0.442∗

(0.249)

Support Party −0.025
(0.232)

Seizure Coup −0.091
(0.299)

Seizure Rebellion −0.240
(0.294)

Seizure Election 0.223
(0.367)

Constant 1.354∗∗∗ 1.348∗∗∗ 1.510∗∗∗ 1.394∗∗∗

(0.140) (0.140) (0.244) (0.209)

Observations 2,775 2,775 2,775 2,775
R2 0.004 0.102 0.129 0.114
Adjusted R2 0.004 0.101 0.127 0.111

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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2). We also see that U.S. clients counterbalance less than Soviet clients. We also see, in line

with theoretical expectations, that military-led regimes counterbalance less, though not all

regimes founded in coups (as some successfully personalize rule and do not rule through the

military as an institution).

We can also use newly available data from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018) on the

presence of political commissars (variable = commissar). Their measure identifies when

“a party imposes commissars, party advisors, or some kind of party committee on military

units or garrisons. The task of these commissars is to ensure ideological correctness and

loyalty in the officer corps and to report dissenting views.” Their coding captures when such

an organization exists at the battalion, unit, or garrison level.

What are the effects of such coup prevention on regime-ending military coups? In Figure

2.12 we see that the number of counterbalancing organizations is associated with a reduced

likelihood of regime-ending military coups, but it fails to achieve statistical significance.

Commissars, on the other hand, are associated with a strong reduction in the likelihood of a

regime falling to a military coup. Indeed, we see that among those regimes with commissars

(overwhelmingly Soviet clients), the effect of foreign sponsorship is rendered statistically

insignificant.

These models have provided substantial support that both foreign sponsorship differs in

its impact on regime survival, and this variation can be importantly accounted for by the

divergent impact of Western and Soviet foreign sponsorship on military coups.
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Figure 2.12: Coup Prevention Strategies and Regime-Ending Military Coups

2.4 Discussion

In this chapter we provided the first direct test of the relationship between foreign sponsorship

and authoritarian regime survival using an original dataset. The results of this analysis

were counterintuitive: support from the United States, France, and Great Britain was not

associated with client regime survival. Instead, only Soviet support reduced the risk of client

regime collapse. We found that this association remained robust even with the inclusion of a

host of potential confounding variables. We also marshaled evidence that it was not merely

antecedent differences in regime strength or type which accounted for this variation.

We then turned to an analysis of the relationship between foreign sponsorship and military

coups which lent further support to the argument. We found that only Soviet clients had a
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reduction in coup likelihood, and Western clients were not any less likely than other autocra-

cies to be ousted by their own military forces. We saw that these associations were also robust

to the inclusion of potential confounders. We then found additional cross-national evidence

that different foreign sponsors were associated with different mechanisms of coup prevention.

We also saw that the relationship between foreign sponsorship overall and regime-ending mil-

itary coups could be accounted for by the presence of political commissars. In the following

chapters, we will turn to direct evidence from a multitude of case studies using recently de-

classified archival materials to demonstrate that foreign sponsorship did differ in its impact

on coup prevention strategies and regime survival.
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Vanguard of the Global Revolution:

Soviet Client Regimes

“Нам нужны политорганы, как у
вас. Менять ничего не надо. Все как
у вас." [We need political agencies like
you have. No need to change anything.
Everything as you have it.]

Afghan Deputy P.M. Hafizullah Amin
to Soviet General Vasily Zaplatin

Kabul, May 1978a

aQuoted in Mlechin 2006, 444.
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Not a single Soviet-backed regime ever lost power to a coup. This remarkable invulner-

ability to coups was to a large extent the result of Soviet support. Moscow facilitated the

creation or expansion of a series of institutions which limited the capacity of military forces to

oust incumbent regimes. Most importantly, Moscow aided in the creation of civilian control

mechanisms in the form of political commissars and security services that were embedded

directly in the armed forces. As members of the party apparatus, commissars and secret

police officers were not beholden to their military counterparts and could report officer mis-

behavior up the party chain of command. These organizations prevented coups by providing

intelligence on plots emerging from the officer corps and deterring others from forming in the

first place. Furthermore, when these organizations (especially the secret police) maintained

their own operational units, they had the capacity and motivation to resist coup attempts.

As a result, these practices both increased the coordination dilemma inherent in launching

a successful military coup as well as empowered new security services with incentives to

defeat an attempted coup. Once imposed, commissars and security services proved effective

in preventing coups, and continued to function after Soviet assistance was withdrawn.

This chapter begins by providing a brief overview of domestic Soviet civil-military re-

lations as it was this model that Moscow exported abroad. We then turn to a discussion

of Soviet policy toward early Eurasian client regimes after the Bolshevik seizure of power

and particularly after Soviet victory in the Second World War. I demonstrate that the

Soviet Union actively aided its clients in building new military organizations from scratch,

staffing these forces with loyal subordinates and instituting a series of controls from the out-

set. These military forces remained loyal to client regimes even after the removal of Soviet

combat troops. We subsequently turn to Khrushchev’s first foray into West Africa as Soviet
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setbacks in the region led Moscow to focus on building client regime institutions to prevent

such reversals in the future. Two case studies — Afghanistan 1978-92 and Ethiopia 1974-91

— demonstrate the importance of Soviet assistance in imposing these coup prevention strate-

gies on existing militaries. Soviet protection from military backlash was critical in explaining

the acquiescence of disgruntled professional officers to these changes. Once imposed, these

institutions really did prove effective in deterring and fighting back attempted coups, even

after the removal of active Soviet support.

Soviet Foreign Policy and Establishing Client Regimes in Eurasia

The Soviet Union’s own experience in constructing the Red Army is worth considering for

two principal reasons. First, the Soviet Union represents one of the most successful cases of

the subordination of military forces to party controls. This invulnerability to military coups

was a key factor in the remarkable durability of the Soviet Union.1 Second, the Soviet’s own

model for civil-military relations offered a blueprint for their advisors to promote among

clients. In the following section we consider how the U.S.S.R. achieved the political reliability

of its own armed forces.

Successful coup prevention in the Soviet Union was importantly the result of building of a

new army from scratch by the Bolshevik revolutionaries. Critically, the Bolsheviks embedded

institutions of political control from the very beginning while they faced a disorganized and

weak officer corps incapable of offering serious resistance. The Tsarist army was in disarray

by the time the Bolsheviks seized power.2 The February Revolution “marked the beginning
1Lachapelle et al. 2020.
2Fitzpatrick 2017, 58.
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of the disintegration of the Russian armed forces."3 On March 1, 1917, the Petrograd Soviet

issued Order No. 1 which disrupted military command authority and extended de jure soviet

control over the military.4 By April 1917, a “dual power" (двоевластие) structure of soldiers

committees began to emerge.5

After the October Revolution6 the Bolsheviks issued a decree calling for demobilization

of the army, and several weeks later followed up with decrees which “destroyed the old

hierarchical command structure."7 Many Bolsheviks were ideologically opposed to traditional

standing armed forces and favored a militia system, though this position had apparently not

been given a tremendous amount of thought.8 Lenin had previously called for the “abolition

of the army, and the Bolsheviks had made their hostility toward the officer corps clear."9

However, the nascent regime faced a continued serious military threat from the German

army, as well as a growing counterrevolutionary White movement.10 As the Imperial army

itself had largely disintegrated, the only military force available to the Bolsheviks was a

few Red Guard formations and Baltic sailors.11 “Having thus destroyed the old army, the

Bolsheviks had to replace it with another military force if they were to be able to resist the

onslaught of the counterrevolutionary forces."12

The Bolsheviks quickly began to create a new military force, the Red Army, which

was to be “both Red and expert": ideologically reliable and militarily competent.13 On
3Taylor 2003, 96.
4Taylor 2003, 78.
5Taylor 2003, 98.
6November in the Gregorian calendar.
7Herspring 1996, 56; also Kolkowicz 1967, 37; Fitzpatrick 2017, 48-49.
8Kolkowicz 1967, 37; Herspring 1996, 21-23; Fitzpatrick 2017, 77; McAdams 2017.
9Taylor 2003, 117.

10Fitzpatrick 2017, 73-75.
11Herspring 1996, 23.
12Kolkowicz 1967, 38. See also Odom 1998, 39.
13Herspring 1996, 56.
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January 28, 1918, Lenin signed a decree which formed the Workers and Peasants Red Army

(Рабоче-крестьянская Красная армия).14 In the early period, however, the Bolsheviks were

forced to rely on Tsarist-era officers as they lacked competent communist military specialists

needed to fight the advancing German forces as well as the growing counterrevolutionary

threat.15 Incorporating Tsarist officers posed a serious problem for the new regime, however.

Suspicious of the political reliability of these officers, the Bolsheviks imposed a series of

institutional controls to monitor, deter, and destroy any opposition emerging from the officer

corps.16

One key institution was the system of political commissars embedded in the military.

Commissars were attached to military officers and countersigned orders under the policy of

dual command (двоеначалие) which began during the civil war.17 Commissar responsibilities

were formally concerned with political instruction in Bolshevik ideology, but they also played

a key monitoring function of the officers and enlisted men.18 Commissars were also not

lowly officials. In the early Soviet period, senior party officials acted as commissars and their

ranks included Khrushchev and Brezhnev.19 This system was highly unpopular among the

professional officers. “Party officials encountered their most intense opposition in seeking

to exercise control over the armed forces and the security organs. Military commanders

objected to the idea that party organs, and particularly local party officials, would question

their expertise."20 After the existential threat posed by the civil war ended, the Bolsheviks
14Kolkowicz 1967, 38.
15Herspring 1996, 3, 23-24; Taylor 2003, 132, 138; Fitzpatrick 2017, 73.
16Herspring 1996, 55-56.
17Herspring 1996, 59; Fitzpatrick 2017, 77. The actual practice of countersigning orders was phased out

after 1924, but the commissars remained (Herspring 1996, 59; Taylor 2003, 141).
18Kolkowicz 1967, 11, 83; Herspring 1996, 59, 71; Taylor 2003, 141-42.
19Taubman 2003, 150; Mlechin 2006.
20McAdams 2017, 154.
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reduced the size of the Red Army and further purged the Tsarist-era officer corps.21 By 1930,

only 10% of the officer corps was comprised of Tsarist-era officers.22 Even with a now largely

new officer corps, “the autonomy enjoyed by commanders was still seriously restricted. After

all, political officers were still in charge of political work and the fact that disputes could be

reported to the next higher political organ placed the commander at a disadvantage."23

Another key monitoring institution was the secret police. The secret police24 maintained

Special Departments (Особые отделы) embedded in the armed forces starting in the Civil

War.25 The Special Departments engaged in extensive political surveillance of the officer

corps, monitoring communication and maintaining a network of informers.26 The security

services not only played a role in monitoring the armed forces as intelligence agencies, but

also maintained armed formations which provided counterbalancing functions.27

The Red Army proved remarkably loyal to the Soviet regime. This was in spite of the
21Taylor 2003, 140.
22Taylor 2003, 141.
23Herspring 1996, 70.
24The Soviet Union maintained a variety of security services during its tenure with considerable changes in

name and organizational structure over time (including a large Ministry of Internal Affairs as well as military
intelligence agencies). The most important security service was the secret police. The first Soviet political
police, the All-Russian Extraordinary Commission (Всероссийская чрезвычайная комиссия), known by its
acronym ВЧК , or Cheka, was established December 1917. The Cheka was abolished in 1922, and its functions
were transferred to the State Political Directorate (Государственное политическое управление), or GPU.
In December of that year, the GPU was renamed the Unified State Political Directorate (Объединённое
государственное политическое управление), or OGPU. In 1934, the OGPU was reorganized into the
People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs (Народный комиссариат внутренних дел), or NKVD. In 1943,
the NKVD was reorganized into the People’s Commissariat for State Security (Народный комиссариат
государственной безопасности), or NKGB. In 1946, the NKGB was reorganized again into the Ministry
of State Security (Министерство государственной безопасности), or MGB. Finally, in 1954, the MGB
was reorganized and most of its duties were transferred to the Committee for State Security (Комитет
государственной безопасности) or KGB. See Knight 1991, 755-60; Khristoforov 2015.

25Kolkowicz 1967, 41, 89; Colton 1979, 225-26; Knight 1991, 766; Odom 1998, 33; Taylor 2003, 142. While
earlier sections of the Cheka had engaged in monitoring of the newly created armed forces since December
1918, they were unified in a single command as the Special Departments in February 1919 (Khristoforov
2015, 33).

26Kolkowicz 1967, 87; Knight 1991, 769, 776.
27Odom 1998, 33; Taylor 2003, 142-43. “Under Stalin, militarized security and border troops constituted

a sizable army in themselves" and during WWII militarized units of the NKVD and the Interior Ministry
constituted around 500-750,000 men (Colton 1979, 225).
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tremendous threats to officer personal and corporate welfare posed by regime actions such

as the 1937-41 purges, which resulted in the “decimation" of the officer corps.28 Clearly the

Red Army had a variety of reasons to remain loyal to the Party. Not only did the Bolsheviks

institute a series of monitoring mechanisms which deterred and punished anti-regime plots

(i.e., political commissars and secret police penetration of the military), but the spread of

party membership among soldiers as well as the quick advancement of new groups into the

army (i.e., workers, peasants) who owed their position to the Party reduced the incentives

to launch a military coup.29 However, it is highly likely that these mechanisms of political

control varied in their relative importance in explaining military quiescence over time. Most

importantly for our purposes, it was this domestic pattern of civil-military relations that the

Soviet Union exported abroad.

The Soviet Union’s oldest ‘satellite’ regime provides an early example of the role played

by Bolshevik advisors in organizing new military forces modeled on the Red Army. The

Mongolian People’s Party (MPP) was formed on June 15, 1920 by urban intelligentsia who

had fled to the (emerging) U.S.S.R. after the reintroduction of Chinese rule in Mongolia in

1919.30 The Party quickly sought assistance from the nascent Bolshevik regime in Russia

to take power in Outer Mongolia31 and restore Mongol independence, sending a delegation

to Moscow in November.32 While the Bolsheviks initially rebuffed MPP requests for assis-

tance, Moscow changed course after White Russian General Baron von Ungern Sternberg
28Conquest 2008, 182, 184, 205-6; Hill 2016, 52. 65% of all officers above the rank of brigade commander

(комбриг) in 1936 were executed by the end of the purges (Hill 2016, 690).
29Colton 1979, 51; Taylor 2003, 142.
30Rupen 1979, 29; Rieber 2015, 143; Khalid 2017, 631. Kotkin puts the date of party formation 10 days

later (2014, 402).
31As modern Mongolia was known at the time. This distinguished it from Inner Mongolia, which was (and

remains) a part of China.
32Palmer 2008, 177; Kotkin 2014, 402; Sunderland 2014, 193-4.
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invaded Outer Mongolia and sought to rally a counterrevolution against the Bolsheviks.33

In Bolshevik-controlled territory, the MPP began to build its membership and create the

Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Army on February 17, 1921. This force was to grow to

a strength of nearly 400 by March 1921.34 The Bolsheviks provided immediate assistance

in the organization and equipping of the army and the party.35 On July 5-6, 1921, with

the help of some 8,000 Red Army soldiers, the MPP seized power in Urga (present day

Ulaanbaatar).36

After defeating Ungern’s forces and seizing power, the Mongolian People’s Revolutionary

Army (MPRA) became the armed forces of the new regime.37 The Mongolian armed forces

quickly grew in size and continued to receive extensive Bolshevik training.38 Red Army troops

left Mongolia in 192539, but Soviet advisors remained stationed in Mongolia and Comintern

representatives sat in on party and government meetings.40 Soviet advisors also assisted in

the organization of and staffed the Mongolian secret police.41 A Soviet general was the chief

of the Mongolian army general staff42, and Soviet pilots trained Mongolian counterparts and

even served in the Mongolian airforce.43 Soviet advisors also helped establish the Military
33Sunderland 2014, 203-4; Sablin 2016, 164-65.
34Worden and Savada 1991, 46-47, 223-26; Roshchin 1999, 14; Palmer 2008, 178; Kotkin 2014, 402.
35Kuznetsov 1999, 118; Palmer 2008, 178; Kaplonski 2014, 48.
36Rupen 1979, 29; Roshchin 1999, 14; Palmer 2008, 206; Kotkin 2014, 403.
37Worden and Savada 1991, 226-27.
38Kuznetsov 1999, 119-21.
39Roshchin 1999, 106.
40Kaplonski 2014, 48; Kotkin 2014, 554. The withdrawal was requested by the Mongolian government,

and the Soviet Union acquiesced, with Soviet Commissar of Foreign Affairs Chicherin noting that since the
counterrevolutionary forces “had been liquidated" there was no longer any justification for the stationing of
Soviet forces in Mongolia. See Kuznetsov 1999, 122.

41Kuznetsov 1999, 126; Sandag and Kendall 2000, 3. The organization was named the Government Internal
Security Service (Государственная внутренняя охрана МНР), or GVO, and was modeled on the Bolshevik
Cheka (Kuzmin and Oyuunchimeg 2015, 22, fn. 70).

42Worden and Savada 1991, 230; Kuznetsov 1999, 122-23.
43“Mongolian People’s Republic: Military Information: Disposition of Troops; Ammunition Factories."

Intelligence Report; Central intelligence Group; 01/28/1947; Secret; Declassified 12/16/1998; CREST No.
CIA-RDP82-00457R000300200006-4 [pdf]; General CIA Records; “The Government, Politics, and Popu-
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Political Administration and embed political commissars in the Mongolian armed forces.44

Soviet advisors also helped establish the military intelligence service and the border troops.45

During the 1930s, Soviet officers served as unit advisors and commanders.46

Even before the Red Army defeated the forces of Nazi Germany and its Hungarian and

Romanian clients, the Soviet Union began the process of creating a series of client regimes

to rule defeated and occupied Eastern European states. While Stalin was not yet settled

on what these client regimes would look like47, Soviet strategic goals “did presuppose the

formation of staunchly pro-Soviet governments."48 Eventually, and particularly after the

decline in relations with its wartime allies Great Britain and the United States, Stalin moved

toward a position of imposing full communist rule across the region (and jettisoning the

broad-based, if communist-dominated, ‘national fronts’ governing ’people’s democracies’).49

One key aspect of this process was the creation of new military forces by the occupying

Soviet forces.50 Existing Eastern European armies were either destroyed by the Red Army

in battle, or quickly demobilized during Soviet occupation.51 The occupying Soviet military

administrations quickly set about creating new military forces and security services. In an

assessment from 1951, the CIA noted that:

Large Soviet military missions are supervising the reorganization of the Satellite armies,
which are adopting standard Soviet methods, doctrine, organization, and equipment. Soviet

lation of the Mongolian People’s Republic." Translation; Information from Foreign Documents or Radio
Broadcasts; Central Intelligence Agency; 05/18/1950; Confidential; Declassification 08/15/2011; CREST
No. CIA-RDP80-00809A000600310264-4 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

44Rupen 1982, 171; Kuznetsov 1999, 126.
45Rupen 1982, 172.
46Worden and Savada 1991, 230.
47Naimark 2019, 11.
48Kramer 2009, 60.
49Kramer 2009, 68; Zubok 2009, 21-24.
50Kramer 2009, 101.
51Adelman 1982, 7.

74

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80-00809A000600310264-4.pdf


Chapter 3 adam e. casey

advisors and technicians are located in key positions of the military forces and defense
ministries, and the powers of Soviet generals such as Konstantin Rokossovsky, Minister of
Defense and commander-in-chief in Poland, in effect have added the Satellite armies to the
Soviet. The officer corps of each new army has been purged, political indoctrination often
occupies as much time and effort as military training, and the Satellite armies will remain
dependent upon the Soviet Union for all of their aircraft and for most of their tanks and
heavy artillery. . . The secret police and security forces in each of the Satellites are large,
carefully-selected, and well trained. They are infiltrated and often dominated by Soviet
personnel.52

From the beginning, “the top jobs in the ministry of internal affairs went exclusively to

Communist party members. From these posts, they could oversee the purging of local police

forces and armies, the execution of alleged ‘collaborators,’ the control and censorship of the

mass media, and the intimidation and ouster of non-Communist ministers and legislators."53

In Bulgaria, the local communist party gained control over the ministry of the interior

(and thus the police) and with the help of the occupying Red Army came to dominate the

broad-based Fatherland Front and ultimately rule the regime directly.54 In Czechoslovakia,

the Soviet Union organized the coercive apparatus and the Czechoslovak army leadership

was selected by Stalin.55 While they would not take full control over the government until

1948, the local communists controlled the police and security services.56 In February 1948,

Klement Gottwald57 and the Czechoslovak Communist Party forced the resignation of the

government and seized full power under threat of Soviet military intervention.58

In East Germany, “[t]he Soviets formed three German Communist ‘initiative groups’ in
52“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;

Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5 [pdf]; General CIA Records; See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8; Adelman 1982,
8; Gitz 1992, 17; Barany 2016, 101.

53Kramer 2009, 79.
54Naimark 2010, 177; McAdams 2017, 256; Westad 2017, 80.
55Kaplan 1986, 13-14; Shearer and Khaustov 2015, 283-84.
56Westad 2017, 96.
57Gottwalk had spent much of the 1930s and the entire war in Moscow working in the Comintern secretariat

(McAdams 2017, 252; Brown 2009, 155-56).
58Brown 2009, 155; Naimark 2010, 187; Haslam 2011, 100.
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Moscow to follow the Red Army troops into occupied Germany in April and May of 1945"

including one led by Walter Ulbricht.59 The Soviets did the bulk of the work in creating the

new administration and helped create the ruling party, the Socialist Unity Party (SED).60

Moscow also played a major role in the creation and organization of the Ministry for State

Security (MfS, or Stasi).61 The nascent security services were under direct Soviet control.62

The new security services also featured political penetration by the newly formed ruling

party, with political-cultural officers (Polit-kultur) embedded in every police unit.63 The

Eastern German National People’s Army was created in 1955 by reorganizing troops from

the Alert Police, a paramilitary force created by the Soviets in 1948.64

In Hungary, “[t]he Soviets created a provisional government that was to take power in the

wake of the Red Army’s advance into Hungary. Stalin was satisfied with placing Hungarian

Communist Party members in prominent positions in the new government," though the party

would ultimately directly rule the regime.65 The Soviet Union organized the new armed

forces and “Russian advisers operated even at the regimental level."66 In Poland, the Polish

National Liberation Committee (PKWN) “was secretly formed by Stalin from the ranks of

former Polish Communists living in Moscow."67 The PKWN arrived with the Red Army and

“the Soviets arranged for the PKWN to form a Polish national government in Lublin, which

was formally recognized by Moscow."68 Soviet security service (NKVD) General Ivan Serov
59Naimark 2010, 180.
60Naimark 2010, 180; Brown 2009, 174.
61Bruce 2003, 12-13, 16-17; Brown 2009, 174-75; Naimark 2010, 180.
62Naimark 1995, 356, 362-63.
63Naimark 1995, 367.
64Naimark 1995, 371.
65Naimark 2010, 180-81.
66Kovrig 1979, 265; Gitz 1992, 17.
67Naimark 2010, 178; see also Westad 2017, 83.
68Naimark 2010, 178.

76



Chapter 3 adam e. casey

was put in charge of the repression of opposition to the new regime in the wake of the Red

Army’s advance.69 The Soviets played an active role in deciding who could join the Central

Bureau of Polish Communists and the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Polish

Worker’s Party.70 The party was led by Bierut, an emigre communist who had spent much

of the war in the Soviet Union.71 In the early 1950s, the defense minister, chief of the general

staff, commander of the ground forces, heads of all service branches, and commanders of all

four military districts were former Soviet officers.72

Finally, Red Army units occupied Romania, and under the very clear threat of violence

the Romanian monarchy acquiesced to a communist-led coup under the guise of the National

Democratic Front (FND).73 The Soviets “decided to install a coalition government, as in

Bulgaria, with the Communist Party in control of the ministry of justice and therefore the

police."74 Therefore, across Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union took an extremely active role

in organizing the institutions of its client regimes along Soviet lines. This included the armed

forces, which were modeled on the Red Army and featured party (and Soviet) penetration

of the officer corps.

North Korea is another case in which Soviet client regimes constructed new military

forces with Soviet assistance while the regime was formed.75 After invading northern Korea

in August 1945, Moscow had initially not given much thought as to what to do with the

occupied area.76 Kim Il Sung “seems not to have been ‘Moscow’s man’ in Pyongyang until
69Naimark 2019, 199.
70Naimark 2010, 178. See also Schopflin 1993, 52.
71Brown 2009, 166.
72Johnson 1981, 8.
73Naimark 2010, 179-80.
74Westad 2017, 81-82. However, Soviet troops left Romania in 1958 (Barany 2016, 101).
75Lankov 2002, 18, 21-29, 56-67; Armstrong 2003, 63, 191, 200, 217, 233.
76Lankov 2002, 10-11.

77



Chapter 3 adam e. casey

at least October 1945" and it wasn’t until in 1946 that the Soviets came to see establishing

a client regime in Pyongyang as a priority.77 Once the Soviet leadership determined it did

not intend to remain in Korea indefinitely, it set about leaving “behind a regime friendly to

the communist superpower."78 As the local communist movement “was very weak," Moscow

initially attempted to work with Korean nationalists such as the prominent nationalist leader

Cho Man-sik.79

However, Moscow increasingly found this alliance unreliable and by late September 1945

Soviet Koreans and Korean Communists who had been fighting Japan in Manchuria began

to arrive in northern Korea.80 The latter group included Kim Il Sung, who returned to

Pyongyang in late September 1945.81 Kim had led a group of partisans fighting the Japanese

in Manchuria and in 1941 under intense Japanese pressure, Kim and his group fled to the

Soviet far east.82 After dismissing Pak Hon-yong (a former Comintern cadre and leader of

the Communist Party of Korea), the Soviet military occupation authorities decided on Kim

Il Sung to rule the protostate in northern Korea.83 The Soviets also set about aiding in the

creation of the predecessor to the Korean Worker’s Party, the North Korean Bureau of the

Communist Party of North Korea. By the spring of 1946 they established the Communist
77Armstrong 2003, 39; Lankov 2002, 7.
78Smith 2015, 70.
79Lankov 2002, 10-11. See also Scalapino and Lee 1992, 208.
80Lankov 2002, 16.
81Lankov 2002, 17.
82Scalapino and Lee 1992, 209; Armstrong 2003, 28-29; Smith 2015, 80-81. Estimates range for the

number of partisans fighting alongside Kim in Manchuria, from 200 during the worst periods of Japanese
counterinsurgency pressure to around 1,000 on a few occasions (Scalapino and Lee, 1992, 225, 228). Lankov
estimates that only a dozen or so of Kim’s fighters accompanied him to the USSR. After spending a brief
period in an investigation camp, Kim was able to join the 88th Independent Brigade of the Red Army, a
special brigade set up for the former Manchurian guerrillas, at the rank of captain (2002, 54-56). The 88th
was fully under Soviet military command, with 200-300 Soviet personnel and around Korean guerrillas, “most
of whom had fought under the command of Kim Il Sung in the 1930s, served in Kim’s first battalion" which
had between 140-180 soldiers. The 88th did not engage in combat (aside from a few sabotage campaigns)
and Kim spent the war far away from the front (Lankov 2002, 56-57; see also Armstrong 2003, 32).

83Lankov 2002, 18.
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Party of North Korea and Kim Il Sung became the head of the new party.84

As the regime began to take shape under Soviet occupation, the Red Army and the

KGB directly committed themselves to domestic repression and security functions.85 Soviet

advisors “equipped and advised" the newly formed Korean People’s Army and even after the

withdrawal of Soviet troops in 1948, advisors were embedded “at least to the battalion level

and possibly as far down as the company level."86 Moreover, “[i]n contrast with the South

Korean army, led by men who had been trained in the Japanese army, all Korean officers

who had served in the Japanese military were purged from the North Korean army by June

1948."87 Importantly, political commissars were embedded in the army from its inception.88

While Soviet troops were removed in December 1948, several thousand advisors remained

embedded in the military and security services.89

3.0.1 Strategies of Sponsorship and Client Coup Prevention

While the Soviet Union thus had established client regimes in Eastern Europe and northeast

Asia by the end of the Second World War, the non-Eurasian Third World remained of little

interest to the Soviet leadership.90 After Stalin’s death, however, Khrushchev oversaw a dra-

matic expansion of Soviet involvement in the newly independent states after decolonization.91

One area of particular concentration of Soviet efforts and investment of Soviet prestige was
84Lankov 2002, 21-29.
85Armstrong 2003, 63, 191.
86Armstrong 2003, 200, 217; 233.
87Armstrong 2003, 233.
88“Korea." Information Report; Central Intelligence Agency; 01/10/1952; Secret; Declassified 02/15/2006;

CREST No. CIA-RDP82-00457R010000120009-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
89“Communist Military Forces in the Korean Area." Special Intelligence Estimate No. 9124; Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency; 04/21/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 11/02/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79S01011A000100020001-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See also Haslam 2011, 120.

90Rubinstein 1988, 85.
91Zubok 2009, 105, 109-10, 247.
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West Africa. This effort ultimately taught Soviet policymakers an important lesson about

the relationship between the organizational basis of allied regimes and maintaining pro-Soviet

alignment.

In their initial foray into the non-Eurasian Third World the Soviets suffered a series of

setbacks. Khrushchev had been particularly interested in West Africa upon decolonization

and its potential for radical, anti-Western rule. But in the mid-1960s, a rash of military coups

overthrew pro-Soviet ‘radical’ regimes in Western Africa.92 While none of these regimes re-

ceived enough assistance from Moscow to reach the threshold of a client regime93, Moscow

had invested considerable prestige and development aid and these coups resulted in the ex-

pulsion of Soviet personnel and the realignment of these states to the West.94 The Soviets

viewed these coups, as well as coups which ousted pro-Soviet regimes elsewhere, as part of

a broader threat to leftwing governments posed by U.S.-inspired or directed counterrevolu-

tionary forces.95 After these “sobering” reversals96, Moscow returned to strategies pursued

with Eurasian clients which viewed “regimes led by Marxist-Leninist vanguard parties” as

“the most reliable Soviet partners in the Third World.”97

The CIA concurred, assessing 1984 that “[t]he Soviets have learned from their own set-

backs. . . that they must try to institutionalize political influence. This has caused them

to give renewed attention to the goal of creating Leninist-style police-state regimes in client

countries where they can do so.”98 In order to sustain the rule of pro-Soviet regimes and
92Clapham 1996, 38, 139; Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 425-28.
93For a good overview of the nature of assistance given, see Mazov 2010.
94Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 436-37; Mazov 2010, 253, 257.
95Adamishin et al. 1981, 538.
96Zubok 2009, 248.
97Rubin 2002, 99. See also Westad 2005, 168-69; Iandolo 2012, 704.
98“The USSR and the Third World." NIE 11-10/2/84; Director of National Intelligence; Central Intelligence

Agency; 09/19/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00126R000600630007-8
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reduce the threat of military coups, Moscow aided clients in embedding the party and intel-

ligence services in the armed forces in line with their efforts in Eurasia.

In Angola (1975- ) and Mozambique (1975- ), the Soviet Union aided regimes in coercive

apparatus organization that had created their own armed forces from scratch during their

revolutionary seizures of power.99 While the dynamics of Soviet support for coup prevention

in both regimes are relatively similar, in the interest of space we will focus on the Mozam-

bican case. Mozambique achieved independence under the leadership of the Mozambique

Liberation Front (Frelimo). Frelimo had been founded in 1962 by uniting three regionally

based groups, the Mozambican African Union (MANU), the National Democratic Union of

Mozambique (UDENAMO) and the National African Union of Independent Mozambique

(UNAMI). Frelimo began an armed insurgency against Portuguese colonial rule starting in

September 1964.100 During the initial stages of the insurgency, Frelimo received arms from

a variety of “radical African and Communist sources."101 Although Frelimo was initially

a broad-based nationalist movement, it was taken over by the Marxist-Leninist faction of

the movement led by Samora Machel following the assassination of the founder, Eduardo

Mondlane in 1968. By the end of the insurgency, at least 100 Frelimo officers trained in

the Soviet Union annually and most weapons came from the U.S.S.R. and its Eastern Bloc

allies.102 The armed forces had political commissars embedded in the force beginning during

[pdf]; General CIA Records.
99Shariy 2008a, 67; Shariy 2008c, 21-22.

100“Short-Term Prospects for the African Nationalist Movements in Angola and Mozambique." Special
National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/01/1964; Secret; Declassified 04/24/2014;
CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A026200010006-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records; Shariy 2008b, 18.

101“Anti-Portuguese Campaign in Africa Shifts to Mozambique." Special Report; Office of Current In-
telligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/18/1964; Secret; Declassified 07/31/2008; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79-00927A004700060002-5 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See also “Mozambique." National Intelligence
Survey; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/1973; Secret; Declassified 06/16/2009; CREST No. CIA-RDP01-
00707R000200100010-4 [pdf]; NIS Records.

102“Mozambique: Armed Forces.” National Intelligence Survey; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/1973; Se-
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the insurgency.103

After Frelimo seized power in 1975, the party’s armed wing became the armed forces of

the newly independent state.104 The military was both penetrated by and subordinated to

the party.105 After independence, many junior officers were dismissed from the army and

security forces and the regime focused efforts on ideological reliability through the political

commissariat. “Serious measures [were] taken to select conscripts and strengthen the party

organization in the armed forces."106 The regime received assistance in the strengthening of

the party apparatus in the army from the Soviet Union.107

Soviet support continued after the end of the war of national liberation, and the Mozambi-

can armed forces were “organized and trained by the Soviet Union."108 The U.S.S.R. provided

almost all of the military equipment used by the regime, increasing support after the onset of

the Renamo insurgency.109 Soviet military advisors were deployed in 1976, and train Frelimo

cret; Declassified 06/16/2009; CREST No. CIA-RDP01-00707R000200100009-6 [pdf]; NIS Records.
103“Mozambique: Machel’s Embattled Regime.” Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intelligence;

Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1982; Secret; Declassified 01/05/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP83B00225R000100160001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

104“Mozambique: Machel’s Embattled Regime.” Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intelligence;
Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1982; Secret; Declassified 01/05/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP83B00225R000100160001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

105Malache et al. 2005, 162.
106Sharif writes that “[и]з армии, помощи и сил безопасности были уволены за злоупотребления мно-

гие офицеры и младшие командиры, а некоторые из них понесли уголовное наказание. Больше внима-
ния стало уделяться идейно-политической подготовки, разработанная Полит-комиссариатом наци-
ональных вооружённых сил и безопасности; предприняты серьёзные меры по отбору призывников и
укреплению парторганизаций в вооружённых силах" (Shariy 2008b, 18).

107“Важную роль в этом процессе играли тесные связи ФПЛМ с армиями социалистических стран,
в том числе Советского Союза." (Shariy 2008b, 19).

108“The Situation in Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects. Interagency Intelligence Memorandum; NI JIM
83-10003; 04/21/1983; Secret; Declassified 09/08/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP86T00303R000100100001-1
[pdf]; General CIA Records.

109Hoile 1994, 116; Finnegan 1992, 89. See also “The Situation in Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects.
Interagency Intelligence Memorandum; NI JIM 83-10003; 04/21/1983; Secret; Declassified 09/08/2010;
CREST No. CIA-RDP86T00303R000100100001-1 [pdf]; General CIA Records; “Soviet Prospects in Mozam-
bique." Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/19/1985; Secret; Declassified 04/28/2010;
CREST No. CIA-RDP85T01058R000507480001-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
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forces as well as plan “operational duties down to the brigade level."110 By the mid-1980s,

there were approximately 2,000 advisors in Mozambique from the Soviet Bloc.111 The Sovi-

ets, along with Cubans and East Germans, “trained, equipped, and advised the Mozambican

security service (SNASP) since the mid-1970s."112 KGB officials sat directly in the offices

of SNASP.113 The Soviet Union also provided assistance to the Reconnaissance Directorate,

the military intelligence branch of the armed forces.114

These coup prevention institutions worked. The Mozambican armed forces proved unable

to launch a coup even under conditions where we should expect strong military grievances.

In the 1980s, the regime confronted a serious challenge from the Renamo insurgency. In the

mid-1980s, Renamo had a military presence in every province and took the civil war to the

“doorstep" of the capital, very nearly bringing down the “faltering" Frelimo regime.115 After

the collapse of the Soviet Union and the ensuing drop in aid, Frelimo moved to negotiate

peace with Renamo.116 As part of the General Peace Agreement (GPA), Frelimo agreed to

disband the old military and create a new integrated force.117 The military had “to give
110“Sub-Saharan Africa: A Growing Soviet Military Presence." Directorate of Intelligence; Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency; 01/12/1985; Top Secret; Declassified 12/01/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01115R000100390002-1 [pdf]; NGA Records.

111“Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects." Special National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence
Agency; 06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/22/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00573R000801050001-9
[pdf]; General CIA Records.

112“Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Office
of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Issues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassi-
fied 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See also
“Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects." Special National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence Agency;
06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/22/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00573R000801050001-9 [pdf]; Gen-
eral CIA Records. See also Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 455

113“The Soviets in Mozambique: Is the Payoff Worth the Price?" Intelligence Assessment; Office of So-
viet Analysis; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified
08/17/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000690001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

114“Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects." Special National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence
Agency; 06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/22/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00573R000801050001-9
[pdf]; General CIA Records.

115Emerson 2014, 61, 90, 132, 152.
116Kempton 1991, 16.
117Bartolli and Mutisi 2014, 168.
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up its privileged place within the party — essentially committing political suicide."118 This

peace agreement inspired considerable disaffection within sections of the military leadership,

and in 1992 military intelligence uncovered a coup plot.119 Thus, the regime’s successful

penetration of the military allowed Frelimo to preemptively thwart a potentially serious

military challenge.120

3.1 Case Studies

Therefore, the Soviet Union directed substantial efforts toward aiding client regimes in coup

prevention strategies. In the cases discussed above, the Soviets imposed or aided in the

imposition of these institutions in clients with military forces created around the same time

as the regimes themselves. It is perhaps not terribly surprising that building armed forces

from scratch allows regime leaders considerable discretion over both the individuals staffing

this organization and how a system of controls will be embedded. What is more surprising

his how these institutions can be imposed on existing military forces. The case studies

that follow thus do not pick the ‘easy’ cases of Soviet regime durability. These regimes

demonstrate the endogeneity of coup prevention institutions to Soviet sponsorship and the

effectiveness of these strategies even after the removal of Soviet advisors.

The following case studies demonstrate the importance of direct Soviet assistance in

establishing these coup prevention institutions and embedding them in the armed forces

against the wishes of the professional officers. Once imposed, these security services effec-
118Sumich and Honwana 2007, 15.
119“Former Mozambican Army Chief Denies Coup Charge." Reuters, August 17, 1992; Also see Darch 2018,

114.
120Way et al. 2019.
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soviet client regimes
Afghanistan 78-92 Albania 44-91 Angola 75-NA
Bulgaria 44-90 China 49-NA Cuba 59-NA

Czechoslovakia 48-89 Egypt 52-NA Ethiopia 74-91
Germany, East 49-90 Hungary 47-90 Korea, North 48-NA

Mongolia 21-93 Mozambique 75-NA Poland 44-89
Romania 45-89 Somalia 69-91 South Yemen 67-90
Syria 63-NA Vietnam 54-NA

Table 3.1: Soviet Client Regimes, 1946-1991

tively preempted and prevented military coups, including those from the top ranks of the

armed forces which otherwise may have been likely to succeed.121

3.1.1 Ethiopia, 1974-91

The Marxist-Leninist regime which ruled Ethiopia from 1974-91 offers an important lesson

in the challenges of consolidating power when a regime inherits a relatively unified military

force upon seizing power. As the various factions attempting to lead the emerging regime

struggled to consolidate power they had to contend with the armed forces which had already

inserted themselves into politics twice — once in a failed coup in 1960 and again in the

successful coup which brought the regime to power in the first place. As Mengistu Haile

Mariam eventually emerged as the regime leader, culminating in a bloody purge in 1977,

he took a series of steps with the advice and backing of his Soviet patron to consolidate

power and limit the capacity of the armed forces from launching a coup to oust him. These

strategies proved ultimately successful in preventing a coup. In the following section, I briefly

provide an overview of the events which culminated in the 1974 Ethiopian ‘revolution’ and

the subsequent Soviet-aided efforts to ‘coup proof’ the Ethiopian military. I conclude with

the impact of these strategies on both preventing coups and the durability of the regime.
121On the importance of the rank of coup plotters for coup success, see Singh 2014.
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Seizure of Power

The 1974 Ethiopian ‘revolution’ which overthrew Haile Selassie began as an army mutiny in

southern Ethiopia in January 1974 which quickly spread to other military units, including

the Second Division in Asmara which issued a call for a change in government.122 Between

February and April, mass mobilization began to increase, with strikes and demonstrations

in Addis Ababa and major cities.123 Members of the military quickly formed a group to

coordinate the movement in February, which by June 28 became the Coordinating Commit-

tee of the Armed Forces, the Police and the Territorial Army, or Derg (the Amharic word

for committee) for short.124 The Derg intentionally excluded senior officers (those above

the rank of colonel) for suspected support of the imperial government, and many of these

senior commanders became victims of subsequent purges and executions.125 When the Derg

was formally established in June, Maj. Mengistu Haile Mariam and Maj. Atnafu Abata

were named chairman and vicechairman, respectively, and on September 13, the day after

Haile Selassie was finally deposed, “for the sake of public image" the Derg appointed Lt.

Gen. Aman Mikael Andom (commander of the Third Division) as “figurehead" leader of the

nascent regime.126 The new regime had “only lukewarm popular support" as “its authori-

tarian rule and socialist policies [had] alienated almost all segments of the society."127 The

regime was quickly consumed by bloody factional fighting, with 60 junior and senior officials
122Ayele 2014, 205-6.
123Ayele 2014, 206.
124Ayele 2014, 206.
125Ayele 2014, 206.
126Ayele 2014, 206.
127“Ethiopia and the Horn of Africa.” Director of Central Intelligence Briefing for Senate Appropriations

Committee; 05/07/1976; Secret; Declassified 09/04/2002; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00353R000100280001-5
[pdf]; General CIA Records.
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(33 of which were military officers) including Andom executed on November 23.128 With the

elimination of Andom, Mengistu increasingly came to dominate the regime. On February 3,

1977, Mengistu launched a preemptive strike against members of the Derg who opposed his

increasingly heavy-handed rule and executed seven senior members of the Derg, including

(then) chairman Brig. Gen. Teferi Banti.129 In November of that year, Mengistu had Maj.

Atnafu Abata (his former vice chairman and co-conspirator in the initial coup) executed.130

Mengistu emerged after these purges as the “undisputed leader" of the Derg.131

The 1974 coup which brought the Derg to power transformed Ethiopia’s foreign alignment

away from its former patron, the United States, to the Soviet Union. However, Moscow

played no role in the coup and the Derg initially sought to maintain its military support

from the United States.132 Relations with the United States quickly soured, however, and

military contacts with the U.S.S.R. grew. Mengistu’s bloody purges brought closer relations

with the Soviet Union.133 “On the day after the killing of Teferi Banti, Mengistu held

meetings with the Soviet and Cuban ambassadors, who expressed their support — a clear
128Ayele 2014, 207.
129Ayele 2014, 207.
130Ayele 2014, 208.
131Ayele 2014, 208; See also Clapham 1988, 56, 61.
132Armstrong 2013, 195.
133Clapham 1988, 61; Ayele 2014, 104. In a memo to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in October 1974,

the CIA stated that “[w]e know the Ethiopians have already made inquiries to the Soviet Union about aid.
Moscow has indicated a willingness to provide Ethiopia with some military assistance, but Soviet officials
have been very cautious. They have requested that detailed studies of Ethiopian needs be provided and
said the Soviets would provide aid at levels ‘permitted by Soviet resources.’ Moscow’s diffidence stems in
part from its reluctance to offend Somalia and thereby jeopardize Soviet access to military facilities there."
“Intelligence Assessment of Ethiopia.” Memo for Secretary Kissinger from Richard T. Kennedy; Central
Intelligence Agency; 10/16/1974; Secret; Declassified 08/16/2010; CREST No. LOC-HAK-53-2-3-7 [pdf];
Library of Congress. As late as May 1976, Moscow had continued to reject requests for military aid, as it
“view[ed] the military regime as unstable and [did] not want to risk harming Soviet relations with Soma-
lia." “Ethiopia and the Horn of Africa.” Director of Central Intelligence Briefing for Senate Appropriations
Committee; 05/07/1976; Secret; Declassified 09/04/2002; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00353R000100280001-5
[pdf]; General CIA Records.
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indication that they had already decided to back him against his rivals in the Derg."134

Shortly after Mengistu’s bloody purges, Ethiopia and the Soviet Union signed a military aid

agreement and weapons began to arrive in September 1977.135 In November of that year, all

the Soviet advisors who had been in Somalia arrived in Ethiopia. “Within a matter of months,

the number of Soviet military advisers in Ethiopia grew to 1,700. The Soviets brought with

them Cuban troops, whose number was estimated between 12,000 and 18,000."136 Soviet

military advisors were “integrated into all elements of the Ethiopian Army from army down

through brigade level."137 The Soviet Ground Forces Commander General Petrov traveled to

Ethiopia to oversee major ground operations against insurgent groups, and Soviet advisors

“help[ed] plan operations" and were “attached to Ethiopian military units in the field."138 The

Soviet Union would ultimately provide enough material assistance to make the Ethiopian

army one of the largest in sub-Sharan Africa, with over $9.5 billion in military aid to the

regime.139

134Clapham 1988, 61.
135Ayele 2014, 104-5, 113-14. The arms agreement — $504 million (1977 USD) — was the largest Soviet

military aid agreement with an African country, more than twice as much as had been granted to Somalia by
the U.S.S.R. in the preceding decade. “Ethiopia: Assessment of Key Issues.” Intelligence Memo; Office of Re-
gional and Political Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/16/1977; Top Secret; Declassified 11/30/2005;
CREST No: CIA-RDP79R00603A002700020003-1 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

136Ayele 2014, 210.
137“Sub-Saharan Africa: A Growing Soviet Military Presence." Directorate of Intelligence; Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency; 01/12/1985; Top Secret; Declassified 12/01/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01115R000100390002-1; NGA Records.

138“Ethiopia: The Northern Insurgencies.” Research Paper; Office of African and Latin American Anal-
ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 05/04/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85S00317R000300050001-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

139Ottaway 1980, 123; Ottaway and Ottaway 1986, 155; Lefebvre 1991, 32, 42; Ayele 2014, 205, 211, 213;
“Ethiopia: The Impact of Soviet Military Assistance." Research Paper; Office of African and Latin American
Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 01/06/1983; Secret; Declassified 1999; FOIA No. 0000496797 [pdf];
The Princeton Collection.
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Establishment of New Security Services

In order to consolidate power, Mengistu had to contend with the military. One of the

key strategies employed by Mengistu to prevent coup plots from emerging and succeeding

involved the creation of a series of intelligence organizations. Luckily for Mengistu, he had

a foreign patron willing to provide the expertise and resources to help him create these

new security services. The Soviet Union and its allies “extensively reshaped the Ethiopian

intelligence apparatus."140 The “primary civilian intelligence gathering, counter-intelligence

and surveillance service," the Public Security Organization (PSO), was created by the regime

in August 1978.141 Beginning from the year of its establishment, the PSO received KGB and

Stasi organizational and material assistance.142 The PSO was formally subordinated to the

Ministry of Internal Affairs but in effect answered directly to Mengistu.143 The organization

was created after purging the high ranking officers of the Imperial intelligence service, though

many rank-and-file members remained.144 Mengistu “was involved in the approval process

of all major operations."145

The PSO also operated the Military Security Organization, which was later renamed

the Military Security Main Department (Watadarawi Dehninet Tibaqa Wana Mamria), an

intelligence agency created in 1980 and tasked with monitoring the armed forces.146 The
140“The USSR and the Third World." National Intelligence Estimate; NIE 11-10/2-84; Director of Central

Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/19/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP87T00126R000600630007-8 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

141The PSO was originally established as the Ministry of Public Safety and Security in August 1978 and
was renamed the PSO in 1980 (Mesfin 2010, 46; Ayele 2014, 77).

142Mesfin 2010, 46; Ayele 2014, 77, 95-96. See also “Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge:
The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Office of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Is-
sues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-
RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

143Mesfin 2010, 46-47.
144Mesfin 2010, 46.
145Mesfin 2010, 47.
146Mesfin 2010, 48; Ayele 2014, 77, 95-96.
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MSMD penetrated all branches of the military down to the platoon and squad level. The

Department was primarily “tasked to guard against any hostile dispositions toward the regime

and especially [to] prevent coup attempts" and thus acted “as a kind of secret police within

the armed forces."147 The MSMD “was very much disliked by the professionally oriented

officers" and collected “information on the private lives and activities of the armed forces’

personnel, claiming that ‘no detail was too minor to be noted.’"148 The Department was led

until 1991 by a close ally of Mengistu.149

The regime also formed a military intelligence and counterintelligence agency. The Mili-

tary Intelligence Department had been formed originally in the 1950s during Selassie’s regime

to gather information on insurgent groups.150 The MID was attached to the Military Oper-

ations Main Department of the armed forces and as such formally reported to the Chief of

Staff of the armed forces.151 The MID received organizational and material support from So-

viet military intelligence (GRU).152 Military Intelligence Department officers “were attached

to army units as military security personnel. Among other things, they were expected to pro-

tect the army from infiltration by insurgents, recruitment by foreign secret services, hostile

propaganda and control plots and mutinies; and to stop desertion of troops to rebels."153

In addition to these security services, the regime implemented a system of political com-

missars modeled on the Soviet Union. Commissars “had been attached to army units since
147Mesfin 2010, 49; 48.
148Mesfin 2010, 48.
149Mesfin 2010, 48; Ayele 2014, 77.
150Ayele 2014, 86.
151Ayele 2014, 86.
152Mesfin 2010, 50-51. GRU is the Russian acronym for the Main Intelligence Directorate (Главное разве-

дывательное управление), the Soviet military intelligence and counterintelligence agency. During the Cold
War, the GRU was the second largest intelligence agency in the world. For a history of Soviet intelligence
which focuses on the GRU, see Haslam 2015.

153Ayele 2014, 96.
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the early years of the revolution" and in 1983 the Main Political Administration (MPA) of

the Revolutionary Armed Forces was established and modeled on the Soviet system.154 Com-

missars were relied on heavily by the regime to monitor the armed forces.155 Importantly,

the establishment of the system of political commissars was also disliked by the professional

officers.156 Commissars and security officers were usually “much more junior in rank as well

as in military experience" than the professional military commanders.157 Worse still, the

commissars and security officers didn’t answer to the military commander, often interfered

in commander-issued decisions, and could report officer behavior to their respective superi-

ors.158

The commissars and intelligence organizations were embedded in the military under a sys-

tem known as ‘triangular command.’ Introduced in the 1980s, triangular command referred

to the simultaneous command of three institutions: the Military Security Main Department

(modeled on the KGB Special Departments), the Main Political Administration (MPA) of

the Revolutionary Armed Forces (political commissars), and the regular military comman-

ders.159 “Copied from the Soviet Union, the triangular command was thus established to

bring the armed forces under the complete control of the commander in chief. In theory, the

three officers — the military commander, the political commissar, and the security officer —
154Ayele 2014, 77.
155“Ethiopia: The Northern Insurgencies.” Research Paper; Office of African and Latin American Anal-

ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 05/04/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85S00317R000300050001-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

156Ayele 2014, 77; “Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Direc-
torate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No.
CIA-RDP88T00768R000100110001-3; General CIA Records.

157Ayele 2014, 77; See also “Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assess-
ment; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011;
CREST No. CIA-RDP88T00768R000100110001-3; General CIA Records.

158Ayele 2014, 77-78.
159Ayele 2014, 77.
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had separate responsibilities, and they were supposed to forge a harmonious working rela-

tionship. . . In practice, however, the triangular command structure bred mistrust, rivalry,

mutual recrimination, and conflict."160 Commissars “[had] significant power and even [were]

known to interfere in military operations."161

These coup prevention institutions were also closely linked to the Soviet efforts to get

Mengistu’s regime to create a ruling party. This desire for the establishment of a party was

the result of Soviet beliefs that the party would provide a broader and more stable coalition

of pro-Soviet elites and would reduce the reliance on Mengistu alone.162 After initially

resisting Soviet pressure, Mengistu gradually acquiesced and created the Workers’ Party of

Ethiopia (WPE) in September 1984.163 The WPE structure was “clearly modeled after the

Communist Party of the Soviet Union and Moscow played a key role in creating its structure

and policies."164 The Soviet Union trained some 18,000 cadres for the WPE.165 The WPE

was viewed by senior officers “as a threat to their power."166 Though while the Soviets were

successful in getting Mengistu to create the party, it was ultimately highly personalized and
160Ayele 2014, 77.
161“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-

ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

162“Ethiopia: The Impact of Soviet Military Assistance.” Research Paper; Office of African and Latin Amer-
ican Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 01/06/1983; Secret; Declassified 1999; FOIA No. 0000496797
[pdf]; The Princeton Collection; “Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assess-
ment; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011;
CREST No. CIA-RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See also Clapham 1988, 77.

163Clapham 1988, 70, 75-77; Keller 1988, 236-39; Laidi 1990, 173; Saxonberg 2013, 47;“Ethiopia: Institution-
alizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP88T00768R000100110001-3
[pdf]; General CIA Records.

164“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

165Laidi 1990, 172.
166“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-

ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
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did not create a powerful or autonomous source of regime strength.167 The party itself was

dominated by members of the armed forces, and the upper echelons were all key supporters

of Mengistu.168 The party was “closely controlled and designed to ensure that the new party

would pose little threat to the regime."169

Coup Prevention Institutions and Regime Durability

How were such unpopular coup prevention strategies successfully implemented? While we

have no direct evidence of coup plots shelved due to fear of Soviet defense of the regime,

the CIA assessed that it was the presence of Cuban combat troops that might have discour-

aged coup plotters.170 We do know that these measures — commissar creation, intelligence

monitoring, and ruling party formation — were all viewed as threats to officer personal and

corporate interests.171 Therefore, it is a plausible inference that fear of Soviet or Cuban

resistance may have dissuaded an attempt. In any case, once these institutions were in place

they did ultimately play a major role in putting down a series coup attempt.

After a series of crushing military defeats, the Ethiopian military became even more

disgruntled with Mengistu’s reign.172 While the idea of toppling Mengistu had existed since
167Saxonberg 2013, 47.
168Clapham 1988, 70; Keller 1988, 236-39; Saxonberg 2013, 47.
169“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-

ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

170“Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Office
of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Issues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified
08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

171“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

172Tiruneh 1993, 344-45. Morale had already been low since the early 1980s with the poor performance of
the armed forces against the separatist insurgencies. By 1984, “[m]orale within the military [had] plummeted
and serious deficiencies in training, tactics, and leadership [had] been highlighted. “Ethiopia: The Northern
Insurgencies.” Research Paper; Office of African and Latin American Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency;
10/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 05/04/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP85S00317R000300050001-2 [pdf]; Gen-
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around 1984 among the senior officers173, Mengistu’s perceived role in the tactical disaster

at Afabet at the hands of the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front was the last straw.174

Dissatisfaction reached new lows as Mengistu executed senior officers in February 1988.175

On May 16, 1989, Mengistu left for a state visit to East Germany. That day, leaders of

the attempted coup met at the Ministry of National Defense. The plotters made a series of

tactical errors, such as failing to neutralize the Presidential Guard and losing contact with

the commander of the airborne troops flown to lead the coup.176 Ultimately, the Minister

of Internal Affairs betrayed the plotters and the attempt faced violent resistance from the

Soviet-trained MID.177 After the plot failed, Mengistu had twelve generals executed for their

participation.178

The Ethiopian regime ultimately fell to the insurgent groups it had battled throughout

its existence. While Soviet support had begun to decline as early as July 1988, it was not a

lack of military supplies which led to the collapse of the regime.179 In March 1990, Mengistu

renounced Marxism-Leninism and made a desperate attempt to reach out to the West which

was largely rebuked.180 But Soviet deliveries under earlier agreements “continued to trickle

almost to the last days of the regime. More importantly, there was no report of [a] shortage

eral CIA Records.
173“Ethiopia: The Northern Insurgencies.” Research Paper; Office of African and Latin American Anal-

ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 05/04/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85S00317R000300050001-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

174Ayele 2014, 80.
175Tiruneh 1993, 354-55.
176Ayele 2014, 82.
177Tiruneh 1993, 345, 355; Mesfin 2010, 50-51.
178Tiruneh 1993, 356.
179During a July 1988 visit to Moscow, Gorbachev informed Mengistu that the Soviet Union’s “unqualified

economic and military commitment to Ethiopia could not continue much further" and that Ethiopia needed
to liberalize. In that same trip, Moscow declined to satisfy Mengistu’s desire for greater military deliveries,
instead maintaining the existing agreements which expired in 1991 (Tiruneh 1993, 358-59).

180Tiruneh 1993, 360.

94

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP85S00317R000300050001-2.pdf


Chapter 3 adam e. casey

of weapons at all."181 Ultimately, however, the insurgent front “defeated the Derg’s armies

and forced Mengistu to flee to Zimbabwe in May 1991."182 After the military resistance

collapsed, “the regime rapidly disintegrated."183

While the regime ultimately collapsed, it outlasted the typical autocracy under extremely

challenging conditions. Most remarkably, Mengistu’s regime was able to implement a series

of highly penetrative coup prevention measures against the wishes of a preexisting officer

corps hostile to these changes. Utilizing Soviet and Cuban assistance, Mengistu embedded

political commissars and security services in his military which ultimately saved his regime

from a coup attempt launched by his most senior officers.

3.1.2 Afghanistan, 1978-92

Afghanistan under the communist People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) offers

additional evidence of the critical role played by the Soviet Union in aiding client regimes

in creating coup prevention institutions when facing an existing military force. While some

might object to the inclusion of a case of direct Soviet military intervention, the Afghan case

is instructive as two key periods of regime rule were under periods of ‘normal’ cliency rather

than occupation. From April 27, 1978 until December 24, 1979, Kabul received material and

advisory support from Moscow, but was not occupied by the Red Army and did not have

Soviet troops participating directly in combat. Therefore, Soviet-Afghan relations looked

much more like U.S.-South Vietnam relations in the period before the deployment of U.S.

combat troops and the full Americanization of the war. Second, after the withdrawal of Soviet
181Tiruneh 1993, 365.
182Young 1997, 62.
183Young 1997, 169.
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troops in February 1989, Afghanistan returned to patron-client relations in which Moscow

offered advice and material support but again did not directly participate in combat (again

the American-Southeast Asian parallels are to Cambodia and South Vietnam after 1973).

The communist regime in Kabul in fact long outlasted expectations. Despite Soviet and

American pessimism, the PDPA regime survived until April 1992 — over three years after the

withdrawal of Soviet combat forces and after the collapse of its superpower patron. Therefore,

unlike Eastern European regimes in which regime survival might be entirely explained by

the presence of Soviet combat troops, the Soviet Union was largely an advisory and material

presence for critical periods of regime consolidation and crisis.

This section begins with a brief overview of the rise of the PDPA and the coup which

brought the party to power. I then turn to the consolidation of regime power after the

‘revolution’ and the role of Soviet assistance. I demonstrate that the Soviet Union actively

aided its Afghan clients in creating security institutions modeled on Soviet domestic civil-

military relations. These institutions were imposed on an existing military force and required

significant purging of the old armed forces. I focus on two sets of institutions. First, I examine

the security services established by the new regime with direct Soviet assistance. Next I turn

to the imposition of political commissars in the Afghan armed forces. I then turn to how these

institutions functioned to prevent coups against the regime in two critical periods. First, I

examine the initial purges of non-PDPA officers and the risk of retaliatory coup plotting. I

then turn to the coup attempt of March 1990 which followed months of plotting and occurred

from the highest echelons of the armed forces. As we see, the institutions established with

Soviet help successfully prevented this coup long after the withdrawal of Soviet forces. I

conclude with how the overall trajectory of the regime fits with our theoretical expectations.
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Seizure of Power

The People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan seized power in a military coup on April

27, 1978 in what was later called the ‘Saur revolution.’184 The party was founded January

1, 1965 but had split into two factions by 1967.185 One faction, Khalq (“the people/the

masses"), was led by Nur Muhammad Taraki, and the other, Parcham (“the banner"), was

led by Babrak Karmal.186 In their bid to gain political power, the PDPA factions quickly

set about recruiting members of the Afghan military.187 Several months earlier in October

1964, a secret Marxist revolutionary organization had been created in the Afghan army —

the Army Revolutionary Organization — which joined the PDPA after the formation of

the party.188 The political prominence of the PDPA rose after the collapse of the Afghan

monarchy under Zahir Shah. On July 17, 1973, the Afghan military led by Mohammed

Daoud Khan189 launched a coup against Zahir Shah.190 For the coup to succeed, Daoud was

forced to ally with Parchami and Khalqi networks in the armed forces as well as his own loyal

officers. As a result, PDPA members were initially given high positions in the new regime.191

This partnership was to be short-lived, however. Fearful of their political ambitions, after

1974 Daoud quickly set about purging communist officers from the army and banned the

party.192

184The coup was named after the Dari name for the month of April.
185Khristoforov 2016, 53-54. See also Rubin 2002, 82.
186Rubin 2002, 82.
187Rubin 2002, 82; Korgun 2004, 373-74; Giustozzi 2015, 15; Khristoforov 2016, 214.
188Khristoforov 2009, 14; Khristoforov 2016, 54.
189Daoud had been named Minister of Defense in 1953, but he was marginalized from power after 1963 out

of fears of his own political ambitions. However, Daoud maintained his contacts in the army after his formal
removal from power (Giustozzi 2015, 11, 14).

190Giustozzi 2015, 18.
191Arnold 1983, 44; Korgun 2004, 375-76, 384; Giustozzi 2015, 18; Khristoforov 2016, 58.
192Arnold 1983, 47, 51; Giustozzi 2015, 19, 23. On purges of royalist officers, see Korgun 2004, 375. On

the various political factions in the army at the time, see Khristoforov 2016, 213.
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In 1977, Parcham and Khalq reunified and continued recruiting soldiers and other indi-

viduals into the party.193 On April 17, 1978, at a clandestine PDPA meeting in Kabul, party

leader Mir Akbar Khaibar was killed.194 While his assassination was likely carried out by

by underground Islamist groups (who also feared an eventual communist coup) it ultimately

led to Daoud’s undoing. After his assassination, a large street demonstration (10-15,000

people) at the funeral provided a show of strength for the illegal PDPA.195 Fearing a PDPA

coup, Daoud preemptively struck at the party and arrested much of the PDPA leadership,

including Taraki and Karmal, on the evening of April 26th.196 That next day, the Saur Rev-

olution began. Two PDPA members who were officers in the armed forces — Lt. Col. Abdul

Qadir and Capt. Aslam Watanjar — led the coup.197 The coup was violently resisted by

Daoud’s praetorian Republican Guard and the 7th Division of the Army and between 1,000

and 1,500 were killed.198 However, resistance faltered once rank-and-file PDPA members

realized the coup was led by the party.199 While on paper the non-PDPA members of the

army were larger than the party members, the coup succeeded relatively quickly. After a very

bloody first day, the coup was over.200 As the leader of the military-revolutionary committee

declared during the coup, Qadir initially took power on April 27th, but two days later he

handed power to the Revolutionary Council headed by Khalqi faction leader Taraki.201

The coup took foreign governments by surprise. American intelligence did not know
193Khristoforov 2016, 61.
194Khristoforov 2009, 18; Khristoforov 2016, 61.
195Arnold 1983, 57; Giustozzi 2015, 24-28.
196Arnold 1983, 57; Khristoforov 2016, 61-62.
197Korgun 2004, 404; Khristoforov 2009, 18.
198Giustozzi 2015, 28.
199Giustozzi 2015, 28-29.
200Giustozzi 2015, 28.
201“Власть перешла к Военно-решлюционному совету во главе с А. Кадиром, который 29 апреля

передал свои полномочия Революционному совету (РС), который возглавил Н.М. Тараки. Афганистан
был провозглашен Демократической Республикой Афганистан (ДРА)" (Korgun 2004, 404).
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about the coup beforehand, and reported the next day that “Afghan President Daoud may

have been overthrown and replaced by a leftists military government, although the situation

remains highly fluid and confused" and “[w]hile the Soviets are no doubt watching events

in Kabul with great interest, we have had no indication that they were directly involved in

or aware in advance of the coup attempt."202 Evidence from Soviet archives supports this

claim. Despite its longstanding ties to the PDPA, the Soviet Union was not aware of the

coup attempt before it began and was surprised at its occurrence.203 Khristoforov writes

that the revolution occurred “without any initiative and support from the Soviet Union."204

The head of KGB foreign intelligence205, Vladimir Aleksandrovich Kryuchkov, remarked

that “[f]ew expected a revolution in Afghanistan, especially a revolution that from the very

beginning proclaimed socialist goals."206

Establishment of New Security Services

The PDPA immediately faced the challenge of consolidating power, managing a bitter intra-

party rivalry, and maintaining the loyalty of an army which contained a wide array of political

sympathies. Luckily for the new regime, the Soviet Union offered immediate and critical

assistance. By May 1978, Soviet advisors arrived to help the regime reorganize its security

services.207 When General Vasily Zaplatin arrived in Kabul, Taraki’s deputy Amin told

the Soviet official “we need political agencies like you have. No need to change anything.
202National Intelligence Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/28/1978; Top Secret; Declassified

03/08/2007; CREST NO. CIA-RDP79T00975A030600010102-8 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
203Mitrokhin 2002, 26; Westad 2005, 302; Mlechin 2006, 443-44.
204“[Революция] произошла без какой-либо инициативы и поддержки со стороны Советского Сою-

за..." (2009, 20).
205Первого главного управления КГБ.
206“Мало кто ожидал революции в Афганистане, тем более революции, которая с самого начала

провозгласила социалистические цели." Quoted in Khristoforov 2016, 62.
207Khristoforov 2009, 20-21; Khristoforov 2016, 64, 296.
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Everything as you have it."208 More advisors arrived and agreements were signed between

Moscow and Kabul throughout the summer of 1978.209 The regime created three important

security services and political commissars with Soviet assistance. First, the regime created

an expansive new secret police organization modeled on the Soviet KGB.210 The service was

known as KhAD, short for its Dari acronym.211 Like their counterparts in the Soviet special

departments, KhAD agents were embedded in the general staff of the army, air defense, air

force, main body of the army, and the border defense units.212 Moreover, KhAD developed

into a sizable military force in its own right, maintaining its own combat units and reaching

a total personnel level of 20-27,000 in May 1988 (compared to 40,000 in the armed forces).213

Second, the regime created a large new paramilitary organization, Sarandoy, in the Min-

istry of Internal Affairs with help from the Soviet Ministry of Internal Affairs (MVD).214

The Soviet Union deployed around 5,000 or so advisors with the Sarandoy.215 The Sarandoy

was also a very large organization, with total personnel reaching 15-20,000 by May 1988.216

Third, with Soviet military intelligence (GRU) assistance, the PDPA created a new mili-

tary intelligence service. “Military counterintelligence was embedded in the army and was
208“Нам нужны политорганы, как у вас. Менять ничего не надо. Все как у вас" (Quoted in Mlechin

2006, 444).
209Khristoforov 2009, 22).
210Khristoforov 2016, 306.
211Khadamat-e Etala’at-e Dawlati (KhAD), or State Information Service (Giustozzi 2015, 45-46).
212Khristoforov 2016, 219, 306.
213“Afghanistan: Regime Military and Political Capabilities After the Soviet Withdrawal." Intelligence As-

sessment; Office of Near Eastern and South Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/20/1988; Secret;
Declassified 11/14/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP89S01450R000500510001-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records; see
also “Developments in Afghanistan" Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 03/07/1986;
Top Secret; Declassified 09/04/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP89T01363R000200240004-2 [pdf]; General CIA
Records. Using KGB archives, Khristoforov estimates that KhAD had around 27,000 members by the end
of 1985 (2016, 312).

214Khristoforov 2016, 295; see also Oliker 2011, 25.
215Oliker 2011, 28.
216“Afghanistan: Regime Military and Political Capabilities After the Soviet Withdrawal." Intelligence As-

sessment; Office of Near Eastern and South Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/20/1988; Secret;
Declassified 11/14/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP89S01450R000500510001-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
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engaged mainly with controlling the mood of officers and investigating military crimes."217

Fourth, the Soviet Union helped the regime establish political commissars in the armed

forces.218 One of the “main task[s]" of the Soviet advisors was “to establish political de-

partment in the MoD [Ministry of Defense] and create a network of political officers in the

army" to “bring the army units under political control."219 “Gradually, in every battalion of

the Afghan army a party cell was created, and in regiments and higher, a committee."220

The efforts at party recruitment among officers continued after the ‘revolution’, and by the

mid-1980s around 80% of officers were members of the party or the youth wing.221 Therefore,

the “Soviet model of political-bureaucratic control was adopted as a way to strengthen the

army. Immediately after the Saur coup, a Political Affairs General Directorate was estab-

lished within the army; the figure of Political Chief of the Army became one of the dominant

ones; political chiefs, political assistants and political commissars were appointed in each

unit."222

Security Services, the Military, and Regime Durability

The PDPA regime faced tremendous challenges from both outside and inside the regime

after coming to power. From the outside, “radical socio-economic reforms" quickly led to

massive rural resistance and ultimately the rise of a powerful Islamist-led insurgency.223 The
217“Военная контрразведка входыла в состав армии и занималась в основном контролем за настро-

ениями офыцеров и расследованыем воинских преступлений" (Khristoforov 2016, 295).
218Khristoforov 2016, 224, 227.
219Giustozzi 2015, 104; 43. See also Khristoforov 2016, 218.
220"Постепенно в каждом батальоне афганской армии были созданы партийные ячейки, а в полках

и выше — комытеты" (Khristoforov 2016, 219).
221Khristoforov 2016, 219.
222Giustozzi 2015, 33.
223As early as May 9, 1978, the the regime announced a program of radical social reforms (“программа

радикальных социально-экономических реформ") (Korgun 2004, 404). These reforms quickly led to the
beginning of the insurgency in June 1978 (Khristoforov 2016, 66). See also National Intelligence Daily
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regime had “no widespread popular support" and was especially unpopular among religious

conservatives.224 Therefore, the Afghan army was quickly tested by its use for repression

in the name of the regime’s radical social agenda in addition to a growing role in rural

counterinsurgency.

The regime also faced opposition from within the regime in two critical periods. First,

immediately after coming to power the regime had to deal with the dubious loyalty of much

of the armed forces. As mentioned above, like in many military coups225, the bulk of the

armed forces did not participate actively in the coup.226 In fact, while the PDPA had been

remarkably successful for an illegal revolutionary group in recruiting officers into the party,

by the year of the coup, only around 30% of the officer corps had been recruited.227 This left

the majority of the army led by non-party members. The PDPA quickly set about attempting

to purge these non-party officers. Importantly, many did not share the ‘progressive’ outlook

of the new leadership. The CIA assessed in August 1978 that “[d]isillustionment within

the military could eventually prove more dangerous to President Taraki’s regime than the

dissatisfaction of either rightwing opposition groups or tribal dissidents." The Agency saw

disaffection as possible “if Taraki’s policies appeared to be anti-Muslim or if the regime

allied itself too closely with the Soviet Union. Continued action against the tribesmen —

some of whom are relatives of military officers — could also provoke a military coup." They

Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/20/1978; Top Secret; Declassified 11/20/2006; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79T00975A030900010082-8 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

224National Intelligence Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/07/1978; Top Secret; Declassified
06/09/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00975A030800010012-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

225Singh 2014.
226Khristoforov writes that “[к]ак и в 1973 г., несмотря на то, что большество частей и соединений

афганиской армии не участвовало в военном перевороте, в защиту Дауда выступили лишь немногие
[As in 1973, despite the fact that the majority of units and formations of the Afghan army did not participate
in the military coup, only a few came out in defense of Daoud]" (2016, 217).

227Giustozzi 2015, 23.
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noted that “Taraki has attempted to consolidate his control over the military through purges

of suspected opponents, mandatory indoctrination courses, and close civilian supervision

of officer assignments down to the brigade level." Moreover, the “civilian party leadership

appears to be engaged in a campaign to downgrade the military’s contribution to the April

revolution" and had kept the military out of the “the important Political Bureau of the

ruling party’s Central Committee."228 Therefore, like in Ethiopia, the PDPA regime began

a process of civilianization by the party despite its origins in a military coup.229

The corporate and personal threat to officers was all too real. Immediately after the

coup, the PDPA quickly arrested and executed suspected supporters of the former regime,

including both the very top brass (the Minister of National Defense Rasuli, the Chief of the

General Staff Aziz, and the Deputy Commander of the Air Force and Air Defense) and other

“reactionary" officers.230 The leadership also quickly went against the actual operational

leader of the revolution: Abdul Qadir. Qadir was a PDPA member and had been made

Minister of Defense after the coup.231 Qadir was accused of coup plotting against the the

regime and arrested along with 200 other officers in August 1978.232 The arrest aggravated

the military, which was “already unhappy about the influx of Soviet advisers and fighting

against the Pathan [Pashtun] tribes."233

228National Intelligence Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/01/1978; Top Secret; Declassified
12/05/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00975A030800010002-7 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

229Khristoforov writes that the army “essentially brought the PDPA into power and was considered the
main pillar of the regime" (“Армия, ... по сути, привела НДПА к власти и считалась главной опорой
режима") (2009, 28).

230“В армии были проведены аресты и расстрелы сторонников бывшего режима, в том числе ми-
нистра национальной обороны Расули, начальника генерального штаба Азиза, заместителя главно-
командующего ВВС и ПВО и других реакционно настроенных офицеров" (Khristoforov 2016, 63).

231Khristoforov 2016, 63.
232National Intelligence Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/16/1978; Top Secret; Declassified

11/16/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00975A030900010024-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See also
Khristoforov 2009, 24.

233National Intelligence Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/18/1978; Top Secret; Declassified
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As the regime purged Daoud-era officers, it promoted Khalqi officers to the vacant

posts.234 Beginning as early as May 1978, the Parchami officers feared a purge coming

and organized a preemptive coup that ultimately was never attempted.235 The purging of

Parchami officers began in earnest after the rise to power of a new leader from the Khalq

faction, Hafizullah Amin.236 Amin had been Taraki’s deputy, and in September 1979, Taraki

attempted to have Amin killed.237 However, Amin outmaneuvered the assassination plot

and had Taraki arrested and later killed.238 After Taraki’s removal, pro-Taraki officers tried

to revolt but the uprising failed.239 By the end of Amin’s tenure, purges had decimated

the Afghan armed forces. By 1979, the officer corps “might have experienced a 90 per cent

turnover" and the army overall was at perhaps less than half the size it had been prior to the

revolution.240 On December 27, 1979, increasingly fed up with Hafizullah Amin241, Soviet

special forces stormed the Presidential Palace, killed the Afghan leader, and placed Karmal

in power.242

This Soviet intervention marked the beginning of the Soviet war in Afghanistan.243 Dur-

11/01/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00975A030800010032-4 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
234Giustozzi 2015, 30.
235Giustozzi 2015, 30.
236Khristoforov 2009, 24, 32.
237Kalinovsky 2011, 20.
238Giustozzi 2015, 31. The Soviet Union was displeased with Amin’s seizure of power within the regime.

They had in fact recently warned Taraki that Amin planned to oust him (Kalinovsky 2011, 20).
239Giustozzi 2015, 31.
240Giustozzi 2015, 32, 108.
241In addition to his destabilizing intra-party purges and the poor regime performance in the growing

counterinsurgency, the Afghan leader had also been making increased contacts with the United States and
attempting to normalize relations (Khristoforov 2009, 34; Kalinovsky 2011, 20-21).

242Khristoforov 2009, 38; Giustozzi 2015, 33.
243When the Soviet Union ultimately intervened, it did not initially intend to directly fight a war on behalf

of the regime, but instead simply remove Amin (Kalinovsky 2011, 22). Soviet policymakers did not envision
a long intervention. Shortly after the intervention, Soviet Ambassador to the U.S. Anatoly Dobrynin asked
Foreign Minister Gromyko, “Why did they bring troops into Afghanistan, since we will have a big fight
with the Americans?" (Зачем ввели войска в Афганистан, ведь крупно поссоримся с американцами?)
to which Gromyko replied, “It’s only for a month, we’ll do everything and leave quickly." (Это только
на месяц, все сделаем и быстро уйдем.) Quoted in Mlechin 2006, 436. However, the Soviet Union

104

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79T00975A030800010032-4.pdf


Chapter 3 adam e. casey

ing the war, Soviet forces took direct control of Afghan military forces.244 “Soviet advisers

attached to Afghan units control[ed] the units’ administrative and operational activities. The

advisers [made] all decisions concerning operations, organization, promotions, and transfers

of officers."245 During the Soviet war, there were a few military coup attempts despite the

presence of the Soviet armed forces. In the spring of 1983, there was an “attempted coup

by Khalqi junior officers in Kabul [which] caused fighting in several garrisons that resulted

in at least 10 Khalqi deaths."246 In late 1985, some “senior Afghan officers" were purged

after they were accused of “coup plotting."247 Other than these incidents and the problem

of widespread desertions by rank-and-file soldiers, the Afghan armed forces did not attempt

any other coups during Soviet occupation, though that is perhaps not particularly surpris-

ing. The Soviet Union was quickly bogged down and sought a viable exit from Afghanistan

shortly into Gorbachev’s tenure, and on February 15, 1989, the last Soviet combat troops

departed Afghanistan.248

However, the Afghan regime long outlasted predictions of its imminent demise after the

withdrawal of Soviet troops.249 Moscow retained a very high level of material and advisory

quickly found the regime required far greater Soviet intervention to build up the army and fight the growing
insurgency (Kalinovsky 2011, 25). The Soviet war would ultimately cost 13,000 Soviet lives (and 40,000
more wounded) and 800,000 to 1.2 million dead Afghans (Kalinovsky 2011, 1).

244Some direct command of counterinsurgency operations by Soviet advisors occurred as early as August
1979. See Khristoforov 2009, 30.

245“Afghanistan: Resisting Sovietization." Research Paper; Office of Near Eastern and South Asian
Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/14/1984; Secret; Declassified 04/06/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00314R000400020005-2 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

246“Afghanistan: Party Factionalism and Fratricide." Intelligence Assessment; Office of Near Eastern and
South Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 03/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 01/19/2012; CREST
No. CIA-RDP85T00314R000100020001-9 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

247“Developments in Afghanistan" Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 03/07/1986;
Top Secret; Declassified 09/04/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP89T01363R000200240004-2 [pdf]; General CIA
Records.

248Kalinovsky 2011, 178-79.
249In September 1988, the CIA assessed that “[t]he Afghan regime will probably collapse within six to

12 months following the Departure of Soviet forces from Afghanistan." “Afghanistan: Regime Military and
Political Capabilities After the Soviet Withdrawal." Intelligence Assessment; Office of Near Eastern and
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support to the regime even after its withdrawal of forces up until the August 1991 coup

attempt in the USSR.250 After the Soviet withdrawal, the regime feared a potential military

coup, and the praetorian Special Guard, an institution “mainly meant to prevent coups"

was strengthened.251 As resources flowing into Kabul slowed after the Soviet withdrawal

(though importantly were not cut off), the Ministry of the Interior (with its Sarandoy security

service), WAD252, and the Special Guard grew in size and relative resource allocation.253 The

Guard “became de facto the embryo of a second army; from the original strength of 10,000

men, it was further expanded through 1992 to 16,000, with the addition of at least three

more brigades" and was renamed the National Guard.254

Throughout the summer of 1989 rumors circulated that there was a planned Khalqi-led

coup plot against General Secretary Mohammad Najibullah.255 In August, WAD uncovered

purported evidence of such a network and 127 Khalqi officers were arrested. On March

6, 1990, Defense Minister Shahnawaz Tanai launched a coup before trial of the alleged

plotters.256 While forces loyal to Tanai launched airstrikes in Kabul in an attempt to kill

Najibullah, Tanai had few troops under his control. Even Khalqi members of the Interior

Ministry remained neutral, and the Parchami-dominated institutions like the Special Guard

fought to defend Najibullah. After the coup failed, Tanai fled to Pakistan.257 “It could be

argued that the security architecture developed by Najibullah worked. The Special Guard

South Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/20/1988; Secret; Declassified 11/14/2012; CREST
No. CIA-RDP89S01450R000500510001-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

250Rubin 2002, 109; Kalinovsky 2011, 1, 178-79.
251Giustozzi 2015, 38.
252KhAD was renamed the Ministry of State Security, known by its Dari acronym, WAD, in January 1986

(Khristoforov 2016, 313).
253Giustozzi 2015, 55, 91.
254Giustozzi 2015, 38-39.
255In 1986, under Soviet direction, KhAD chief Najibullah became the general secretary of the party.
256Khristoforov 2009, 288.
257Rubin 2002, 151.
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played a key role in Tanai’s defeat, demonstrating how developing personal loyalty within

the security apparatus had not been without merit."258 Moreover, “no political worker took

[Tanai’s] side" and WAD successfully uncovered the plot.259 While the regime thus proved

resilient in the face of internal challenges emerging from the armed forces, it was increasingly

vulnerable to the insurgents. The Afghan regime would ultimately collapse in the face of

the combined Mujahideen insurgencies. Increasingly beleaguered, with dwindling economic

resources necessary to maintain patronage networks and the total collapse of the Soviet Union

in December 1991, the Afghan regime disintegrated in April 1992 and the army “dissolved."260

Therefore, the trajectory of the Afghan communist regime provides important support

for the argument offered here. We saw that the Soviet Union actively aided its Afghan clients

in creating security institutions modeled on Soviet domestic civil-military relations. These

institutions were imposed on an existing military force and required significant purging of the

old armed forces and thew creation of entirely new security services. Early Soviet advisory

presence and the quick establishment of these institutions plausibly prevented successful

reactive coups to military purges in the early consolidation period, and directly contributed

to regime survival by putting down a coup attempt from the highest echelons of the armed

forces in March 1990. Remarkably, this successful coup prevention occurred well after the

removal of Soviet troops. While the PDPA regime ultimately collapsed from below in the

face of the Islamist insurgency several years after the Soviet withdrawal, its invulnerability

to military coups can help explain its surprisingly long tenure. Despite its radical domestic

social agenda, poor battlefield performance, and attempts to dominate the armed forces by
258Giustozzi 2015, 42.
259Giustozzi 2015, 45.
260Giustozzi 2015, 113.
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a party with little popular support, the PDPA regime did not fall to a military coup and

even outlived its patron.

3.2 Discussion

This chapter has demonstrated that the remarkable invulnerability to military coups in Soviet

client regimes can be importantly explained by Soviet sponsorship. Moscow facilitated the

creation or expansion of a series of institutions which limited the capacity of military forces

to oust incumbent regimes. Most importantly, Moscow aided in the creation of civilian

control mechanisms in the form of political commissars and internally-directed intelligence

organizations that were embedded directly in the armed forces. Once imposed, commissars

and intelligence organizations proved effective in preventing coups, and continued to function

after Soviet assistance was withdrawn.

By exploring a range of case studies and using a host of recently declassified archival

sources from the United States and Russian-language materials using Soviet KGB archives,

we traced the active role played by the Soviet Union in creating coup prevention institutions

among its clients. In the cases where the Soviet Union helped build new military forces from

scratch in its client regimes, these militaries were staffed with party loyalists and enmeshed

with overlapping security institutions from the very beginning. In revolutionary seizures of

power such as Mozambique, the Soviet Union facilitated the organization of these security

services, though the regime was already moving in the Soviet-style direction. Finally, and

perhaps most importantly, we saw how in cases where Soviet client regimes inherited exist-

ing military forces — such as Afghanistan and Ethiopia — Soviet support was critical in
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imposing the highly penetrative coup prevention institutions established by Soviet clients.

Soviet protection from military backlash was critical in explaining the acquiescence of dis-

gruntled professional officers to these changes. Once imposed, these institutions really did

prove effective in deterring and fighting back attempted coups, even after the removal of

active Soviet intervention. The evidence provided in this chapter also lends credence to the

importance of security services having incentives to violently resist coup attempts.261 In the

coup attempts which did occur in Soviet clients, security services tied closely to the regime

fought back to successfully quash these coups.

261DeBruin 2018, 1437-38; Geddes et al. 2018, 164, 173.
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Allies of Convenience: Western Support

for Client Dictatorships

“We should recognize that it is in our
interest to continue a close relationship
with almost any Thai government that
might emerge from a coup."

Memo for CIA Director William Colby
from National Intelligence Officer for
South and Southeast Asia

Washington, D.C., March 1974a

aFRUS 1969-1975, Vol. E-12, Docs. on
East and S.E. Asia, 1973-76, Doc. 380.
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As the previous chapter demonstrated, the Soviet Union devoted considerable resources

to protecting its clients from the threat of a military coup. Such assistance was not forthcom-

ing from Western patrons. In fact, U.S. and European ambivalence toward the rule of their

particular autocratic allies — and a primary focus on preventing communist and Islamist

takeover — rendered their clients vulnerable to military coups. Unlike Soviet sponsorship,

Western patronage had countervailing effects. On the one hand, foreign sponsorship lowered

the external costs of coup prevention strategies by reducing the costs of poor battlefield ef-

fectiveness. Confident of foreign support if seriously challenged by opposition emerging from

outside the regime, it was safe for clients to attempt to weaken their militaries by purging

officers and fragmenting the coercive apparatus. On the other hand, Western sponsorship

did not reduce the internal costs of coup prevention as it did not protect client regimes from

their own military forces. Western clients received no sponsor support for coup prevention

strategies. As client efforts to reduce the capacity of their armed forces to launch a coup

posed a substantial threat to the personal and corporate interests of military officers, they fre-

quently led to the very event they were intended to prevent. When these coups against client

autocrats succeeded, they were accepted as faits accomplis by Western patrons. Therefore,

the effects of Western support pushed in different directions. On the one hand, sponsorship

reduced the threat posed by armed insurgent groups. On the other hand, it did not prevent

coups or, for that matter, democratization. Yet given the centrality of coups to authoritarian

survival, it was this that most shaped regime survival. These countervailing effects led to

both coup risk and regime survival rates that closely resembled non-client autocracies.

This chapter begins with a discussion of how U.S. and Western powers began the process

of supporting client regimes in the postwar period. We then turn to how strategies of client
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regime support by Western patrons shaped client coup vulnerability. Two case studies of

American support and client regime survival — Cambodia 1970-75 and South Vietnam 1954-

63 — provide additional evidence for the arguments offered here and assessed cross-nationally

in Chapter 2 using recently declassified archival sources. We conclude with a discussion of

the findings.

From Colonies to Clients

The end of Second World War ushered in two profound changes to the international system.

First, the weakening of European imperial powers and growing demands for decolonization

led to independence for much of the colonial world within twenty years and a quadrupling of

international system membership by the end of the century.1 Second, the postwar interna-

tional system was characterized by a growing bipolar rivalry between the United States and

the Soviet Union and brought both states to unprecedented positions of political, economic,

and military power.2

One of the consequences of these transformations was the rise of authoritarian client

regimes. Authoritarian client regimes were of course not merely a post-1945 invention.

Powerful states have maintained a variety of forms of control over weaker political units,

from suzerainity of a dominant state over a vassal state to indirect and direct colonialism.

More recently, Nazi Germany maintained patron-client relations with formally independent

states.3 Moreover, as we saw earlier, the Bolsheviks established a client regime as early as

1921 in Mongolia. However, the rise of independent states after WWII and the rise of the
1Coggins 2014, 5-6.
2Gunitsky 2017, 156-57, 159-60, 177-79.
3Mazower 2008; Barbieri 2015.
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new superpowers ushered in an era of client regimes. There were two principal reasons why

powerful states sought client regimes.

First, departing colonial powers frequently sought to establish patronage relations with

indigenous regimes to maintain colonial-era influence. This was generally the model of client

regime sponsorship pursued by Great Britain and France. After the end of the Second World

War, European colonial powers (e.g., the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, and Bel-

gium) were severely weakened but quickly sought to reassert control over their colonies.4 In

some cases patrons had completely lost control over their territories during the war to rival

great powers or indigenous anticolonial revolutionaries, and in others had seen their influ-

ence and position decline due to severe economic and military weakening in the metropole.

The sacrifice of many colonial subjects in imperial armies also hastened growing nationalist

movements calling for greater autonomy and even independence. Cash-strapped European

governments undergoing costly postwar reconstruction at home increasingly could not afford

to resist demands for decolonization. These powers also found themselves dependent on

support from American allies who were generally hostile to colonialism.

The U.S. role in decolonization was ambiguous, varied, and sometimes contradictory. On

the one hand, the United States maintained a genuine antipathy to colonialism and in general

was supportive of the idea of national self-determination.5 On the other hand, the United

States was concerned about rebuilding European states to face a growing Soviet threat.6 The

United States ultimately came to support independence where the main nationalist groups

were not led by communists (e.g., Malaysia and Indochina).7 In Indonesia, the United
4Westad 2005, 86.
5Westad 2005, 26, 118; Westad 2017, 132.
6Newsom 2001, 47; Westad 2005, 26; Westad 2017, 209-31.
7Westad 2005, 113; Westad 2017, 270.
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States feared that the Dutch attempt to crush the Sukarno-led independence movement

in 1948 would undermine stability in the Netherlands as well as provide the Soviets with a

powerful source of propaganda.8 As a result, the United States informed Dutch policymakers

in March 1949 that the Netherlands “would lose both Marshall Plan funding and military

support under NATO" unless they agreed to negotiated independence for Indonesia.9 In

French Indochina, Washington had initially “looked warily on France’s recolonization" of the

region, “but with the triumph of Mao’s communist revolution in 1949 and the outbreak of war

in Korea just eight months later, the Truman administration came to see French Indochina

as a front in the global war against communism."10

The U.S. was also dissatisfied with the manner with which London dealt with its client

regimes after formal decolonization. In the Middle East, “[a]s early as 1946, the Truman

administration believed that Egypt seemed primed for Soviet penetration, unless the United

States replaced the decaying British colonial stranglehold in the Middle East with a benev-

olent American security system. The Americans were concerned that lingering British colo-

nialism, as well as Egypt’s post-secondWorld War slide into chaos, would eventually facilitate

communist penetration of the country."11 The U.S. felt that by replacing European imperial

rulers with American support for newly independent states it could result in the victory by

noncommunist nationalists.12

This generally hostile position by their most important ally did not mean, however, that

European powers simply accepted American entreaties to give up their colonial possessions.
8McMahon 1981.
9Westad 2005, 114.

10Hitchcock 2018, 180.
11Gerolymatos 2010, 106.
12Hitchcock 2018, 203-4.
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In Algeria and Indochina, France fought devastating wars in failed attempts to retain and

regain control over its colonies.13 In Kenya, the British fought a brutal counterinsurgency

against the Mau Mau uprising starting in 1952.14 After Mau Mau, however, London decided

to relinquish control over its African colonies.15

France fought much harder both to resist decolonization and then to retain a privileged

position in its former African colonies.16 Several attempts were made by Paris to create

alternative political unions to formal independence. On September 28, 1958, France held

an empire-wide referendum on a new model of political association which was rejected by

Guinea in favor of independence. As punishment, French President de Gaulle declared that

“one cannot conceive of an independent territory and a France that continues to aid it.

The [independent] government will bear the consequences, economic and otherwise, that are

entailed in the manifestation of such a will." The Guinean leader Sékou Touré famously

replied that “[w]e prefer poverty in liberty to riches in slavery."17 After the independence

referendum, Paris severed most economic ties and aid, and French administrators even cut

the telephone lines on their way out.18

Britain relinquished direct imperial control over the Middle East rather quickly after

the Second World War. By 1948 Britain announced it would withdraw its troops from the

Palestine Mandate and that it would no longer be able to defend Greece or Turkey from

Soviet aggression. “London had neither the will nor the ability to manage the growing
13On Algeria, see McDougall 2017, 179-234. On Indochina, see Kort 2018, 85.
14Maloba 1993.
15Cooper 2002, 66.
16Schmidt 2013, 168.
17Quoted in Schmidt 2013, 174.
18Schmidt 2013, 174.
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anticolonial sentiments sweeping the region."19 The UK was “severely overstretched" and

“was beginning to come to terms with two needs: reducing imperial commitments to the

minimum, and acquiring oil to the maximum. In the long run, Britain had to leave the Gulf.

In the short term it had to make sure that its domestic networks of rulers could lay claim to

oil reserves and defend territories, thus surviving its departure."20 To accomplish this goal,

the United Kingdom sought to maintain influence in its former colonies by establishing client

regimes that would host British bases and guarantee that many of the metropole’s economic

and geostrategic interests could be sustained after independence.21

This transformation attempted to follow some of the logic of late colonialism — which

emphasized minimal costs to the metropole — as the ideal postindependence relationship

for the former colonial power was one of essentially indirect rule.22 For the UK in Iraq,

“[t]he ideal solution was to set up a client indigenous state whose rulers could claim to

be in some sense independent but which also recognized the benefits of underlying British

influence and would therefore accept some limitation on their sovereignty."23 Thus, in Iraq,

“a small group of politicians and officials entirely dependent on the British connection [was]

installed in office, and provided they did nothing which could be interpreted by the British

and unfriendly, their positions were fairly secure."24

The United States did maintain several colonial possessions on the European mold, most

notably the Philippines (1898-1946). Washington announced plans to prepare the Philippines
19Bronson 2006, 44.
20Takriti 2013, 18.
21Balfour-Paul 1991, 9.
22On the logic of late colonialism, see Herbst 2000, 64-66.
23Fieldhouse 2008, 87.
24Sluglett 2007, 211.
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for independence beginning in 1916, with internal autonomy granted in 1935.25 Manila gained

independence in 1946, but “on the clear understanding that the United States would keep its

military bases and most of its political influence intact."26 Like its European counterparts,

then, the U.S. maintained active involvement in Filipino affairs, reorganizing the army and

providing air support in the counterinsurgency against the Huk rebellion in central Luzon.27

Ultimately, however, the transformation from colony to client state was to be much more

profound than intended by European colonial powers. Formal independence, and the ensuing

global Cold War rivalry between two new superpowers would render European influence over

its clients far more reduced than initially hoped for. With the growth of indigenous armed

forces and the jettisoning of European officers in many former colonies, and with increasingly

severe costs to military intervention, European patrons found themselves with far less ability

to direct local events than initially intended. On some occasions, even heavily interventionist

France found itself kicked out of client regimes after regime changes led to new anti-French

leadership (e.g., Madagascar in 1972, Mauritania in 1980).28 The UK fared far worse than

its French counterpart in maintaining influence in client regimes. Every British client either

collapsed to a military coup and realigned away from London (Egypt in 1952, Iraq in 1958,

Libya in 1969), remained in power but came to be sponsored by the United States (Jordan

by 1957, Saudi Arabia by 1950), or realigned toward Washington without becoming a full

client (Oman in the mid-1980s).29

25Karnow 1989, 13, 15.
26Westad 2005, 23.
27Westad 2005, 115-17; Kapstein 2017, 139-44.
28On Madagascar, see Covell 1987, 148, 152; Allen 1995, 81, 92, 229. On Mauritania, see Moose 1985, 65,

78.
29On Egypt, see Gerolymatos 2010, 110-11; On Iraq, see Newsom 2001, 75; Fieldhouse 2008, 113-15.

On Libya, see “US Negotiations on Wheelus Air Base." Memo for CIA Director; Office of National Es-
timates; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/11/1969; Secret; Declassified 07/22/2005; CREST No. CIA-
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Therefore, independence was often achieved with continued foreign interference in the

domestic politics of new states. In some cases, former colonial rulers became the patrons

of the newly independent states as we saw above. In other cases, however, patronage was

forthcoming from the new Western hegemon: the United States. America found itself after

the war with unprecedented power but also a growing threat from the Soviet Union. As the

Cold War grew in intensity, the United States came to the position position of supporting

allies it had previously viewed as geopolitically marginal or too unsavory to support.

As a democratic power that generally sought to make the world more liberal, the United

States had long been uncomfortable with supporting authoritarian regimes abroad. Cold War

necessities would quickly force the U.S. to support regimes “that were considered repugnant

to its basic ideals."30 “Expediency overcame a commitment to the ideology of democracy be-

cause the policy appeared to provide immediate benefits. The United States gained friendly

if brutal and corrupt allies who provided stability, support for American policies, and a favor-

able atmosphere for American business."31 Gunitsky writes that after the immediate postwar

support for democratization, “the United States turned toward support anti-communism at

any cost, even if this meant overturning ostensibly democratic regimes."32 The United States

saw the expansion of communism — and of regimes friendly to communism — as a princi-

pal challenge to U.S. foreign policy.33 This triumph of anticommunism was perhaps most

famously articulated by President John F. Kennedy in regards to the U.S. position vis-a-vis

the Dominican Republic under Rafael Trujillo. Kennedy stated that “there are three pos-

RDP79R00904A001500010002-5 [pdf]; General CIA Records. On Jordan, see Yom 2016, 164; Pollack 2019,
39. On Saudi Arabia, see Bronson 2006, 25, 34, 40. See section 6.3.5 for more information.

30Macdonald 1992, 12.
31Schmitz 1999, 5.
32Gunitsky 2017, 188.
33Schmitz 1999, 142; Westad 2005, 111.
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sibilities in descending order of preference: a decent, democratic regime, a continuation of

the Trujillo regime, or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the first, but we really can’t

renounce the second until we are sure that we can avoid the third."34

One central element of this strategy was to support client regimes. These regimes were

supported for the geopolitical significance. Consider the changing nature of American interest

in Thailand. The seizure of power by Field Marshal Phibun in November 1947 “could not

have more exasperated the United States."35 Phibun had allied himself with fascist Japan in

WWII, and was as such strongly disliked by the United States and other Western allies. His

return to power was “actively opposed" by London and Washington.36 At the same time,

U.S. pressure was limited as Thailand was of little strategic importance to the United States

and therefore linkages were relatively sparse.37 The U.S. adopted a cool posture and did not

officially recognize the government until March 1948.38

This cool American reception to Phibun’s regime was due in large part to the weakness

of the communist threat to Thailand and Southeast Asia more generally at the time. U.S.

policymakers were largely unconcerned about Thailand and local communist strength in

1947.39 However, by the spring of 1948, the U.S. was growing increasingly concerned about

communist gains in the area.40 American concern for the region accelerated rapidly with the

victory of the Chinese Communist Party in the Chinese Civil War in 1949 and the growing

Viet Minh insurgency in French Indochina. As a result, the U.S. position toward the Thai
34Quoted in Rabe 2016, 98.
35Fineman 1997, 12.
36Fineman 1997, 18, 22.
37Fineman 1997, 24.
38Fineman 1997, 40-42.
39Fineman 1997, 73.
40Fineman 1997, 49-50, 56-57, 73-74.
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military regime changed quickly and Washington extended $10 million in military aid in

January 1950 and economic aid shortly thereafter.41 With the outbreak of the Korean War

that summer and the Thai decision to send troops to join the American-led United Nations

force in August, American aid began to arrive in Bangkok much more quickly.42 The U.S.

sought to reorganize the Thai military into a well-equipped and well-trained forces “capable

of defending the country against outside attack or subversion."43 The U.S. established a

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) in 1950 that began the task of reorganizing

the Thai military along American lines.44 The MAAG in Thailand had by October 1951

engaged in “intensive training" for the Thai Army and Air Force. After the MAAG infantry

training courses, Thai officers were now in the position to train nine U.S.-equipped battalions

to be stationed in the provinces.45 This change in geopolitical priorities ushered in a period

of continuous U.S. sponsorship of a series of regimes in Bangkok.

This was true for other clients. In many cases, clients bordered the Soviet Union or

pro-Soviet regimes. They also tended to cluster in response to major events in the Cold

War. For example, dictatorships in Central America rose considerably in importance to

Washington after the Cuban revolution. In East Asia, the communist revolution in China also

greatly alarmed American policymakers and spurred support to regimes previously viewed

as marginal. Table 4 provides the list of autocratic regimes that at any point were American

clients, 1946-2010.46

So if the Cold War and decolonization saw the proliferation of Western support for client
41Fineman 1997, 90, 106, 116, 118.
42Fineman 1997, 118, 132.
43Fineman 1997, 132.
44Fineman 1997, 132, 145.
45FRUS 1951, Vol. VI, Asia and the Pacific, Pt. 2, Doc. 89.
46See section 6.3.3 for more information.
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u.s. client regimes
Afghanistan 09- Guatemala 66-70 Pakistan 47-58
Brazil 64-85 Guatemala 70-85 Pakistan 58-71

Cambodia 70-75 Indonesia 66-99 Pakistan 75-77
Chile 73-89 Iran 25-79 Pakistan 77-88

Congo/Zaire 60-97 Jordan 46- Pakistan 99-08
Cuba 52-59 Korea South 48-60 Saudi Arabia 27-
Egypt 52- Korea South 61-87 South Vietnam 54-63

El Salvador 48-82 Laos 59-60 South Vietnam 63-75
El Salvador 82-94 Laos 60-62 Taiwan 49-00
Ethiopia 1889-1974 Liberia 44-80 Thailand 47-57
Guatemala 54-58 Liberia 80-90 Thailand 57-73
Guatemala 58-63 Nicaragua 36-79 Thailand 76-88
Guatemala 63-66

Table 4.1: U.S. Client Regimes, 1946-2010

autocracies, what did that support look like? The rise and spread of movements hostile

to the United States was to be chiefly countered by promoting economic growth, land re-

form, and military capacity building in clients. U.S. policymakers and military planners

recognized that the problem posed by “international Communism” seizing power “through

internal means” was not “solely a military one.” But while economic development and re-

ducing the stark inequalities that policymakers believed drew individuals to communism

were important foreign policy goals47, the U.S. nevertheless devoted considerable resources

to the organization and training of military forces in the developing world.48 Strong military

forces in client regimes would provide the indigenous capacity to resist communist insur-

gents and Soviet-backed aggression without necessitating costly interventions by the United

States.49 Washington sought to create militaries in its own image. This was partially out of

a theory of civil-military relations and battlefield effectiveness that privileged apolitical and
47President Harry Truman hypothesized in 1950 that “poverty, misery, and insecurity are the conditions

on which Communism thrives” (Quoted in Kapstein 2017, 30).
48“Counter Insurgency Operations: A Handbook for the Suppression of Communist Guerrilla/Terrorist

Operations.” United States Army; May 22, 1961; Papers of John F. Kennedy; Presidential Paper; President’s
Office Files; JFKPOF-080-014; [pdf]; John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, pp. 47-48.

49Rosenau 2005, 18.
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autonomous armed forces and partially the result of an aversion to implementing ‘totalitar-

ian’ civil-military relations in its clients.50 The United States and its Western allies were

simply not attempting to build durable authoritarian rule for its own sake. Instead, spon-

sorship was primarily against the seizure of power by groups viewed as hostile to Western

geopolitical interests.51

Yet this ambivalence toward its autocratic allies had a series of unintended consequences

for regime durability. In particular, it left clients highly vulnerable to military coups. Instead

of providing cover for or aiding in the implementation of coup prevention strategies, American

clients were forced to go it alone in attempting to reduce the threat to their rule posed by

their own militaries. When their ‘coup proofing’ strategies led to a military backlash, the

U.S. largely stood aside as they were generally confident the new military rulers would remain

amenable to core U.S. interests. American views toward the likely consequences of military

rule offer important insights into why Washington was generally confident a post-coup regime

would maintain alliance benefits. In a discussion of a recent State Department research paper

on the causes and consequences of military rule at the National Security Council on June

18, 1959, Secretary of Defense Neil McElroy noted that it “had been generally true that

military leadership has basically represented a conservative element in the societies of the

newly developing countries. While in some instances, the military can be troublesome, it

remained true that in these backward societies, it was desirable to encourage the military

to stabilize a conservative system." Moreover, President Eisenhower suggested that young

military leaders in the developing world could likely be influenced by American military
50On the U.S. reaction to such institutions in Taiwan, see Greitens 2016, 98, 110.
51Westad 2005, 111. In a similar vein, O’Rourke (2018, 7) finds that U.S. policymakers were “pragmatic”

in their installation of new regimes abroad, supporting a range of autocratic regime types (as well as democ-
racies).
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training in ways amenable to U.S. interests. Eisenhower stated he believed “the trend towards

military take-overs in the underdeveloped countries of Asia and Africa was almost certainly

going to continue. Accordingly, we must do our best to orient the potential military leaders

of these countries in a pro-Western rather than in a pro-Communist direction."52 The CIA

also noted potential upsides to military rule owing to the alignment of U.S. interests in

anticommunism with most military officers.53

On January 7, 1955, the U.S. National Security Council issued a report which outlined

the “Basic National Security Policy" of the United States (NSC-5501). NSC-5501 highlighted

the threat to U.S. national security posed by the vulnerability of the noncommunist devel-

oping world to communist “subversion." The report stated that “[d]irect action against the

Communist apparatus must rest largely with the local governments concerned, although the

U.S. should be able to help significantly, chiefly through covert means. In countries vulner-

able to subversion, the U.S. should, as one of its objectives, assist in the development of

adequate internal security forces. In case of an imminent or actual Communist seizure of

control, the U.S. should take all feasible political, economic, and covert measures to thwart

it, and, it appropriate, should take military action, if required to cope with the situation."54

After NSC-5501, the Operations Coordinating Board (OCB) of the U.S. National Security

Council commissioned a report on internal security forces in the noncommunist developing

world. The OCB stated that as per NSC-5501 it is “in the U.S. interest to assist countries

vulnerable to communist subversion to develop adequate internal security forces" it is in-

cumbent on the U.S. to provide the knowledge, training, and means to defend such countries
52FRUS 1958-1960 ; Vol. XVI; East Asia-Pacific Region; Cambodia; Laos; Doc. 36.
53“The Meaning of Militarism in Latin America." DI; OCI No. 2372/63; CIA; 10/21/1963; Confidential;

Declass. 06/24/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001300050016-4 [pdf].
54FRUS 1955-57 ; Vol. XIX; National Security Policy; Doc 6.
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from subversion as they themselves lacked the capacity to do so. 55

In a 1961 report, the U.S. Army stated that American interests in areas targeted by

communist opposition groups “lies primarily in preventing further communist expansion by

maintaining stable popularly supported non-communist governments in power in the coun-

tries of allies, friends and the so-called neutral or uncommitted nations.” Small-scale military

support for a successful local regime which built public support was seen as the best possible

solution. The report states that “[t]he presence of major bodies of foreign troops is unpalat-

able to the indigenous population and discredits the government in power as a ‘puppet’ or

‘tool’ of the foreign imperialists incapable of ruling without the support of foreign troops.

However, the judicious and timely use of small foreign specialist teams of military and civil

personnel for the purpose of providing assistance and advice in this field has proven to be

both feasible and successful."56 To that end, the United State embarked on a wide ranging

series of efforts to train military forces in client regimes. These efforts, however, had a series

of unintended consequences for client regime stability.

4.0.1 Strategies of Sponsorship and Client Coup Prevention

U.S. military and security force training was focused on designing American-style security

institutions that were oriented toward fighting foreign communist armies or insurgent groups.

Such aid was not focused on building military forces incapable of launching coups against

client regimes. Principally concerned with anticommunism, the United States did not seek
55“Report to the National Security Council Pursuant to NSC Action 1290-d." Operations Coordinating

Board; U.S. National Security Council; 11/23/1955; Top Secret; Declassified 07/16/10. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Presidential Library.

56“Counter Insurgency Operations: A Handbook for the Suppression of Communist Guerrilla/Terrorist
Operations.” United States Army; May 22, 1961; Papers of John F. Kennedy; Presidential Paper; President’s
Office Files; JFKPOF-080-014; [pdf]; John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum.
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to build authoritarian police states for its clients, a form of civil-military relations the United

States found unsavory at best and counterproductive at worst.

As we saw in Chapter 1, there are four principal strategies to prevent the regular armed

forces from having the capacity to launch a coup. One is to penetrate the army with party

advisors and security services to monitor the officer corps (infiltration). U.S. clients did

not receive such assistance. American policymakers viewed intelligence services as ideally

concerned with finding communist opposition, not monitoring noncommunist opposition

groups or the officer corps. Another strategy is fragmentation, or the ‘counterbalancing’ of

the army through the creation of alternative security forces. The U.S. did provide assistance

to the creation of paramilitary organizations, but not as a means to counterbalance the

army. These forces were supported by Washington for their perceived utility in fighting or

deterring communist insurgency. They, like their regular military counterparts, were also

meant to be apolitical and autonomous. Starting as early as its imperial interventions in

Central America before WWII, “the United States attempted to create gendarmeries that

were apolitical, professional, and subject to the rule of law."57

In the OCB report from 1955, U.S. policymakers were aware of the potential for the use

of these internal security forces for authoritarian repression but ultimately thought these

issues could be overcome. The report states that:

Efforts must be made in improving police-type forces not only to ensure public support
thereof, but also to prevent the creation of powerful organizations which may later be used
by politicians against the interests of the people. Otherwise the situation could arise where
the United States might be associated in the public mind with backing corrupt and author-
itarian police systems manipulated by local politicos. If care is taken in the implementation

57Rosenau 2005, 15.
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of U.S. police assistance programs, this situation can be minimized.58

When clients nevertheless attempted coup prevention strategies, these were in fact looked

on with dissatisfaction by American policymakers. The U.S. assessed that in South Korea

security apparatus fragmentation under Syngman Rhee made the regime more vulnerable to

communist subversion but viewed their capacity to stop this behavior as limited. The OCB

report states that:

ROK [Republic of Korea] internal security forces consist of the National Police, the Army
Counter Intelligence Corps, the Joint Provost Marshal Command, the Kyungmudae Police
(President Rhee’s private police and investigative force) and an intelligence section in the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In addition to considerable corruption and maladministration in
these internal security forces, they are deficient in counter-espionage and counter-intelligence
techniques. There is no coordination between various counter-subversive agencies and be-
tween various elements within individual agencies. No central files or registry on subversives
is maintained; there is virtually no understanding of the security requirements of counter-
espionage and counter-intelligence operations and these security forces lack adequate tech-
nical equipment. . . In view of the lack of an immediate threat of subversion and of the
deliberate policy of the ROK Government of maintaining several competing internal secu-
rity organizations, it is doubtful that the ROK can be persuaded to make genuine efforts to
reorganize individual security agencies or to unite or coordinate their activities.59

The Report concludes that “[i]n view of the lack of an immediate threat of subversion

and of the liberate policy of the ROK Government of maintaining several competing internal

security organizations, it is doubtful that the ROK can be persuaded to make genuine efforts

to reorganize individual security agencies or to unite or coordinate their activities."

Beyond an unwillingness to aid in client coup prevention strategies, the United States and
58“Report to the National Security Council Pursuant to NSC Action 1290-d." Operations Coordinating

Board; U.S. National Security Council; 11/23/1955; Top Secret; Declassified 07/16/10. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Presidential Library.

59“Report to the National Security Council Pursuant to NSC Action 1290-d." Operations Coordinating
Board; U.S. National Security Council; 11/23/1955; Top Secret; Declassified 07/16/10. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Presidential Library.
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its Western allies were generally willing to accept successful coups against their client regimes.

This was because, as mentioned above, U.S. policymakers were generally confident post-coup

regimes would maintain alignment. In Guatemala, after the assassination of Castillo Armas

by his praetorian guard in 1957 (a client the United States had devoted considerable effort

to installing into power60), a succession of military juntas “had the blessing of the United

States"61 and the U.S. “encouraged" a 1963 coup.62

In Thailand, the United States was ambivalent to coups which overthrew U.S. client

regimes in Bangkok. In a memo for William Colby, the Director of Central Intelligence from

the National Intelligence Officer for South and Southeast Asia on March 8, 1974, the CIA

analysts recommended that the following guidelines should “govern" the “U.S. response to

a military coup or attempted coup in Thailand." First, “we ought to recognize that it is in

our interest to continue a close relationship with almost any Thai government that might

emerge from a coup." Second, “[i]f we intervene in any way to prevent a coup, and that coup

then succeeds, we would merely prejudice our future relations with a new Thai government."

Therefore, “[d]uring any coup attempt the U.S. should maintain a low profile and remain

detached from the situation, but should continue all assistance programs and contacts with

the government at present levels." Finally, “[o]nce a coup has succeeded and the dust has

settled, the U.S. should in low key express acceptance of the situation."63 Indeed, the U.S.

accepted a series of Thai military coups until the end of the Cold War.

An ambivalence toward autocratic allies and a willingness to accept coups d’état was

also a common feature of French sponsorship of its client regimes. Like its American ally,
60See Streeter 2000, 27-28; Rabe 2016, 49-50; Hitchcock 2018, 164, 167.
61Westad 2017, 346.
62Rabe 2016, 57.
63FRUS 1969-1975, Vol. E-12, Docs. on East and S.E. Asia, 1973-76, Doc. 380.
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France promoted civil-military relations that were broadly similar to those in France and

the U.S.64 Consider the regime of Hamani Diori in Niger (1960-74). Like many other former

French colonies, Diori signed a mutual defense pact with Paris which provided for internal

and external defense.65 France also provided for the organization and training of the new

national army, which was comprised of three companies of former African-staffed French

military units.66 French soldiers remained stationed in the country after independence.67

Diori’s regime in general was heavily reliant on Paris. “French advisors held most of the key

positions in both the police and on the presidential staff, and nearly every ministry in the

national government had a French cabinet secretary. French advisors also directly ran Niger’s

internal security forces."68 Diori’s regime faced a threat from the more radical nationalist

party Sawaba, which had been violently repressed by French forces before independence.69

By 1964, the Sawaba had organized an armed insurgency which ultimately had very limited

impact, save for an assassination attempt on Diori’s in 1965.70

A more serious threat had occured in December 1963, when military officers led by Cap-

tain Diallo in coordination with several cabinet ministers attempted a coup which collapsed

when the plotters failed to win over most of the other officers. 90 officers were tried after

the failed coup, and several were sentenced to death.71 This event led Diori to recognize

the threat posed by his military. As a concession to his officer corps, he disbanded the Civil

Service Corps and rural militia he had organized to ostensibly confront the Sawaba insur-
64Bachmann 2014, 609.
65Crocker 1968, 22.
66Somerville 1990, 22.
67“France’s Military Role in Africa from ‘West Africa.’" Africa Report 9, no. 1: 14-15.
68Charlick 1991, 77.
69Charlick 1991, 51, 56.
70Charlick 1991, 56.
71Charlick 1991, 56.
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gency but were perceived by the army to have been developed as a counterweight.72 The

coup attempt came during a period of strained relations with France, and Diori feared that

Paris would have supported a successful coup.73 After Diori refused to recognize Biafra to

the anger of Paris, rumors of a French-backed coup circulated in Niger.74 Moreover, Diori’s

retention of French officers in the military increasingly became an issue for the Nigerien offi-

cers.75 Diori further angered his officers when he used the army to break up student strikes

and collect unpaid taxes.76 A Nigerien-Libyan defense pact in December 1973 angered his

French patrons.

Ultimately, on April 15, 1974, a successful military coup overthrew Diori. His Presidential

Guard (formed after the 1965 assassination attempt) violently resisted the coup, and around

20 were killed.77 Critically, Paris simply watched as the coup unfolded. “There is no solid

evidence that the French intervened directly or that they openly encouraged the rebels. Diori

almost certainly asked for French intervention, but it was never forthcoming. Having come

to the judgement that their longtime ally Diori had become a liability, the French merely

stepped aside and hoped that their long-term interests would be better served by a more

effective regime."78 This policy ultimately proved largely successful for Paris. While the post-

coup regime of Senyi Kountché did replace many of the French advisors with Nigeriens and

sought the withdrawal of the French garrison, it also abrogated the Libyan defense pact and

the Franco-Nigerien relationship “changed very little."79 “After an initial period of unsettled
72Charlick 1991, 56.
73Charlick 1991, 57.
74Charlick 1991, 59.
75Charlick 1991, 61.
76Charlick 1991, 61.
77Charlick 1991, 61.
78Charlick 1991, 61-62.
79Charlick 1991, 134, 62.
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relations, France supported the Kountché regime."80

Similar dynamics played out in other French colonies. In Chad, “[m]ost of the time, France

was more concerned to exclude other external actors, content to hold the ring — confident

that any internal resolution was likely to be favorable to its interests."81 After each successive

regime in Chad fell, France lent its support to each new government.82 When Jean-Bédel

Bokassa overthrew David Dacko in the Central African Republic in 1966, France “remained

deliberately inactive and favored a wait-and-see strategy."83 France similarly simply stood

aside when coups overview Fulbert Youlou in the Congo (1963), Sylvanus Olympio in Togo

(1963), and Moktar Ould Daddah in Mauritania (1978).84

Therefore, French clients remained highly vulnerable to military coups. Of course, there

are several prominent instances when French troops intervened against coups to defend client

regimes. French troops intervened to defeat coup attempts in Senegal (1962) and Gabon

(1964), and warned the government of an upcoming attempt in Cameroon (1984).85 So

while on occasion particular clients were saved by French intervention when facing military

insurrection, Paris was often content to allow client regimes to collapse even in cases where

French troops were present and did not aid clients in coup prevention strategies.

In general, then, Western clients faced a serious coup risk that their sponsors were un-

willing to reduce. With patrons ambivalent about the noncommunist coalitions that ruled

client regimes, clients were forced to go it alone in reducing the threat posed by their own
80Charlick 1991, 134.
81Nolutshungu 1996, 9.
82Nolutshungu 1996, 10-11, 94-95, 109, 111, 188-89, 191, 246-47.
83Vallin 2015, 82.
84On the Congo, see McNamara 1989, 165; Somerville 1990, 23. On Togo, see Houngnikpo 2001, 158;

Okonofua 2015, 86. On Mauritania, see Moose 1985, 77-78.
85On Cameroon, see Decalo 2012, 119; Gabon, see Crocker 1968, 24; Somerville 1990, 165; Porch 1995,

442; Gildea 1996, 219; Boulanin 2014, 49; On Senegal see Vallin 2015, 82.
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military forces. In the following two case studies, we use recently declassified archival sources

to explore these arguments in greater detail.

4.1 Case Studies

4.1.1 South Vietnam, 1954-63

The Republic of South Vietnam under Ngo Dinh Diem (1954-63) offers an important illus-

tration of the dynamics of U.S. client regime support and coup vulnerability. The Diem

regime provides us several analytical advantages. First, the regime had U.S. support from

its very early days. Second, the regime received extensive U.S. support not only in direct

budgetary support and military materiel, but an active U.S. role in organizing and offering

in-country advisory support to a variety of South Vietnamese security forces. Third, the

Diem regime was not directly occupied by the United States and did not have American

operational control over its armed forces. U.S. combat units did not arrive in Vietnam until

the summer of 1965, though by the waning years of Diem’s regime the number of American

military advisors occasionally directly participating in combat increased.86 Therefore, South

Vietnam under Diem was a classic client regime — and not a case of full foreign control. As

such, it provides us an ability to assess the extent to which the nature of support offered by

the United States shaped client coup vulnerability and ultimately regime survival.

The scale of U.S. support to South Vietnam was staggering. By one “modest" measure,

U.S. economic aid to Saigon over the republic’s entire existence (1955-75) amounted to $8.6

billion, with an additional $17 billion in military aid. Economic aid alone constituted, on
86Gawthorpe 2018, 67.
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average, around one fourth of gross national product.87 U.S. support during Diem’s regime

specifically was also extensive. From 1955-61, Saigon received at least $1 billion in military

and economic aid and was directly supplying around 60 percent of government revenue by

the late 1950s.88 In mid-1955, there were some 700 U.S. military advisors training South

Vietnamese forces.89 By 1962, the U.S. had deployed over 10,000 military advisors and 200

intelligence officers.90 After the full Americanization of the war (1965) until the removal of

U.S. troops in 1973, some 58,000 U.S. soldiers died and over 300,000 were wounded. The total

number of Vietnamese dead was over 50 times higher, with 3 million killed, nearly two thirds

of whom were civilians. The U.S. military used more explosives in the war than previously

detonated in all of human history — equivalent to 450 of the atomic bombs dropped on

Hiroshima.91

In the following sections, I provide a brief overview of the origins of the Diem regime

and its consolidation of power. Particular attention is paid to the U.S. role in this process.

I then turn to a longer discussion of the nature of U.S. support provided to the regime, in

particular to South Vietnamese security forces. This section provides the first comprehensive

analysis of the variety of security forces operating during Diem’s rule. This is followed by

an analysis of threats to threats to regime survival. I conclude with a discussion of the coup

that overthrew the regime and the U.S. role.
87Dacy 1986, 20.
88Kort 2018, 100. Gawthorpe doubles this estimate, and Chapman also gives a figure of $2 billion (3/4 of

that in economic aid, 1/4 military). See Gawthorpe 2018, 29; Chapman 2013, 174. The figure on government
revenue is from Rosenau 2005, 41.

89Jacobs 2006, 8.
90Carter 2008, 122-23.
91Kort 2018, 1-2.
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Regime Origins and Consolidation

The Republic of Vietnam emerged out of a failed French war against communist-led Viet-

namese nationalist forces (the Viet Minh) to reclaim its Indochina colony following the

Second World War. The United States was largely indifferent to Indochina immediately fol-

lowing WWII.92 While unsympathetic to French recolonization efforts after Japanese defeat,

the U.S. was more concerned with rebuilding French power in Europe and declared itself neu-

tral.93 The U.S. position changed abruptly following the victory of the Chinese Communist

Party in 1949 and the Chinese and Soviet recognition of Ho Chi Minh’s Democratic Republic

of Vietnam (DRV) in January 1950.94 Resolve to aid the French efforts hardened further

after the outbreak of war in Korea in June.95 France declared an “independent" State of

Vietnam (SVN) on March 8, 1949, with colonial-era Emperor Bao Dai as its head. However,

France “handed over very little real power" and maintained control over foreign policy, inter-

nal security, and government finance.96 Washington viewed Bao Dai and his ruling coalition

to be largely inept, but nevertheless reluctantly extended recognition on February 7, 1950.97

U.S. aid to the Bao Dai government and French forces began that year, with $10 million

and the establishment of a United States Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) in

Saigon.98 By late 1950, there were some sixty U.S. advisors in South Vietnam.99 U.S. sup-

port increased through these years of the French-fought counterinsurgency, and by 1954 the

U.S. was subsidizing nearly 80% of the cost of the war — with $385 million in military aid
92Chapman 2013, 40.
93Hitchcock 2018, 180.
94Li 2019, 44-45.
95Chapman 2013, 40-41; Hitchcock 2018, 180.
96Chapman 2013, 47.
97Chapman 2013, 47-48.
98Carter 2008, 23.
99Jacobs 2006, 8.
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in 1954 alone.100

Ngo Dinh Diem was a former colonial-era official who had reached the position of interior

minister in the imperial court of Hue in 1933.101 Diem had some nationalist credentials

owing to his resignation over French refusals to grant more autonomy to the Vietnamese

administration.102 However, Diem stayed out of the Franco-Viet Minh war, leaving the

country in 1950 in self-imposed exile largely lived out in the United States.103 The U.S.

viewed Diem as a strong nationalist alternative to Bao Dai that could win real popular

support, and insisted Diem be asked to return to Saigon and take over the as head of

government in June 1954.104

When Diem arrived in Saigon, “[h]is chances of survival, and those of the regime he served,

were slim."105 Diem faced three distinct — and serious — challenges to his rule.106 First,

he faced large and well-armed politico-religious groups (frequently referred to as ‘the sects’)

that controlled much of South Vietnamese territory. These groups — the Cao Dai and Hoa

Hao politico-religious groups and the Binh Xuyen criminal enterprise — were holdovers from

the French colonial period where they were viewed as a cheap alternative to building a more

effective Vietnamese coercive apparatus. These organizations were a formidable challenge.

They controlled around one third of South Vietnamese territory and population. The Cao

Dai (founded 1926) had an army of around 20-30,000 soldiers and a mass organization
100Carter 2008, 23-24.
101Gawthorpe 2018, 29.
102Jacobs 2006, 20; Gawthorpe 2018, 29.
103Gawthorpe 2018, 30.
104Ahern 1993, 41; Chapman 2013, 61; Gawthorpe 2018, 30.
105Kort 2018, 98. CIA station chief William Colby reportedly assessed that Diem “only controlled the space

of his [own] palace grounds." Quoted in Jacobs 2006, 62.
106“Situation in Vietnam." NSC Briefing; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/06/1954; Top Secret; Declassified

08/30/2000; CREST No. CIA-RDP80R01443R000300070002-1 [pdf]; General CIA Records.
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that claimed 600,000 members.107 The Hoa Hao (formed in 1939) had an army of 50,000

and claimed around 1,000,000 adherents.108 The Binh Xuyen (formed in the early 1920s),

by virtue of their proximity to the center of political power, posed perhaps the greatest

challenge. The Binh Xuyen had been granted control over the Saigon police force by French

colonial authorities and had some 10,000 men under arms.109

Second, Diem had to contend with his French-created and potentially disloyal military

and state apparatus. He inherited the colonial-era state “largely intact."110 The administra-

tion was staffed with many individuals more loyal to Bao Dai or Paris than Diem. This was

made all the more threatening given the presence of some 20,000 French troops in Saigon

and a French policy which was “openly committed to the replacement of Diem at the earli-

est opportunity."111 Bao Dai, who retained a position as the formal head of state (though

physically resided in France), also wished to remove Diem.112 Of particular concern was

the Francophile head of the armed forces, General Van Hinh.113 At the time, the army

“rested under the independent control" of Van Hinh.114 Third, he faced the threat posed by

a communist-led insurgency or even invasion by North Vietnam. While the U.S. viewed the
107Rosenau 2005, 31; Chapman 2013, 15-16, 65.
108Rosenau 2005, 31; Jacobs 2006, 61.
109Ahern 1993, 41-42; Ahern 2000, 34; Rosenau 2005, 31; Chapman 2013, 16, 76; “Possible Develop-

ments in South Vietnam." NIE 63.1-2-55; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/26/1955; Top Secret; Declassified
07/01/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900010001-7 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

110Gawthorpe 2018, 19. See also Duncanson 1968, 228; Slater 2010, 257-58.
111“Possible Developments in South Vietnam." NIE 63.1-2-55; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/26/1955;

Top Secret; Declassified 07/01/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900010001-7 [pdf]; General CIA
Records.

112“Possible Developments in South Vietnam." NIE 63.1-2-55; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/26/1955;
Top Secret; Declassified 07/01/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900010001-7 [pdf]; General CIA
Records.

113Ahern 2000, 45; Jacobs 2006, 61; Moyar 2006, 43; Chapman 2013, 76; Stewart 2017, 42. It is worth
nothing that while the CIA did assess Hinh posed a coup risk to Diem, given the factionalized nature of
the armed forces it was unclear whether Hinh himself maintained the “whole army’s loyalty." “Situation
in Vietnam." NSC Briefing; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/06/1954; Top Secret; Declassified 08/30/2000;
CREST No. CIA-RDP80R01443R000300070002-1 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

114Chapman 2013, 75.
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likelihood of an invasion to be relatively low, and the communist insurgents posing a limited

immediate challenge, they assessed the latter as the most pressing long term challenge to

Diem’s regime.115

Diem was able to overcome these challenges to his rule with a combination of luck, the

weakness of existing alternatives, political skill, and U.S. support. Of particular importance

was an early American conviction that no other politician in South Vietnam offered a viable

nationalist alternative to Diem. The U.S. did not look favorably on Bao Dai, General Hinh,

or the politico-religious organizations. The ‘sects’ were considered “backward, irrational, and

incapable of providing effective national leadership" and hindering the development of an

effective army by Washington.116 Bao Dai approached U.S. officials to seek their support

in removing Diem but was quickly rebuffed. U.S. policymakers “warned him against doing

so" and threatened a cessation of aid if he removed Diem.117 Hinh was similarly denied

American support. General Van Hinh approached the United States to seek its support

to remove Diem in a coup. However, the U.S. refused to provide him assistance, viewing

Hinh as too close to the French and unlikely to have much local support.118 U.S. officials in

South Vietnam “made clear to Hinh that in the event of a coup, American aid would almost

certainly be cut off."119

Tensions came to a head on September 19, 1954. Hinh held a press conference where

he condemned Diem, who in turn accused the military head of rebellion. Hinh barricaded

himself in his palace to prepare for a clash with Diem. Assuming Diem was doomed, the
115Spector 1985, 272; Chapman 2013, 74, 184.
116Chapman 2013, 94; Spector 1985, 237.
117Chapman 2013, 109.
118Spector 1985, 233, 235; Chapman 2013, 80, 83.
119Spector 1985, 234.
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majority of his cabinet resigned. However, the coup did not occur.120 Once it became

apparent a coup was not in the making, several conspirators decided to join the cabinet

in exchange for amnesty and financial compensation.121 Hinh continued to voice his coup-

making abilities publicly, until finally resigning from his post and fleeing to Paris in November

1954 after Washington had sufficiently convinced him it would cut off aid to the army if he

carried out a coup.122 After the removal of General Hinh, Diem purged the officer corps

further and promoted officers who owed their new positions to him.123 The infusion of new

officers also increased Diem’s confidence he could use the army to go after his other domestic

armed rivals.124

While Diem thus triumphed over Hinh, he still faced the pressing problem of the ‘sects.’

Diem was able to divide and co-opt many members of the politico-religious organizations

into joining his regime.125 On March 3, 1955, members of the Cao Dai, Hoa Hao, and Binh

Xuyen formed a ‘United Front of Nationalist Forces’ that demanded Diem’s removal from

office.126 This event did not lead to a coordinated attack on Diem, however.127 The ‘United

Front’ leaders sought U.S. support, which was immediately denied.128 The Binh Xuyen,

however, proved to pose the more serious challenge. On the night of March 28, as Diem was

preparing to send in the army against the Binh Xuyen, the latter attacked.129 This action,
120Chapman 2013, 81.
121Chapman 2013, 81.
122Chapman 2013, 83.
123“Probable Developments in Vietnam to July 1956." NIE 63.1-3-55; Central Intelligence Agency;

10/11/1955; Secret; Declassified 07/08/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5 [pdf]; Gen-
eral CIA Records.

124Moyar 2006, 46-47.
125Ahern 2000, 40-43, 67-69.
126Rosenau 2005, 31.
127Ahern 2000, 68-69.
128Moyar 2006, 46.
129Ahern 2000, 69.

137

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5.pdf


Chapter 4 adam e. casey

opposed by many of his American advisors, was followed by a month of intense fighting (the

‘Battle of Saigon’), after which the army defeated the Binh Xuyen and drove them from

Saigon.130 The ‘sects’ largely ceased to pose a major threat to his regime after this point.131

While the U.S. was skeptical of these plans to remove Diem, support was not unwa-

vering and was importantly predicated on the unattractiveness of these alternatives to his

regime. American policymakers were uneasy with Diem’s increasingly repressive regime, but

viewed his government as the best available non-communist option. U.S. policymakers did

hope “to see some semblance of order and the trappings of democracy emerge within South

Vietnam sooner rather than later, but Washington’s primary concern was to secure the coun-

try’s position as a noncommunist power within the region."132 “Americans overlooked the

growing police state [Diem] was building and instead focused on the blows he dealt to com-

munism in Southeast Asia and praised him for wrapping his government in the trappings

of democracy."133 With the exception of the communists, American policymakers had pres-

sured Diem to compromise with domestic opposition challenging his regime.134 Even as the

U.S. was attempting to prevent a Hinh coup by spreading the word it would reject the post-

coup government, U.S. policymakers were privately not necessarily so resolved.135 However,

Diem’s victory over these organizations reduced reservations about his leadership.136

Diem put a capstone on his power by winning a referendum on October 23, 1955 which

deposed Bao Dai and declared the formation of the Republic of Vietnam.137 Therefore, by
130Rosenau 2005, 31; Jacobs 2006, 70-71; Moyar 2006, 47-53.
131Chapman 2013, 142.
132Chapman 2013, 116.
133Chapman 2013, 174.
134Rosenau 2005, 31.
135Ahern 2000, 37; Jacobs 2006, 75.
136Rosenau 2005, 32; Moyar 2006, 49.
137Chapman 2013, 151.
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the fall of 1955, Diem had removed Bao Dai, cast out Van Hinh, and defeated the politico-

religious organizations that challenged his regime.138

The Nature of American Support

As mentioned above, U.S. material support to Diem’s regime was substantial. The United

States sought to “transform the South Vietnamese state in accordance with American values

and principles."139 While the U.S. aid program to Saigon was immense and multifaceted, of

particular importance was American support to building the capacity of South Vietnamese

security forces.140 We will cover the U.S. programs to aid all of the Vietnamese security

forces in turn.

The most important security force the United States sought to assist in South Vietnam

was the Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN). U.S. Secretary of State Dulles believed in

the summer of 1954 that “one of the most efficient means of enabling the [South] Vietnamese

Government to become strong is to assist in reorganizing the National Army and in training

that army."141 The U.S. built the ARVN “in its own image"142 and training followed the U.S.

model closely.143 The ARVN was formed out of the colonial-era armed forces that had served

alongside the French in the war against the Viet Minh. Recruitment for the force in this

period was difficult, however, and by May 1951 the army had fewer than 40,000 men and
138Chapman 2013, 3; Gawthorpe 2018, 29; “Political Opposition to the Diem Government." OCI

1246/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/05/1963; Secret; Declassified 04/10/2006; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79T00429A001100030006-6 [pdf]; General CIA Records.

139Miller 2013, 149.
140Moyar writes that “[i]n contrast to some of his lieutenants, Eisenhower believed that a strong army was

the key prerequisite for a strong government, rather than the other way around" (2006, 45).
141Quoted in Spector 1985, 228.
142Shurkin et al. 2017, 68.
143Ladwig 2017, 149.
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a very small indigenous officer corps.144 The U.S. played a relatively small role in training

the army until after Diem took over in Saigon. During the French war, “the French proved

extremely reluctant to listen to American counsel."145 U.S. advisors during the French war

provided a very pessimistic assessment of the quality of the army and its training. U.S.

advisors noted that military units frequently existed more on paper than in reality and the

French were far behind their stated progress in building the national army.146 On April

12, 1954, as French defeat loomed, the South Vietnamese government initiated a draft to

mobilize all males, 20-25. However, only 9,000 of the expected 150,000 conscripts came

forward to join the national army.147 After the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu and its slow

exit from Indochina, the United States took over the task of training the South Vietnamese

armed forces.148 By July 1955 there were more U.S. officers than their French counterparts,

which declined steadily until their total removal by March 1956.149 After the formation of

the Military Assistance Command Vietnam (MACV) in 1962, “American military advisors

were assigned to all ARVN units of battalion size and above, and also to South Vietnamese

province chiefs."150

American assessments of the army were bleak. As part of the Geneva talks in 1954, U.S.

support to the army temporarily ceased. This relatively brief end to material supplies nev-

ertheless led to “a complete breakdown of combat capabilities."151 The army had a strength

"on paper" of 150,000 men and 35,000 “auxiliaries" though the U.S. advisors assessed that
144Spector 1985, 153.
145Jacobs 2006, 8. See also Spector 1985, 221.
146Spector 1985, 155-57.
147Chapman 2013, 64.
148Spector 1985, 221.
149Spector 1985, 252.
150Gawthorpe 2018, 39.
151Spector 1985, 225. See also Jacobs 2006, 42.
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many of the battalions were “considerably understrength" from desertions and defections to

the Viet Minh.152 After the formation of the republic, the ARVN grew quickly, reaching

some 147,000 soldiers by October 1955.153 This was against the U.S. vision for the army

at the time. Initially, U.S. policymakers believed the force should be only 50-80,000 strong

and focused entirely on internal security, with external defense left up to the new regional

defense organization, SEATO.154 Changes in the leadership of the military advising mission

and the insistence of Diem led American planners to acquiesce to a much larger force size

than originally planned, drawing up plans for an army of 150,000 men in May 1955.155

The U.S. training mission focused on organizing the army on U.S. lines and increas-

ing military efficiency, though advisors “felt they were working against a desperately short

timetable."156 U.S. advisors were dismayed by the tendency of the South Vietnamese soldiers

for “intimidating, abusing, and robbing the population."157 The U.S. sought to get Diem to

depoliticize the military and structure it along American lines.158 The State Department

assessed in December 1959 that “MAAG has consistently aimed at inculcating in Vietnamese

officers the U.S. concept of a responsible, dedicated, non-political corps."159 American poli-

cymakers viewed the army as suffering from “an acute shortage of officers" qualified for higher

command and Diem as valuing “political reliability in senior officers far more than military

expertise. The officer corps was riddled with favoritism and corruption. Officers who had
152Spector 1985, 225.
153“Probable Developments in Vietnam to July 1956." NIE 63.1-3-55; Central Intelligence Agency;

10/11/1955; Secret; Declassified 07/08/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5 [pdf]; Gen-
eral CIA Records.

154Spector 1985, 228-29, 239; Rosenau 2005, 34.
155Spector 1985, 263; Rosenau 2005, 34.
156Spector 1985, 241.
157Spector 1985, 242.
158Karlin 2018, 78-79.
159FRUS 1958-60 ; Vol. I, Vietnam, Doc. 97.
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failed to manifest personal loyalty to the president often fell victim to secret denunciations

by jealous or ambitious rivals."160 “The command structure in the South Vietnamese forces

accurately mirrored the president’s obsession with controlling the army."161 A U.S. Army

study found that the Department of National Defense was characterized by “conflicting,

duplicating chains of command" and agencies “installed in widely separated areas so as to

hamper coordination, rapid staff action and decision making."162 A major U.S. mission to

assess the state of the ARVN in 1961 found that Diem often “exercises arbitrary control of

military operations and by-passes command channels of the joint general staff, corps and di-

visions."163 Policymakers were frustrated by Diem’s coup prevention strategies, “which were

reducing [military] effectiveness and thus aiding the Viet Cong insurgency."164 Nevertheless,

U.S. advisors “believed that exposure to American training schools and methods would solve

many of the problems of the South Vietnamese Army."165

Beyond these issues with the politicization of the ARVN, there existed a number of

alternative security forces in South Vietnam used by Diem in an attempt to counterbalance

the army. Table 4.2 provides an overview of security forces in South Vietnam during the

Diem regime.166

160Spector 1985, 278.
161Spector 1985, 279.
162Quoted in Spector 1985, 279.
163“Report on General Taylor’s Mission to South Vietnam." Central Intelligence Agency; 11/03/1961; Top

Secret; Declassified 06/21/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP86B00269R000200030001-5 [pdf].
164O’Rourke 2018, 175.
165Spector 1985, 282.
166This table draws on information from Spector 1985, 264, 320; Ahern 2000, 60, 120; Rosenau 2005,

38-41; Miller 2010; Chapman 2013, 119, 173; Miller 2013, 135, 192-93, 223; “Probable Developments
in Vietnam to July 1956." NIE 63.1-3-55; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/11/1955; Secret; Declassified
07/08/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5 [pdf]; “South Vietnam." DCI Briefing to
House Foreign Affairs Committee; Central Intelligence Agency; 05/16/1961; Secret; Declassified 01/27/2005;
CREST No. CIA-RDP64B00346R000500080015-7[pdf]; “Report on General Taylor’s Mission to South Viet-
nam." Central Intelligence Agency; 11/03/1961; Top Secret; Declassified 06/21/2005; CREST No. CIA-
RDP86B00269R000200030001-5 [pdf].“Coup Rumors in South Vietnam." OCI 2339/63; Central Intelligence
Agency; 08/14/1963; Secret; Declassified 05/29/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020010-4
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organization type approx. size
Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) Military 150,000 (May 1961)

Republic of Vietnam Navy (VNN) Military 3,000 (May 1955)
Republic of Vietnam Air Force (VNAF) Military 3,000 (Oct. 1955)

Civil Guard Paramilitary 64,000 (Nov. 1961)
Self Defense Corps (SDC) Paramilitary 53,000 (Nov. 1961)

Vietnamese Bureau of Investigation (formerly Sûreté) Security Service 3,500 (May 1957)
Gendarmerie Security Service 1,300 (Dec. 1956)

Political and Social Studies Service (SEPES) Security Service Unknown
Military Security Service (MSS) Intelligence Agency Unknown

Central Intelligence Organization (CIO) Intelligence Agency Unknown
1st Observation Group Intelligence Agency Unknown

Presidential Guard Brigade Praetorian Guard 2,500 (Aug. 1963)
Saigon Prefectoral Police Municipal Police 5,000 (early 1955)

Table 4.2: Security Forces in South Vietnam, 1954-63

There were two different paramilitary forces operating during Diem’s tenure. The most

important paramilitary organization was the Civil Guard. The Guard was organized in 1955

“through a merger of former provincial guards, local militia, and suppletif elements under the

central direction of the Minister of the Interior."167 The Guard had some 65,000 men in July

1956, 25,000 of whom were to be trained by the United States.168 The Guard was trained by

a Michigan State University police training team.169 Diem staffed the organization with loyal

officers from the ARVN.170 “Since Diem saw the Civil Guard as a kind of second-line army,

he wanted it to be unusually well armed and equipped with helicopters and armored cars."171

A study published by the U.S. Army states that “[w]hile Diem spoke of internal security and

military defense, his real interest in the Civil Guard was political. Most members of the guard

[pdf]; “Cast of Characters in South Vietnam." OCI No. 2703/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/28/1963;
Secret; Declassified 03/28/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020021-2 [pdf].

167“Probable Developments in Vietnam to July 1956." NIE 63.1-3-55; Central Intelligence Agency;
10/11/1955; Secret; Declassified 07/08/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5 [pdf].

168“Probable Developments in Vietnam to July 1956." NIE 63.1-3-55; Central Intelligence Agency;
10/11/1955; Secret; Declassified 07/08/2013; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900030001-5 [pdf].

169Kuzmarov 2012, 141.
170Carter 2008, 70.
171Spector 1985, 321.
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were former militiamen from the Catholic regions of North Vietnam who had fled south after

the Viet Minh victory in 1954 and were among Diem’s most loyal supporters. The president

wanted to develop the Civil Guard into a strong force to counter the power of a possibly

disloyal army."172 At the same time, Diem sought to contain the power of the Guard, fearing

that “a too-powerful guard, commanded by politically ambitious officers, could potentially

threaten his family’s rule."173 Diem also built up a second paramilitary organization. The

Self Defense Corps (SDC) was a rural militia force with some 50,000 members in May 1957.174

However, the Corps was “notoriously ineffective" and “heavily infiltrated by Communists"

and was as such viewed very disdainfully by American advisors.175

There were also three security services and several intelligence agencies in opera-

tion. First, the regime inherited the colonial-era plain clothes political police intact. This

organization, originally referred to by its French-era name, the Sûreté, was a police agency

nominally focused on criminal investigations that effectively operated as a political police.176

In the late 1950s, the Sûreté received training from the CIA.177 At likely U.S. suggestion, the

regime changed the name of the Sûreté to the Vietnamese Bureau of Investigation (VBI) in

the late 1950s.178 The VBI had some 3,500 members in May 1957.179 The VBI was merged

with the Municipal Police on June 27, 1962 and renamed the National Police.180 The Gen-

darmerie, unlike its colonial predecessor, was “a specialized police organization" that had
172Spector 1985, 321-22.
173Rosenau 2005, 65.
174Spector 1985, 320.
175Spector 1985, 323. See also Rosenau 2005, 57.
176Kuzmarov 2012, 143.
177Rosenau 2005, 46.
178Rosenau 2005, 55.
179Spector 1985, 320.
180Rosenau 2005, 124.
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responsibility for “investigations concerning military personnel."181 The Political and Social

Studies Service (known by its French acronym, SEPES) was considered the regime’s “in-

telligence and dirty tricks outfit."182 SEPES was run by Ngo Dinh Diem’s brother, Ngo

Dinh Nhu.183 It emerged as the intelligence section affiliated with the Can Lao Party run

by Nhu.184 SEPES focused its attention on communist opposition as well as its rival, the

Sûreté.185 The Military Security Service (MSS) was the ARVN’s intelligence agency.186 The

regime also created the Central Intelligence Organization (CIO) in May 1961.187 The CIO

reported directly to Diem and “had long been urged on Diem by U.S. Officials" who thought

it might centralize intelligence collection for the growing war effort.188 U.S. advisors were

disappointed, however, when Diem retained all the existing intelligence organizations. In-

stead, the CIO “functioned mainly as a rival" to SEPES.189 The regime also maintained the

1st Observation Group, which was “under the direct control of the President."190 While not

a formal intelligence or security agency, the regime also crated the Ministry of Information

and Youth in July 1955.191 Early tasks for the Ministry including operating the Denounce

the Communists Campaign.192 This campaign led to the growth of a security apparatus to
181Rosenau 2005, 40-41.
182“Cast of Characters in South Vietnam." OCI No. 2703/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/28/1963;

Secret; Declassified 03/28/2003; CREST No. [pdf]; See also Miller 2013, 135.
183Ahern 2000, 60.
184Ahern 2000, 60; Miller 2010, 14-15; Miller 2013, 135.
185Miller 2010, 16.
186Ahern 2000, 120; “Cast of Characters in South Vietnam." OCI No. 2703/63; Central Intelligence Agency;

08/28/1963; Secret; Declassified 03/28/2003; CREST No. [pdf]; General CIA Records.
187“South Vietnam." DCI Briefing; Central Intelligence Agency; 05/16/1961; Secret; Declassified

01/27/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP64B00346R000500080015-7 [pdf]; “Cast of Characters in South Viet-
nam." OCI No. 2703/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/28/1963; Secret; Declassified 03/28/2003; CREST
No. [pdf]; General CIA Records.

188Miller 2013, 223.
189Miller 2013, 223.
190“Report on General Taylor’s Mission to South Vietnam." Central Intelligence Agency; 11/03/1961; Top

Secret; Declassified 06/21/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP86B00269R000200030001-5 [pdf].
191Chapman 2013, 119.
192Chapman 2013, 119.
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oversee it in the Ministry led by Ngo Dinh Diem’s brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu.193 The Ministry

focused on violent repression of opponents to the government that spread far beyond alleged

communists.194 It is important to note that formal organizational fragmentation doesn’t cap-

ture the full extent of this practice under Diem. In the summer of 1960, the CIA identified

six larger and several smaller ‘intelligence-collecting groups" within the Diem government

that were “competing, duplicating, thrusting and nullifying each other’s efforts through lack

of centralized co-ordination."195 Finally, Diem also maintained a praetorian guard in the

form of the Presidential Guard Brigade which was formally part of the ARVN.196

Developing adequate internal security forces “became a key component of the US nation-

building strategy in South Vietnam."197 However, U.S. advisors “approached the reform

of South Vietnam’s internal security apparatus as though the country were a democracy

at peace."198 The advisors “saw the Civil Guard as a civilian police force similar to the

Pennsylvania State Police or the Texas Rangers."199 In contrast, the Diem regime “wanted a

paramilitary force able to fight low-intensity warfare."200 U.S. advisors were also dismayed

by the “terrorist nature of police activities" in South Vietnam.201

The “proliferation of police and paramilitary agencies and the diffusion of responsibility

and authority troubled the American advisors."202 Advisors sought to push Diem to cen-
193Chapman 2013, 173.
194Chapman 2013, 173.
195Quoted in Spector 1985, 316.
196“Cast of Characters in South Vietnam." OCI No. 2703/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/28/1963;

Secret; Declassified 03/28/2003; CREST No. [pdf]; General CIA Records.
197Rosenau 2005, 37.
198Rosenau 2005, 54-55.
199Spector 1985, 321.
200Carter 2008, 67-68.
201Carter 2008, 67-68.
202Rosenau 2005, 40.
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tralize and depoliticize the security forces.203 Even the Sûreté, a political police force, was

viewed as ideally a ‘non-political’ organization focused on identifying threats to the state

like communists, rather than non-communist opponents to Diem.204 Diem’s sponsors did

not view aiding the Guard as part of a strategy to prevent a coup against Diem. Instead,

American military planners viewed strengthening the guard as potentially beneficial insofar

as it would relieve the ARVN of internal security duties and allow the army to focus on

training.205 U.S. military planners “had no particular interest in seeing the guard develop as

a counterweight to the Vietnamese army" and instead viewed it “as a paramilitary adjunct to

the ARVN."206 This was also the way U.S. advisors saw the usefulness of the rural militia.207

Advisor preference notwithstanding, Diem’s efforts focused heavily on coup prevention.

“In general, Diem considered centralization to be anathema, except in the case of organiza-

tions he controlled directly, since it might allow rivals to accrue power. Whenever possible,

Diem defused power by creating multiple institutions with overlapping missions and func-

tions."208 A U.S. assessment in 1961 stated that “[t]here is no clear cut policy for passing

military information from the various paramilitary and civilian organizations. Province

Chiefs and other government agencies sometimes route military information through their

own channels without referral to lateral military organizations."209 “Diem believed that a

strong paramilitary organization was needed to check the burgeoning strength of the Viet-
203Rosenau 2005, 40.
204Rosenau 2005, 47.
205Spector 1985, 322.
206Rosenau 2005, 67.
207Rosenau 2005, 57.
208Rosenau 2005, 53.
209“Report on General Taylor’s Mission to South Vietnam." Central Intelligence Agency; 11/03/1961; Top

Secret; Declassified 06/21/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP86B00269R000200030001-5 [pdf].
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namese army."210 Diem also ignored American advice and placed the Civil Guard under

his own personal control in November 1955.211 This move proved to be “a major source of

frustration for US police advisors who sought to make the Civil Guard more efficient and

less politicized."212 Diem “refused to eliminate any internal security organizations, including

the tiny and redundant Gendarmerie" which he instead nearly doubled in size by December

1956.213

One strategy Diem used in an attempt to prevent a coup against his regime is worth

particular attention as it mirrors in some ways strategies used by Soviet clients. Diem created

the semi-clandestine Can Lao Party in an attempt to monitor elite and mass threats to his

rule. The party may have been founded as early as 1950, and was formally acknowledged

by 1954.214 It was a “shadowy" organization that “would become the central organ of South

Vietnamese internal security and political organization."215 “Eerily similar to communist

organizations, the Can Lao had cadres, cells, and other features that enabled its agents

to infiltrate the army, the national assembly, the police, the educational system, and the

media."216

Party members “penetrated the military and governing institutions of the South Viet-

namese state.’217 In the mid-1950s, the director of personnel, the director of military security,

the director general of the Office of Accounting, Budget, and Control and “a number of di-
210Rosenau 2005, 65.
211Rosenau 2005, 41; Carter 2008, 69.
212Rosenau 2005, 62.
213Rosenau 2005, 41.
214Chapman 2013, 70-71.
215Chapman 2013, 71.
216Jacobs 2006, 87.
217Gawthorpe 2018, 34.
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vision and corps commanders" were Can Lao members.218 “The staffs of senior commanders

were so riddled with Can Lao operatives and informers that some generals like Duong Van

Minh hesitated to plan any real operations with their staffs."219 The CIA assessed in 1960

that the Can Lao Party was engaged in a “program to penetrate and control the Army."220

Military officers disdained the activities of the Can Lao Party in monitoring the military.221

Importantly, the United States did not aid Diem in Can Lao expansion. Efforts to increase

party membership in the armed forces and the state apparatus were viewed negatively by

the United States.222 U.S. advisors suggested that Can Lao should be “disbanded."223 U.S.

advisors were concerned that Can Lao penetration might reduce the battlefield effectiveness

of the army, but had yet to find evidence it had done so.224 U.S. advisors also complained

when Can Lao members would use U.S.-provided vehicles for party activities.225

Threats to Regime Survival

Diem faced multiple attempts to overthrow his regime from his own military and even the

security forces he hoped would prevent such an occurrence. On November 11-12, 1960,

a group of military paratroopers “attempted a coup and very nearly succeeded."226 During

the attempt, “badly outgunned" Civil Guard members “sustained heavy casualties fighting to
218Spector 1985, 279.
219Spector 1985, 279.
220“The Consequences of the Attempted Coup in South Vietnam." Office of National Estimates;

Central Intelligence Agency; 11/22/1960; Secret; Declassified 01/17/2006; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R00904A000500020009-8 [pdf].

221Miller 2013, 206.
222Ladwig 2017, 155.
223Miller 2013, 223.
224FRUS 1958-60 ; Vol. I, Vietnam, Doc. 97.
225Spector 1985, 279.
226Carter 2008, 110. See also Jacobs 2006, 116-19; Talmadge 2015, 52.
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protect Diem" from the rebellious paratroopers until other loyal units of the ARVN arrived.227

A CIA history of the coup notes that “[f]or all its efforts to chart the rise of dissatisfaction

with Ngo family rule, CIA obtained no advance warning of the paratroopers’ coup of 11

November. Like everyone but the rebels themselves, [CIA] Station officers got their first

inkling of from the pre-dawn movement of armored vehicles, followed by gunfire directed

at the Palace."228 Once the coup was underway, the U.S. largely sat on the sidelines to see

how it would play out.229 A CIA officer did “reluctantly" attempt to convince the rebelling

paratroopers not to storm the palace and instead negotiate.230 As the State Department

maintained “ambivalence about the desirability of prolonging Diem’s tenure," Ambassador

Dubrow “did not offer unequivocal US support, but urged the President to negotiate the

paratroopers’ demands" in a phone call with Diem during the coup.231 This delay in storming

the palace enabled loyal ARVN units to arrive on November 12 and the paratroopers fled to

Cambodia.232

This ambivalent stance during the rebellion provided some risks after the attempt failed.

“Diem was furious at Dubrow for what he perceived as lack of U.S. support, and Nhu went

so far as to accuse the ambassador of collaboration with the rebels."233 The CIA Office of

National Estimates warned shortly after the coup that “it is possible that Diem may come to
227Rosenau 2005, 66.
228Ahern 2000, 140. A similar view is offered in Miller 2013, 211. It is worth noting this CIA account

contradicts one provided in an analysis by the Office of National Estimates in the CIA, which states that
the Agency was alerted to a planned coup on November 8th. “The Consequences of the Attempted Coup in
South Vietnam." Office of National Estimates; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/22/1960; Secret; Declassified
01/17/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R00904A000500020009-8 [pdf].

229Miller 2013, 211-13.
230Ahern 2000, 140.
231Ahern 2000, 141.
232Ahern 2000, 142.
233Jacobs 2006, 119.
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believe that the US was to a certain degree responsible for the abortive coup against him."234

The “unconcealed CIA dealings with the rebels" during the attempt and Dubrow’s “failure

to offer unqualified support for the regime fed a sense of betrayal."235 This coup attempt

was also particularly troubling for Diem as the paratroopers “had been considered the most

loyal force in the ARVN, and yet they had nearly driven Diem from office. For Diem, the

lesson of the rebellion was that he needed to increase his control over the military — and if

that meant an intensification of the policy of promoting men based on loyalty rather than

skill, so be it."236

On December 5, 1961, the CIA reported that “[d]uring the past few weeks there has

been a marked increase in manifestations of dissatisfaction with President Ngo Dinh Diem’s

leadership and in reports of coup plotting among important South Vietnamese civilian and

military officials." Overall, they assessed the “chances for a coup attempt are increasing."

Moreover, “If a coup effort is made, it will most likely take the form of a ‘generals’ coup,’

similar to General [Park’s 1961] coup in South Korea. It is almost certain that military figures

in South Vietnam have studied the Korean coup and [the] US reactions to it, and that they

are giving serious consideration to its applicability to the situation in South Vietnam."237

On February 22, 1962, two pilots bombed the presidential palace in another assassination

attempt on Diem.238 In June 1963, Tran Kim Tuyen, the head of the Presidential Security
234“The Consequences of the Attempted Coup in South Vietnam." Office of National Estimates;

Central Intelligence Agency; 11/22/1960; Secret; Declassified 01/17/2006; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R00904A000500020009-8 [pdf].

235Ahern 2000, 143.
236Jacobs 2006, 119.
237“The Diem Regime and Its Prospects." Memo for Director; Office of National Estimates;

Central Intelligence Agency; 12/05/1961; Secret; Declassified 09/15/2005; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R00904A000800010008-7 [pdf].

238Jacobs 2006, 131; Talmadge 2015, 52.
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Service (SEPES), was fired from his post after reportedly planning a “palace revolution"

which centered around removing Diem and Nhu. The CIA was unsure whether this plot was

real, or an attempt to “smoke out coup rumors" on behalf of Diem. However, they viewed

his purging as evidence in favor of the authenticity of the plot.239

The communist insurgency long feared by American military planners did indeed even-

tually come to pose a serious challenge to Diem’s regime. However, the role of in the

communist-led insurgency in overthrowing Diem was indirect. The regime’s perceived inep-

titude in dealing with the growing insurgency would play a critical role in convincing not

only Diem’s own officer corps he had to go, but also lead his American sponsors to tacitly

support his removal. In 1959-60, popular uprisings swept across southern Vietnam. These

protests were encouraged by the communists, but spread beyond what the cadres had in-

stigated.240 Partially in an attempt to regain control over these actions, Hanoi directed the

formation of the National Liberation Front (NLF, widely referred to as the Viet Cong, an

abbreviated version of the Vietnamese term for Vietnamese communists) in late 1960.241

While the initial size of the NLF was relatively small at around 3,000 in late 1959, it grew

rapidly to nearly 14,000 by May 1961.242

Military officers blamed poor operational performance against communist guerrillas as

owing to “Diem’s political interference" and the government’s “inability to mobilize popular
239“Coup Rumors in South Vietnam." OCI 2339/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/14/1963; Secret;

Declassified 05/29/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020010-4 [pdf]; General CIA Records. See
also Ahern 2000, 168.

240Gawthorpe 2018, 37.
241Jacobs 2006, 120; Chapman 2013, 191; Gawthorpe 2018, 37.
242“South Vietnam." NSC Briefing; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/20/1960; Top Secret; Declassified

02/02/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R00890A001200090034-8 [pdf];“South Vietnam." DCI Briefing to
House Foreign Affairs Committee; Central Intelligence Agency; 05/16/1961; Secret; Declassified 01/27/2005;
CREST No. CIA-RDP64B00346R000500080015-7 [pdf].
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support."243 U.S. support for the ‘Miracle Man’ in Saigon faded fairly quickly. However, as

late as 1961, the U.S. viewed ‘Diem [as] stubborn and inept, but they could not identify

a better alternative."244 President Kennedy “began to question, as no president had since

1955, whether Washington’s commitment to a noncommunist South Vietnam was insep-

arable from its support of Diem."245 The growing crisis centering on the of repression of

Buddhist clergy by the regime finally led the United States to plan more actively to support

a coup against Diem.246 American policymakers were relatively confident a coup which over-

threw Diem would result in a pro-U.S. government that might more effectively conduct the

counterinsurgency. The U.S. Military assessed prior to the coup that the “military remains

essentially pro-US."247 U.S. Ambassador Lodge “determined that the ARVN presented the

only alternative to Diem; South Vietnam’s civil bureaucracy, he felt, had been so purged

of strong personalities that any nonmilitary solution to the crisis was unrealistic."248 Lodge

told U.S. personnel in Saigon “to make contact with high-ranking South Vietnamese offi-

cers and let them know that the United States would not look unfavorably on a change in

government."249

Regime Collapse

The precise role of the United States in the overthrow of Diem in November 1963 is of

continuing historical debate. Scholars and declassified archives demonstrate, however, that
243“South Vietnam." DCI Briefing to House Foreign Affairs Committee; Central Intelligence Agency;

05/16/1961; Secret; Declassified 01/27/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP64B00346R000500080015-7[pdf].
244O’Rourke 2018, 175.
245Jacobs 2006, 139.
246Jacobs 2006, 153.
247“The Situation in South Vietnam." Memo for the NSC; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/12/1963; Top

Secret; Declassified 05/05/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001400060002-4 [pdf].
248Jacobs 2006, 158-60.
249Jacobs 2006, 160.
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at a minimum the U.S. was well aware of such plotting and failed to prevent the coup. At

a maximum, the U.S. provided tacit or even covert assistance to the plotters. American

intelligence was aware of a plot to oust Diem well before the attempt came to fruition. On

July 5, 1963, Brig. Gen. Nghiem (I Military Corps) told a U.S. advisor “a coup would occur

soon, but that he was not in on the planning."250 On July 8, General Don (the commander

of the South Vietnamese Army) told an American advisor that “the military have plans to

overthrow the government. He stated that all except one or two general officers agree that the

entire Ngo family must be removed from the scene."251 On August 14, the CIA reported that

“various old and new critics of the regime were planning coups," the most serious of which

“concern plotting among senior military officers." The CIA assessed that most senior officers

“would back any non-Communist coup attempt."252 Ahead of the coup, Lt. Colonel Pham

Ngoc Thao approached American officials and mentioned that he had attended a dinner on

August 29th with Generals Khiem, Khanh, and Van Minh who had apparently stated that

“if someone else takes initiative to mount [a] coup d’etat against [the government], they will

support it."253But “[b]y the end of Lodge’s first week in South Vietnam, none of the generals

had taken charge of the coup planning process and none seemed eager to lead the ARVN

revolt."254

The U.S. could not ascertain the precise balance of power within the ARVN. Ambassador
250“Coup Rumors in South Vietnam." OCI 2339/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/14/1963; Secret;

Declassified 05/29/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020010-4 [pdf].
251“Coup Rumors in South Vietnam." OCI 2339/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/14/1963; Secret;

Declassified 05/29/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020010-4 [pdf].
252“Coup Rumors in South Vietnam." OCI 2339/63; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/14/1963; Secret;

Declassified 05/29/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00429A001200020010-4 [pdf].
253Telegram from the Central Intelligence Agency Station in Saigon to the Central Intelligence Agency,

August 30, 1963. FRUS 1961-63, Vol. IV, Vietnam, Aug.-Dec. 1963, Doc. 22.
254Jacobs 2006, 163.
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Lodge was uncertain whether the pro- or anti-Diem camp would have the upper hand.255

There was also disagreement within the American mission. The head of the U.S. military

advisory mission “contended that there was no guarantee that a new government would do

better than Diem and that, moreover, the coup plotters might not have a sufficient military

advantage to force Diem from office."256

Diem had come to find out about the plotting through Can Lao informants, and “he

went so far as to entertain the possibility of reducing his dependence on Washington by

making a deal with Hanoi that would neutralize both North and South Vietnam and lead to

a reconciliation between the two countries. Diem authorized Nhu to conduct back-channel

negotiations with the communists, and Nhu dropped hints to European ambassadors that he

was on the verge of concluding a separate peace."257 Top U.S. advisors were very concerned

a coup might fail and worried about the ramifications.258 As a result of U.S. pessimism that

South Vietnamese generals would move against Diem, President Kennedy “decided to take a

wait-and-see approach."259 The President cabled his ambassador in Saigon on October 2 to

say that “No initiative should now be taken to give any covert encouragement to a coup."260

However, three days later, the embassy reported to Washington that in fact a coup was

about to occur.261 General Minh, who contacted the U.S. embassy, sought assurances that

the U.S. wouldn’t “attempt to thwart his plan" and that aid would continue after the regime

change.262 On the eve of the coup, the U.S. cut off some military and economic aid to Saigon
255Jacobs 2006, 160-61.
256Jacobs 2006, 163.
257Jacobs 2006, 164.
258Jacobs 2006, 167.
259Jacobs 2006, 167.
260Quoted in Jacobs 2006, 167.
261Jacobs 2006, 167.
262Quoted in Jacobs 2006, 168.
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to signal their displeasure with Diem and support for the plotters.263 The coup plotters

did not keep the U.S. embassy informed on any details of the plan which suited American

policymakers who desired plausible deniability and a capacity to feign ignorance of the plot

should it fail.264

Once the coup was underway, the United States stood on the sidelines. When Diem called

U.S. Ambassador Lodge during the coup to ask “what is the attitude of the U.S." to the

rebellion, Lodge responded “I do not feel well enough informed to be able to tell you. I have

heard the shooting, but I am not acquainted with all the facts. Also, it is four-thirty A.M. in

Washington, and the U.S. government cannot possibly have a view."265 Diem had planned a

preemptive purge by enlisting the support of what he had thought was a loyal subordinate in

a fake coup attempt to outmaneuver the plotters, but did not realize the officer had already

joined the real coup attempt.266 The coup was over in less than a day which relieved the

U.S., but American policymakers were dismayed by the executions of Diem and Nhu.267

After the coup, the U.S. quickly extended support to the new junta.268 Ultimately,

however, the new regime had very little political stability. The Military Revolutionary

Council (MRC) led by Duong Van Minh was itself “shoved aside" in January and replaced by

a group led by Nguyen Khanh.269 “By February [1965], there had been more than a half dozen

regime changes since the fall of Diem. Ambassador Taylor in particular grew increasingly

frustrated and less certain that the project could be rescued at all."270 Eventually the direct
263Jacobs 2006, 169-70.
264Jacobs 2006, 170.
265Quoted in Jacobs 2006, 1.
266Jacobs 2006, 174.
267Jacobs 2006, 173-74.
268Ladwig 2017, 208.
269Carter 2008, 151.
270Carter 2008, 153.
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entry of American combat troops into the war made leadership changes cease. When Ky

and Thieu emerged at the top, many American policymakers viewed them as “absolutely the

bottom of the barrel."271 What changed, however, was that now the United States had much

more direct control of the regime in Saigon with its thousands of combat troops and advisors

now directly running the war effort. “American officials had made clear their displeasure at

Saigon’s repeated coups in recent years, but only now did they have the political leverage to

discourage them. As the influx of American forces began to blunt the effect of the Communist

offensive in mid- and late 1965, the political situation in Saigon also stabilized. There would

never again be a coup against the regime’s leadership."272

As is clear from the above description, North Vietnamese communist propaganda got one

aspect of U.S.-South Vietnamese relations very wrong: Diem was no puppet of the United

States.273 Instead, Diem resisted American efforts to de-politicize his military and security

services and instead focused his efforts on coup prevention. In 1960, the ambivalence his

patrons felt to his regime was revealed when a coup attempt was not resisted by the United

States. His own military would ultimately prove his final undoing. In a coup covertly

encouraged by the United States and certainly tacitly approved of, Diem was ousted by his

armed forces. We now turn to another case study which illustrates the relationship between

U.S. sponsorship, client regime coup vulnerability, and regime durability.
271Gawthorpe 2018, 56.
272Gawthorpe 2018, 57.
273Vu 2017, 145-46.
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4.1.2 Cambodia, 1970-75

Cambodia offers another important illustration of the nature of American support given to

client dictatorships and the coup risk these clients faced. While in this case Lon Nol suc-

cessfully staved off the threat of a military coup, his American sponsors were open to his

replacement by a coup. However, his coup prevention strategies limited the military effec-

tiveness of the Cambodian armed forces and ultimately resulted in the complete collapse of

his regime. This case study also demonstrates plainly the role played by foreign sponsorship

in reducing the perceived external costs to coup prevention for client regimes.

The argument offered in this dissertation also helps us explain some otherwise puzzling

aspects of the durability of the Cambodian regime under Lon Nol (1970-75). Given that “no

one would pick Lon Nol to lead a modern state"274 and he joined the coup that brought his

regime to power apparently at gun point, how did Lon Nol come to lead a highly personalized

regime? Second, why was there such limited elite cohesion despite the existential threat posed

to the regime? Third, why was immense U.S. assistance (totaling nearly $9 billion) not more

effective in building a more capable Cambodian military? Fourth, why was there no coup

against Lon Nol, particularly after his illness and American openness to his replacement?

Finally, why did the regime collapse in the manner it did? Why did virtually no state

institutions survive after the collapse of the Lon Nol government?

In the following section, I will discuss how Lon Nol and his inner circle came to remove

elite rivals and consolidate personal control. With the United States intervening against

communist forces threatening his regime for the first three years, Lon Nol was free to destroy
274Telegram from Ambassador John Gunther Dean to Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, August 14, 1974.

FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 137.
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his own coercive capacity, more concerned with a coup than with the serious insurgency

challenging his regime. While the U.S. did not aid the regime in such practices, it had few

options to prevent such actions as Lon Nol had largely sidelined officers previously capable

of mounting a coup by the time U.S. policymakers grew alarmed at his coup prevention

behavior. When the United States sought a replacement after a series of debilitating military

defeats they were faced with a client who had purged all other elites capable of ousting him.

Therefore, while the Republic’s American patrons sought to save the state by dropping the

regime, the unintended consequences of sponsorship rendered this option impossible.

Regime Origins and Consolidation

Cambodia achieved independence in 1953 when France transferred control to the colonial-

era monarch, Prince Norodom Sihanouk, whose family had ruled the kingdom since 1860.275

Sihanouk strove to keep Cambodia neutral and out of the escalating Indochina conflict.276

After a series of coup attempts that were suspected to have originated in Bangkok and Saigon

with the alleged involvement (or at least acquiescence) of the United States, Sihanouk cut off

U.S. economic and military assistance in 1963 and severed diplomatic relations the following

year.277 U.S. aid had been substantial - beginning in 1950 while still a French colony, the

U.S. program had supplied 15% of the national budget and 30% of the military budget.278

The cessation of American subsidies and the failure to shift to another source demoralized

the Cambodian armed forces and reduced their material capacity.279

275Becker 1998, 33-36, 43, 73, 76-77.
276Kurlantzick 2017, 63-64.
277Corfield 1994, 24; Chandler 2008, 234.
278Corfield 1994, 38; Chandler 2008, 245.
279Corfield 1994, 38; Chandler 2008, 245.
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Sihanouk faced multiple sources of opposition. After his 1963 ‘anti-Left’ campaign re-

sulted in the flight of the leaders of the nascent Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK, or

Khmer Rouge280) the regime faced an armed insurrection by the CPK which began in 1968

and ultimately seized around one fifth of Cambodian territory by the end of his rule.281 The

army was used directly for repression against peasants when they resisted rice requisition-

ing in 1967.282 During Sihanouk’s reign, Lon Nol rose through the military ranks as the

monarch’s “loyal hatchet man."283 Lon Nol went from being named Phnom Penh police chief

in 1950 to commander of the Cambodian army by 1955.284

In early 1970, Sihanouk left Cambodia for a long foreign trip which included travel to

France, the Soviet Union, and China. With Sihanouk out of the country, his cousin, Prince

Sisowath Sirik Matak began organizing a coup.285 When Sirik Matak reached out to Lon

Nol, he feared Lon Nol might play along with the plot only to turn on the conspirators.286

On March 16, fearing an imminent coup, Sihanouk’s brother-in-law (head of the Cambodian

police) attempted a preemptive strike against Lon Nol and Prince Sisowath Sirik Matak.287

However, “[t]he army proved stronger than the police and the prince’s brother-in-law was

arrested. With Lon Nol in charge of the army as defense minister, Sirik Matak now took

over the police."288

However, Lon Nol was yet to agree to participate in the coup. On March 17, Sirik Matak
280A name coined by Sihanouk.
281Carney 1989, 13; Chandler 2008, 247.
282“Years later, Sihanouk remarked offhandedly that he had ‘read somewhere that ten thousand’ people

had been killed in this repression, and other sources confirm this figure. The killings, of course, had been
carried out under his orders." (Chandler 2008, 245).

283Becker 1998, 119.
284Corfield 1994, 13, 21-22, 32; Chandler 2008, 238.
285Corfield 1994, 54; Martin 1994, 122; Deac 1997, 59; Chandler 2008, 249.
286Corfield 1994, 53.
287Chandler 1991, 197-98.
288Deac 1997, 58.
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and three army officers visited Lon Nol at home, “threatened him with a pistol, and made

him sign a declaration supporting a vote against the prince scheduled for the following day.

When he signed the document, as if aware of the long-term consequences of his action,

Lon Nol burst into tears."289 The following day, on March 18, 1970, with soldiers closing

the airport and guarding strategic points in Phnom Penh, the National Assembly voted to

remove Sihanouk as head of state.290 The “relatively colorless president of the assembly,"

Cheng Heng, was named head of state with Lon Nol as prime minister (the position he held

simultaneously with defense minister under Sihanouk) and Sirik Matak as his deputy.291

TIME magazine wrote at the time that “the coup had a distinctive Cambodian flavor. Some

of the tanks drawn up around the capital had white kerchiefs over the gun muzzles, and

scores of soldiers were seen snoozing on the grass, many without shoes."292

When the new regime took power on March 18, 1970, it “had little political stability. It

took shape not around a republican doctrine but against Prince Sihanouk, against his au-

thoritarianism and his alliance with the Vietnamese Communists. No one, with the possible

exception of Sirik Matak, ever gave any thought to the postcoup period or envisioned any

alternative solution."293 The new leaders of Cambodia quickly faced internal opposition from

a peasant uprising encouraged by Sihanouk. After the prince issued a call to arms against

the new regime at the end of March, the “Lon Nol military killed hundreds of protestors

and arrested at least a thousand in a week."294 Moreover, the regime faced the continued
289Chandler 2008, 249; see also Chandler 1991, 198. Martin makes no mention of the forced acquiescence,

but indicates that “military men knowing the situation sided with Sirik Matak so that Lon Nol had no choice
but to follow the movement against his will" (1994, 123).

290Chandler 1991, 198; Corfield 1994, 77; Martin 1994, 124; Chandler 2008, 250.
291Chandler 2008, 250.
292Cited in Corfield 1994, 79.
293Martin 1994, 135.
294Kiernan 2004, 302; Chandler 2008, 251.
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insurgency by the Khmer Rouge, the Viet Cong, and North Vietnamese forces.295 At the

time of the coup, the Khmer Rouge controlled around one fifth of Cambodian territory.296

Despite his seeming reluctance to join the coup, within a few months of the putsch, “Lon

Nol had already usurped most of the power."297 In the immediate postcoup period, “Lon

Nol moved ahead of the other coup architects and took control over the sources of power in

Phnom Penh. Sirik Matak, who had been America’s original hope in Cambodia, and who

had Phnom Penh’s bourgeoisie on his side, was incapable of stopping Lon Nol."298 Soon Lon

Nol amassed considerable personal power at the expense of his erstwhile coalition members.

“In less than two years he effectively destroyed the capability of his own forces and in about

the same time took over complete control of the government."299

The Nature of American Support

An American role in the coup has never been proven.300 Deac claims that “the most probable

scenario is that individual U.S. military mid-operating levels, including an air force general,

did encourage Khmer counterparts to depose the prince in the interest of the Vietnam War

effort" but without higher level approval.301 Regardless, “it is clear that Lon Nol carried out

the coup with at least a legitimate expectation of significant US support."302 And “[w]hile

the contextual intent of these assurances [of U.S. support from members of the U.S. military]

remains a moot point, it would not be the first time Americans said they would not support
295Martin 1994, 135-36; Chandler 2008, 247.
296Carney 1989, 13; Chandler 2008, 247.
297Becker 1998, 14.
298Becker 1998, 119.
299Becker 1998, 130.
300Martin 1994, 122; Chandler 2008, 248. Corfield claims, however, that evidence of U.S. involvement is

“now overwhelming" (1994, 53).
301Deac 1997, 66.
302Kiernan 2004, 301.
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a coup but would recognize the successor government if it succeeded."303

Evidence from recently declassified American archives, while certainly not exculpatory,

would appear to support the claim that the U.S. did not assist the coup from high levels and

was in fact taken by surprise. On the day of the coup, Assistant for National Security Affairs

Henry Kissinger and Secretary of State William P. Rogers discussed the coup and Rogers

suggested “I think we should be very careful not to say anything until we know more about

it."304 As late as March 23, CIA Director Richard Helms stated “[o]ur current information

on the exact balance of forces in Cambodia — information which would be essential to

formulating realistic plans — is thin."305

U.S. assessments of Lon Nol before the coup were not overly enthusiastic. Secretary

of State Dean Rusk stated in September 1968 that if Lon Nol were in charge he would

“follow a pro-American line and crack down on leftists." However, “[w]e doubt that any

real and permanent shift of power to Lon Nol would be advantageous to U.S. long-run

interests." The State Department feared that the “political elite might quickly break up

into quarreling cliques" and the U.S. was skeptical of his anticommunist credentials as there

was evidence, while equivocal, “that he has been deeply involved in munitions deliveries to

the VC [Viet Cong or National Liberation Front, NLF], perhaps more for financial than

ideological reasons." Overall, the State assessment was that “we see little permanent value

in moving this way with a government lacking in popular support, likely to fall at any time

to pressure by leftists or by Sihanouk who could then reverse policy and which might have

wholly unrealistic expectations about USG [U.S. government] economic or military aid."306

303Deac 1997, 67.
304FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 205.
305FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 208.
306Secret Cable; 09/07/1968; United States Department of State; DNSA Collection: Vietnam War II,
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This position changed quickly after the coup. One day after the change in regime, the

U.S. assessment of the evolving situation was that “[a] Lon Nol victory could result in a

more pro-U.S. and pro-Thai policy. Lon Nol would want U.S. economic aid, and he would

be less inclined to trust his ability to manipulate the Communists, which would encourage

him to develop his relations with the more reliable Thai neighbors."307 However, there was

considerably caution in the initial U.S. response. Top NSC staff in a memo to Kissinger

suggested that the U.S. should not “publicly commit ourselves to the existence of the Lon Nol

regime," finding that the objective of “a Cambodian Government under Lon Nol or anyone

else which is anti-Communist and in control of the whole territory" to be “unrealistic."308

However, with clear advantages to sustaining a noncommunist regime in Cambodia for the

survival of the Thieu regime in South Vietnam in light of Nixon’s planned Vietnamization

strategy, U.S. policy began to shift in favor of attempting to sustain new regime.309 In a

memo to the president, Kissinger argued that if Cambodia fell to the communists, “there

would be a profound psychological shock in South Vietnam" and “[i]n the rest of Asia, there

would be a feeling that Communism was on the march and we were powerless to stop it."310

Five days after the coup, CIA Director Helms provided a set of covert actions the U.S.

could take to sustain the Cambodian government and strengthen its military through the

“provision of covert economic and political support."311 Therefore, while it is unlikely the

U.S. directed the March coup, a position quickly emerged among American policymakers in

1969-1975.
307FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 205.
308FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 250.
309FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 224, Doc. 253; FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol.

X; Vietnam; Doc. 60.
310FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 253.
311FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 208.
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favor of supporting the new government.

On April 9, 22 days after the coup, Lon Nol informally requested American military sup-

port. The U.S. response was receptive, but Washington first wanted to asses the actual needs

of the Cambodian military before supplying weapons and second to procure supplies that

could be plausibly denied to have been granted by the U.S.312 By April 16, 1970, President

Nixon approved military deliveries through covert CIA airlifts and “wanted the CIA to get

the word out abroad, if not here at home, that the U.S. was prepared to intervene militarily

in the even Hanoi initiates direct attacks against Phnom Penh."313 Starting on April 22,

U.S. military assistance to Cambodia began.314 By August 24, the State Department had

formally announced the aid program for Cambodia, with $40 million in funds for training

and light arms provisions.315 The U.S. military aid program allowed the Cambodian army

to expand rapidly from 35,000 before the coup to some 110,000 by June of 1970.316 The

United States intervened with ground troops in Cambodia in late April until mid-July, 1970,

alongside South Vietnamese troops against NLF and North Vietnamese troops operating

in Cambodian territory. After the withdrawal of combat forces, the U.S. began a massive

air bombardment of Khmer Rouge, NLF, and North Vietnamese forces in Cambodia which

continued until August 15, 1973.317 As this discussion makes clear, the decision to support

the Lon Nol regime was not unrelated to its perceived strength, but it was not determined

by it. American policymakers proceeded cautiously to extend material and organizational
312FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 225.
313FRUS Jan. 1969-Jul. 1970, Vol. VI; Vietnam; Doc. 235.
314Bowra 1983, 10.
315Digital National Security Archive (DNSA), Chronology: U.S. Policy in the Vietnam War, Part II, 1969-

1975.
316Sutsakhan 1980, 42.
317FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 91.
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assistance waiting first to see that the regime would not collapse. The United States did not

carry out the coup, but did view the development as providing geostrategic benefits to its

position in Indochina.

Threats to Regime Survival

Lon Nol amassed considerable personal power at the expense of his fellow ruling elites. His

capacity to survive in office even after suffering a debilitating stroke in February 1971 that

necessitated medical care abroad was a testament to his destruction of rival power centers.

After his stroke, “Nol’s political foes were scheming to depose him while, and the same time,

his allies maneuvered to strengthen his rule. Nol’s 1970 coup co-conspirator Sirik Matak,

for one, told the U.S. ambassador that ‘the general had to go,’" but “Lon Nol’s political

opponents failed to get the American encouragement they felt was necessary to act, and

the Cambodian leader returned to Phnom Penh" on April 12, 1971.318 Becker writes that

“the officers believed that the American embassy would keep him in power and consider any

talk of coups or other challenges close to treason, unnecessarily ‘destabilizing’ behavior that

would benefit only the communists."319

Yet just because the U.S. did not encourage a coup explicitly did not mean a coup could

not occur. Indeed, the U.S. did actively consider replacing Lon Nol after his stroke. Wash-

ington first “briefly considered In Tam" but decided he would be insufficiently popular in

the military and maintained the same concerns about Sirik Matak.320 Around a year later,

Washington again considered replacing Lon Nol. In a March 28, 1973 meeting of the Wash-
318Deac 1997, 102.
319Becker 1998, 132.
320Corfield 1994, 111-12.
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ington Special Actions Group (WSAG), top U.S. advisors had a lengthy discussion about

possible replacements for Lon Nol, from Sirik Matak (who was dismissed by Kissinger) to

Lon Non (Lon Nol’s brother).321 Two days later, President Nixon complained that “[t]hey’ve

got to get Lon Nol the hell out of there, some way or another, but you can’t overthrow

him."322 On August 7 of that year, at a WSAG meeting Kissinger stated plainly “I consider

Lon Nol expendable."323

Yet however open the American government was to replacing Lon Nol in theory, in

practice policymakers lamented that there were few viable alternatives. Washington was

apparently aware that it would likely be unable to prevent or reverse a coup if one were to

occur. In a memo to Kissinger from William Stearman of the NSC discussing two recent

CIA memos in August, 1973, Stearman cites George Carver of the CIA in that:

[A]n attempt to preserve Lon Nol against determined opposition from his colleagues
would probably be doomed to failure. While we doubt a coup is imminent, we concur with
Carver’s recommendation as a useful preparation and share his apparent view that we do
not support Lon Nol if any independent, unified attempt is made by the High Council to
remove him. However, this does not mean that we should encourage coup plotting in any
way, but only that we accept a fait accompli, if and when it occurs. Obviously we can live
with Lon Nol’s departure if his own colleagues effect it but - as noted above - we should
not ourselves promote it as the political risks are high and the negotiating divided minimal.324

In September of that year, CIA Director William Colby informed Kissinger that:

It has been our impression that selected Cambodian military leaders, in particular Ma-
jor General Sosthene Fernandez, have been taking soundings as to the U.S. Government’s
willingness to back a coup. However, General Sosthene and the others have been repeatedly
told in categorical terms that the U.S. does not and would not foster any coup efforts, and
the FANK [Forces Armees Nationales Khmeres, the Cambodian Army] must address itself
to the military situation which requires its full and undivided attention. Although General
Sosthene and others are very much aware of the U.S. position, this does not preclude the

321FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 36.
322FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 37.
323FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 100.
324FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 99.
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possibility that, if the Cambodian military leaders are faced with significant deterioration
on the military, political, or economic front, they might undertake a coup without the U.S.
Government’s blessing.325

As is clear from the preceding examples, the U.S. was certainly not opposed to removing

Lon Nol, but also did not seek to promote a potentially destabilizing coup attempt. Instead,

U.S. policymakers were comfortable accepting a coup as a “fait accompli, if and when it

occurs."

So how did Lon Nol personalize his regime? First, Lon Nol’s significant personal command

over the military throughout his rule enabled him to fire any commanders suspected of

disloyalty.326 Even after his defeat at Chenla II (a second major failed military mission),

“Lon Nol’s patronage and control over the army survived."327 Lon Nol was able to remove

top commanders, such as the air force commander, So Satto, after one of his subordinates

bombed the presidential palace in an apparent assassination attempt in 1971.328 Lon Nol’s

personal control over the military predated the coup. “Lon Nol had complete control over

advancement. Long before the coup, the army belonged to Lon Nol and not Sihanouk."329

As his civilian rivals in the triumvirate had more diffuse support coalitions, Lon Nol was

able to use his organizational base and both perceived and real U.S. support to eliminate his

rivals from the inner circle. Becker observes that “with his military and American support

Lon Nol struck back against politicians who thought of challenging him."330

One of the cornerstones of Lon Nol’s rule was the support of his brother, Lon Non,
325FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 106.
326On his personal command over the military, see Kiernan 2004, 348.
327Becker 1998, 132.
328Digital National Security Archive (DNSA), Chronology: U.S. Policy in the Vietnam War, Part II, 1969-

1975; Deac 1997, 163.
329Becker 1998, 120.
330Deac 1997, 132.
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who quickly rose through the ranks of FANK. Lon Non had been promoted to brigadier

general in 1972 and immediately set about undermining the more capable and potentially

threatening Major General Sosthene Fernandez.331 Lon Non “kept a controlling hand on

the nation’s police forces and on what passed for an intelligence service."332 In a meeting

on March 28, 1974, George Carver of the CIA noted to Kissinger that “Lon Non has the

military commanders in a state of apprehension. The Cambodian generals are all nervous,

each thinking he may be next on Lon Non’s list. It’s having a very serious effect on military

effectiveness."333 After Lon Nol’s stroke, Lon Non concentrated his energies “on keeping

Sisowath Sirik Matak — or anyone else — from gaining power from Lon Nol."334 In pursuit

of this goal, Lon Non “manipulated, bought off, and brutalized his opponents."335

One other avenue toward personalization was the dissolving of Sangkum (Sihanouk’s

party) and its replacement by Lon Nol and his officers with “a new organ, the Social Repub-

lican party, which assembled around the field marshal the majority of officers implicated in

the earlier regime."336 The Social Republican Party was without a mass base, however, and

beyond Phnom Penh’s “National Assembly and intellectual circles, these [party] alignments

passed unnoticed."337 In the September 1972 elections for the National Assembly, the party

won all of the seats in the Assembly (only 10 of 126 were actually contested) and utilized

the military police to deliver votes.338 After these elections, Lon Nol purged In Tam, Sirik
331Deac 1997, 142-43.
332Deac 1997, 103.
333FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 36.
334Chandler 2008, 252.
335Chandler 1991, 215.
336Martin 1994, 132. On the importance of civilian party creation by military regimes to stave off potential

coup challenges, see Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.
337Chandler 1991, 210.
338Chandler 1991, 222.
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Matak, and Cheng Heng.339 “The elections put the capstone on Lon Nol’s power, relegating

Sirik Matak, Cheng Heng, and In Tam to the political darkside."340 “The opposition scat-

tered. There was no way to oust a leader who could claim the loyalty of both the Americans

who were subsidizing the war and the Cambodian economy and of the army that was fighting

the war."341

In line with the argument offered here, there is considerable evidence that U.S. support

reduced the external costs of coup prevention to Lon Nol’s regime. With the U.S. paying the

entirety of Cambodia’s military expenses, “many officers discovered ways of getting rich."342

Several strategies that were particularly damaging for military effectiveness was to inflate

the ranks (and therefore payrolls) with nonexistent soldiers (so-called phantom soldiers) or

by failing to report deaths and desertions. Another was to sell arms, medicine, ammunition,

and equipment to enemy forces.343 In 1972, American auditors found that only six to eight

percent of FANK salaries were actually being dispensed to soldiers.344 “By the end of 1972,

military spokesmen admitted that every month the pay of some hundred thousand nonexis-

tent men and women was pocketed by the commanding officers. Confronted with the figures,

Lon Nol is alleged to have replied, ‘Calm down! The Americans are killing a thousand of

our enemies every week. Victory is ours.’"345

Promotions were “awarded on the basis of influence rather than merit," command and

control was highly centralized, and personalities were “more important than organizational
339Chandler 1991, 220-22; Martin 1994, 132.
340Deac 1997, 135.
341Becker 1998, 132.
342Chandler 1991, 205.
343Chandler 1991, 205; Martin 1994, 140; Chandler 2008, 252.
344Deac 1997, 110.
345Chandler 1991, 223.
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structure."346 “Lon Nol had filled the officer corps with men largely like himself, men who

lacked the education or the background to compete in the civilian world and who were loyal

to him."347 FANK soldiers “were badly trained, poorly equipped, and often badly led."348

The military “lacked cohesion" and maintained “mixed organizational systems."349 All of

this behavior was despite the massive military challenge posed by the communist forces in

Cambodia. Rather than going out to the front where they were badly needed, the first

American deliveries of modern M-16 rifles went to the soldiers protecting the regime in

Phnom Penh.350

In June 1972, according to the U.S. embassy, Lon Nol was convinced that “the Khmer

Communist Movement does not pose a serious threat to his government."351 It would appear

that the leaders of the Khmer Republic believed that the United States would ultimately

never allow the regime to collapse. Deac exclaims that “[i]ncredibly, even as the battle for

Phnom Penh raged around them, a lion’s share of the government’s military and civilian

leaders refused to discard the corrupt practices that were weakening the very forces they

needed for survival."352 “Instead of melding into a modicum of sustainability as the republic

fought for its life, Phnom Penh’s political scene remained unstable."353 “Even in the final

weeks of the war, some Cambodians in Phnom Penh expected that the United States would

rescue their cause" and “[t]he highest ranking officials were certain that the Americans would
346Deac 1997, 141-42, 173.
347Becker 1998, 122.
348Chandler 2008, 251.
349Deac 1997, 71; 110.
350Deac 1997, 108.
351U.S. Embassy Phnom Penh, June 14, 1972. Cited in Chandler 1991, 360, end note 89.
352Deac 1997, 172.
353Deac 1997, 201.
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whisk them away in helicopters if things did not work out."354 This behavior was remarkable

given how poorly the war was going for the regime and how threatening the CPK insurgency

really was.

The regime’s American patron was not oblivious to these organizational problems. Con-

cerning the level of corruption, in meeting on July 10, 1973, Kissinger asked CIA Director

Colby “did I understand you correctly that Cambodian commanders are now pocketing the

pay of actual troops, not just that of phantoms?" to which Colby replied simply, “yes."355

The U.S. was also aware that Lon Nol continually promoted loyal rather than competent

officers. An end of tour report in February 1974 by a senior American military advisor

complained that Lon Nol “is a political figure and uses the FANK for political as well as

military ends. He insures that promotion and good assignments go to loyal officers, not all

of whom are capable. He ignores normal staff procedures in many instances, going directly

to officers whom he knows and trusts."356 In a scathing telegram from U.S. Ambassador

to Cambodia John G. Dean to now Secretary of State Kissinger on August 14, 1974, Dean

stated that Lon Nol “failed to pick strong advisors, relying on relatives or cronies instead.

Not particularly intelligent or well-organized, the Marshal has seen military reversals, eco-

nomic disaster, and political chicanery and violence undermine his popularity." While his

“authority over the army, so far unchallenged, may not survive a future crises." Moreover, he

has “become more dependent on a coterie of ‘yes-man’ advisors and ill-equipped cronies de-

voted more to their personal aggrandizement than to the national interest." Lon Nol “lavishly

rewards loyal subordinates" and “is deeply suspicious of would-be rivals." Despite “desultory
354Carney 1989, 35; Martin 1994, 141.
355FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 92.
356Quoted in Bowra 1983, 62.
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coup talk" among younger military officers, “civilian members of the elite reluctantly confess

that they can name no one to replace the Marshal" and the disgruntled younger officers “will

not present a serious challenge to the Marshal’s leadership" unless a major military reversal

is sustained. Ultimately, the U.S. assessment in Phnom Penh “is that no available political

figure or combination of figures is likely to provide the leadership needed to reverse popular

apathy and reinstill the ‘Spirit of March 18, 1970.’"357

The U.S. was particularly frustrated that massive support did relatively little to improve

the fighting capacity of the Cambodian armed forces. In August 1970, Kissinger noted that

“[a]ccording to [U.S. Political Military Counselor Jonathan F.] Ladd in Phnom Penh deliveries

of equipment are being made to Cambodia in the quantities needed. At the critical locations,

weapons for individuals are not the primary problem. Rather, the problem is now developing

the means of delivering supplies to the troops since the Cambodian Forces simply do not

have the means to deliver what they have on hand to all of the places that need help."358

In September of that year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff assessed that “FANK does not have the

capability to conduct sustained offensive operations"359 and General Haig of the Defense

Department claimed “[t]actics are poor and command and control procedures weak. . . Lon

Nol is much more self-assured but his basic confidence about the future may be somewhat

unrealistic."360

These military failures would not be particularly surprising if FANK were consistently

outnumbered or outgunned by their CPK opponents. However, analysts note that “Cam-

bodia’s wounds were far from fatal. Even with its phantom soldiers, FANK most probably
357FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 137.
358FRUS Jul. 1970-Jan. 1972 ; Vol. VII; Vietnam; Doc. 18.
359FRUS Jul. 1970-Jan. 1972 ; Vol. VII; Vietnam; Doc. 30.
360FRUS Jul. 1970-Jan. 1972 ; Vol. VII; Vietnam; Doc. 90.
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had greater numerical concentrations than and certainly outgunned its foes."361 The U.S.

government determined that by 1973 the army was “shooting up $500,000 to $750,000 worth

[of ammunition] a day"362 and remained “hampered by poor field leadership and command

and control deficiencies."363 Even on the brink of regime collapse Secretary of Defense James

Schlesinger noted that while the Khmer Republican forces “have a severe psychological prob-

lem" they did not face any “actual arms shortages."364 Despite an overreliance on firepower

by the Cambodian government forces, on the edge of collapse the regime still had enough

ammunition to last until the end of the month.365

Regime Collapse

As the regime was facing imminent collapse, the U.S. desperately sought to bring about

a negotiated settlement but was repeatedly rebuffed by both the Khmer Rouge’s Chinese

patrons and the Soviet Union.366 U.S. Ambassador Dean concluded in late February, 1975,

that “if any uncontrolled situation is to be avoided we must establish contact with Sihanouk

despite all the obstacles in the way so that we can return to Cambodia while there is still an

army, navy, air force and government in being in Phnom Penh."367 On April 17, 1975, the

Khmer Rouge marched into Phnom Penh, marking the full collapse of the Khmer Republic.

How did American policymakers makes sense of this outcome? The U.S. assessment as

the regime was on the verge of collapse was that Congressional opposition resulted in a U.S.

assistance program that was insufficiently large to secure victory. In a conversation with
361Deac 1997, 112.
362FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 107.
363FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 23.
364FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 184.
365FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 212.
366FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 175, Doc. 196
367FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 178.
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President Ford on March 5, 1975, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger lamented that “[w]e

never put enough in Cambodia to win a military victory. We never did enough to bring it to

a conclusion."368 The American assessment at the time was thus that more assistance would

have brought a different outcome.369 However, we should be skeptical of this analysis for

two reasons. First, we saw see, a much larger and longer commitment to South Vietnam was

similarly unable to keep an institutionally fragile regime in power. Second, if the analysis

offered here is correct, it was importantly because of rather than despite largescale American

support that the Lon Nol regime consolidated its rule and collapsed in the manner it did.

Scholarly analysis focuses on the failures of American policy as well. Martin writes that

“[w]e may wonder why the Americans nevertheless maintained in power an individual who

combined such incompetence and eccentricity," offering that “[p]erhaps the White House did

not wish to deal with someone capable fo defying it."370 However, as we have seen with

recently declassified archival sources the U.S. certainly did not control all of Cambodian

politics (particularly during the coup and immediately after) and actually maintained little

leverage over Lon Nol, failing to reduce corruption or increase organizational cohesion in the

military. Moreover, American policymakers considered replacing Lon Nol multiple times, but

ultimately decided no other member of the ruling coalition was capable of replacing him.

I have attempted to demonstrate that the unintended consequences of external sponsor-

ship shaped the manner in which Lon Nol’s regime consolidated its rule, eliminated chal-
368FRUS Jan. 1973-Jul. 1975 ; Vol. X; Vietnam; Doc. 182.
369It is of course important to mention that throughout the various U.S. interventions on behalf of non-

communist regimes in Indochina a number of important members of the CIA, the State Department, and
the Department of Defense voiced consistent concerns about the direction of U.S. policy in this area and the
likely efficacy of these strategies. For such debate within the CIA during the Laos operation, see Kurlantzick
2017.

370Martin 1994, 131.

175

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1969-76v10/d182


Chapter 4 adam e. casey

lengers, and collapsed. American support to the regime allowed Lon Nol to focus on ‘coup

proofing’ his armed forces rather than promoting competent officers and devoting resources

to improving military capacity. Confident the U.S. would not allow his regime to collapse

to communist insurgents, Lon Nol debilitated his armed forces to prevent them from emerg-

ing as a threat to his regime. U.S. assistance failed to improve the fighting capacity of the

military because it was channeled through the Lon Nol coalition which siphoned off this

assistance to placate its agents. The U.S. could do little to ameliorate the situation as it

was unwilling to intervene directly, and instead simply continued to funnel resources to the

regime. Moreover, while the U.S. was certainly willing to find a replacement for the Field

Marshal, the coup prevention strategies engaged in by the regime eliminated the pool of

capable replacements, effectively tying the hands of American policymakers. Finally, the

tenure-lengthening strategies and personalization of rule hobbled state institutions and re-

sulted in severe organizational decay, culminating in the total collapse of state institutions

after the fall of the regime to the Khmer Rouge.

4.2 Discussion

As the discussion above has made clear, Western sponsorship did not protect client regimes

from military coups. U.S. and European ambivalence toward the rule of particular autocratic

clients — and a primary concentration on preventing communist (and Islamist) takeover —

rendered clients vulnerable to military coups. Unwilling to aid in coup prevention, autocrats

had to go it alone in attempting to reduce the threat posed to their rule by their own armed

forces. Western sponsorship was indirectly helpful as it reduced the costs of poor battlefield
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effectiveness. Confident of foreign support if seriously challenged by opposition emerging

from outside the regime, it was safe for clients to attempt to weaken their militaries by

purging officers and fragmenting the coercive apparatus. However, Western sponsorship did

not reduce the internal costs of coup prevention as it did not protect client regimes from

their own military forces. As client efforts to reduce the capacity of their armed forces to

launch a coup posed a substantial threat to the personal and corporate interests of military

officers, they frequently led to the very event they were intended to prevent. When these

coups against client autocrats succeeded, they were accepted as faits accomplis by Western

patrons.
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Conclusion

Through the first analysis of the overall relationship between foreign sponsorship and client

regime survival I have shed considerable doubt on the conventional wisdom that all great

power patronage contributes to client durability. Instead, I found that only Soviet sponsor-

ship is associated with client regime survival. I also have demonstrated that this is through

a reduction in the threat posed by military coups to Soviet clients. Remarkably, no Soviet

client regime ever lost power to a coup d’état. In contrast, Western sponsorship has no

relationship with either client regime survival or coups. I argued that this divergence was

accounted for by both patron strategies and the unintended consequences of sponsorship for

the domestic distribution of power.

The Soviet Union directly facilitated the creation or expansion of a series of institutions

that limited the capacity of military forces to oust incumbent regimes. Most importantly,

Moscow aided in the creation of civilian control mechanisms in the form of political com-

missars and security services that were embedded directly in the armed forces. As members

of the party apparatus, commissars and security service officers were not beholden to their
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military counterparts and could report officer misbehavior up the party chain of command.

These unpopular changes were enacted with Soviet advisors and combat troops defending

regimes from any backlash from the armed forces. These organizations prevented coups by

providing intelligence on plots emerging from the officer corps and deterring others. Fur-

thermore, as the security services maintained their own operational units, they had the

capacity and motivation to resist coup attempts. As a result, these practices both increased

the coordination dilemma inherent in launching a successful military coup and empowered

new security services with incentives to defeat an attempted coup. Once imposed, commis-

sars and security services continued to function effectively even after Soviet assistance was

withdrawn.

In contrast, Western patrons did not protect their clients from coups. In fact, U.S. and

European ambivalence toward the rule of their particular autocratic allies — and a primary

focus on preventing communist and Islamist takeover — rendered their clients vulnerable to

military coups. Unlike Soviet sponsorship, Western patronage had countervailing effects. On

the one hand, foreign sponsorship lowered the external costs of coup prevention strategies by

reducing the costs of poor battlefield effectiveness. Confident of foreign support if seriously

challenged by opposition emerging from outside the regime, it was safe for clients to attempt

to weaken their militaries by purging officers and fragmenting the coercive apparatus. On

the other hand, Western sponsorship did not reduce the internal costs of coup prevention as

it did not protect client regimes from their own military forces. Western clients received no

sponsor support for coup prevention strategies. As client efforts to reduce the capacity of

their armed forces to launch a coup posed a substantial threat to the personal and corporate

interests of military officers, they frequently led to the very event they were intended to
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prevent. When these coups against client autocrats succeeded, they were accepted as faits

accomplis by Western patrons.

In the following sections, I briefly discuss the theoretical implications of the findings for

scholarship on authoritarian regime durability and the politics of international alliances. I

then turn to avenues for further research that follow from the findings presented here. I

conclude with a discussion of some of the policy implications of this work and the relevance

of the findings for the 21st century.

5.1 Implications of Findings for Scholarship and Avenues

for Further Research

This dissertation has several implications for scholars of comparative civil military relations.

First, we must take seriously coup prevention institutions as an outcome worthy of explana-

tion. One of the major findings of this dissertation is that it is important to explain when

regimes are able to get away with highly unpopular coup prevention strategies. This disser-

tation argued that for Soviet clients, cover to implement such strategies was provided by a

superpower patron. In fact, institutions we think of as critical for explaining the longevity

of communist regimes — such as ruling party control over the armed forces and large se-

curity services — were often endogenous to Soviet sponsorship. It was not the case that

all communist regimes simply came to power fully formed. Instead, they had to establish

penetrative security and party institutions and embed these organizations in military forces

often hostile to such actions. The presence of communist-style institutions is thus an out-
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come itself worthy of explanation. In cases like Ethiopia and Afghanistan, regimes which

originally seized power after military coups, it is difficult to understand the capacity of such

regimes to successfully build these institutions without considering the role played by the

Soviet Union.

Yet this is clearly not the only way dictatorships have been able to successfully ‘coup

proof’ their armed forces. Indeed, not only have some U.S. clients successfully staved off

the threat of a military coup for many decades (e.g., Saudi Arabia and Jordan) but non-

clients have done so as well (e.g., Tanzania). Recent research demonstrates that origins in

social revolution provides regimes the ability both to have a tight fusion between military

leaders and party officials as well as embed monitoring mechanisms like secret police and

commissars in military forces when created from scratch by revolutionaries. Military officers

in these regimes thus have fewer incentives and less capacity to launch coups.1

However, there is reason to suspect that an opportunity to create military forces from

scratch in non-revolutionary contexts may also provide similar benefits.2 Creating new mili-

tary forces for regimes enables autocrats to staff the military with allies as well as implement

penetrative coup prevention institutions when the officer corps is too disorganized to resist.

Preliminary evidence from Botswana (1966- ) and Tanzania (1960- ) supports this hypothe-

sis.3 Further research is necessary, however, to establish the extent to which this argument

is supported, and whether it operates primarily through loyalty or opportunity mechanisms.

Further research is also needed on unsuccessful attempts to introduce party controls over

the military. Cases have been documented in datasets when successful, but no comprehensive
1Levitsky and Way 2013; Lachapelle et al. 2020; Levitsky and Way frth.
2Nordlinger 1977, 17-19; Way et al. 2019.
3Way et al. 2019.
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analysis has yet been conducted on failed attempts to create such institutions. Given the

threat such organizations pose to the regular armed forces, we should expect their introduc-

tion to frequently fail in the face of reactive or preemptive military interventions. As we have

seen above, Nkrumah attempted to introduce a system of political commissars only to be

ousted shortly thereafter. Yet we lack systematic data on which strategies were attempted

and when they failed. Relatedly, we ought to pay close attention to changes over time in

coup prevention strategies. For example, we saw above that Diori in Niger demobilized his

Civil Service Corps and rural militia after a failed coup attempt alerted him to the level

of military disdain for these institutions. The relative frequency of such behavior should

be assessed. Finally, we ought to consider whether all security forces or coup prevention

strategies are viewed as equally threatening to military officers. Are officers more likely to

resist the introduction of commissars or the creation of a new security service?

Furthermore, additional research is needed on the downstream effects of the full variety

of coup prevention strategies used by autocrats. We do have considerable evidence that

counterbalancing in particular reduces the battlefield effectiveness of militaries.4 But we

know very little about the effects of other forms of coup prevention. Do all strategies —

such as commissars, party membership, and security service penetration — have the same

effects on battlefield effectiveness? On the one hand, evidence from Ethiopia supports the

argument that infiltration strategies similarly hampered battlefield effectiveness. Yet cases

like North Vietnam displayed considerable battlefield prowess and organizational capacity

despite broadly similar institutional arrangements.5 Further research is needed on the effects
4Brooks 1998; Quinlivan 1999; Pilster and Bohmelt 2011; Talmadge 2015; Narang and Talmadge 2018.
5Talmadge 2015.
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of the full range of coup prevention strategies on battlefield performance and what might

account for observed variation.

For scholarship on authoritarianism, this dissertation joins a growing body of scholarship

which sees the coercive apparatus and the state more generally as central to authoritarian

survival.6 It also suggests that scholars ought to take better care to disentangle the role

played by direct regime support as opposed to system polarity (e.g., the Cold War as a

period of bipolarity) in models of regime survival.

For scholarship on the politics of international alliances, this dissertation argues firmly

against those who see the U.S. (or its Soviet rival) as completely controlling client dicta-

torships. Instead, as we saw above, patron efforts to alter client behavior were frequently

stymied. Therefore, it joins a large body of literature which focuses on the principal-agent

problems involved in foreign support and the limited leverage exercised by great power al-

lies.7 Indeed, leverage over allies is arguably nonlinear. It is low in cases where the ally is

both extremely important and extremely marginal. If a client is so important it cannot be

allowed to collapse, patrons have very limited leverage over the behavior of the dependent

ally. In turn, if a state is so marginal it has weak ties to a great power, leverage is also low.

States where a great power has some fairly dense ties yet are geostrategically unimportant

should be most vulnerable to external pressure.
6See, among others, Bellin 2004; Levitsky and Way 2010; Slater 2010; Bellin 2012; Svolik 2012; Way 2015;

Greitens 2016; Geddes et al. 2018; Way et al. 2019; Casey 2020; Lachapelle et al. 2020; Levitsky and Way
frth.

7Rubinstein 1988; Macdonald 1992, 7; Womack 2006; Ladwig 2017, 81-82.
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5.2 Policy Implications

This dissertation raises interesting implications for the assessment of the relative success

of U.S. policy toward dictatorships. For U.S.-backed clients — of the 27 regimes which

collapsed while sponsored — six (Cuba 1959, Laos 1962, Cambodia 1975, South Vietnam

1975, Iran 1979, and Nicaragua 1979) realigned either toward another great power patron

or to active hostility toward the United States. In none of these cases did a military coup

result in realignment. This means that nearly eight out of ten times that U.S.-backed clients

collapsed the subsequent regime maintained pro-U.S. alignment. So if pro-U.S. alignment

is the only measure of American foreign policy success, then this can be judged largely

positively. However, the cases of realignment constituted some of the major foreign policy

setbacks of 20th century. Moreover, as this paper has attempted to demonstrate, U.S. foreign

policy toward client regimes actually enabled state-weakening coup prevention behaviors that

necessitated further costly intervention. In this sense the policy might be deemed much less

successful. Finally, of course, the human cost of these interventions was frequently enormous.

As a result a reasonable person might judge these policies to be far from an unqualified

success.

So why wasn’t the U.S. able to stop such behavior? U.S. policymakers were well aware

of the problems caused by leader survival strategies involving the deliberate weakening of

the coercive apparatus. However, short of direct intervention, the United States had few

options available to prevent such behavior. Sanctioning ‘coup proofing’ was of limited util-

ity as clients could threaten realignment or dangle the possibility of their collapse. Clients

maintained considerable leverage over their patrons during the Cold War (and the current
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American-led ‘War on Terror’). More importantly, even if Washington was open to the

seizure power by military forces with the hope that these new leaders would then engage

in less state-weakening behavior, the new rulers would face the same problems that spurred

such action by the ancien ruling coalition. Fearful of losing office to fellow elites, the new

rulers engaged in similar attempts at ‘coup proofing’, even in the face of existentially threat-

ening external threats. Regimes born of coups still fear their own officers. The logic of

ruling coalitional survival which precipitated such behavior is a relatively constant feature

of authoritarian politics.

We also saw in the Cambodian case study that the United States sought to drop its client

dictator to save the Cambodian state. However, client regime survival strategies had purged

the state of any viable alternatives to the narrowly-based regime. There is reason to suspect

that this is in fact widespread and by the time American policymakers seek the removal of a

client it is either too late or they lack the capacity to sufficiently influence events.8 Further

research is needed on whether pre-crisis client removal is ever successful.

And what of the Soviet Union? In fact, we saw above the considerable limits of Soviet

influence. First, we saw that it was not necessarily the case that the Soviet Union suffered

from fewer principal-agent dilemmas with their client regimes. In Ethiopia, Soviet pressure

for the regime to create a party was long ignored by Mengistu. When he eventually gave in,

it was to use Soviet aid in creating a highly personalized party that did not broaden regime

support. In Afghanistan, the two factions of the party relentlessly purged one another rather

than unified against growing external opposition as Moscow had wished. Moscow was also

unable to stop the rise of Hafizullah Amin or prevent his overtures toward the United States
8For a similar argument applied to Nicaragua, see Morley 1994.
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and poor counterinsurgency performance short of its direct military intervention. It was

not, therefore, that Soviet clients dutifully followed Moscow’s orders. Instead, Soviet clients

had a clear interest in receiving assistance in coup prevention. As clients themselves feared

military overthrow, they were more than happy to use Soviet support to inoculate their

regimes from military coups and create large new security services to brutalize opposition

within and outside the regime.

5.3 Sponsorship of Clients in the 21st Century

The dynamics investigated here are not simply Cold War relics. In fact, the U.S. has con-

tinued to sponsor a number of authoritarian regimes in the 21st century, most notably in

the Middle East. Moreover, U.S. foreign policy since 2009 has largely attempted to move

away from direct military intervention in favor of supporting client governments.9 American

defense policy in regions like the Sahel hinges on providing counterinsurgency assistance to

pro-Western authoritarian regimes so that they may combat the rise of Islamist groups.10

If the analysis offered here is correct, such assistance is likely to be actively subverted and

regimes will focus on preventing coups d’état, rather than fostering the growth of merito-

cratic, autonomous military forces capable of resisting Islamist insurgents.

Moreover, especially since 2014, Russia is back in the foreign security assistance game.

This includes agreements directly between the Russian Ministry of Defense and the Central

African Republic (CAR).11 In 2017, under UN auspices, the Russian military deployed 200
9Karlin 2018, 3; U.S. Department of Defense. 2018. “Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy of

the United States of America." See especially pp. 9-10.
10John Ismay, “The U.S. Spends Billions on Defense Aid. Is It Working?" New York Times Magazine,

June 13, 2018.
11“Россия и ЦАР подписали межправительственное соглашение о военном сотрудничестве." [“Russia
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advisors to train two battalions of the CAR army and has “take[n] over the mantle of secu-

rity provider from France."12 The Putin-connected Wagner mercenary group has also been

operating in Syria, the Central African Republic, Sudan, Venezuela, and Ukraine.13 Since

April 2018, the advisor for national security to the President of the CAR is an alleged former

Russian intelligence officer, Valery Zakharov.14

Coups in general are also not a historical curiosity, despite their decline since the Cold

War.15 They have succeeded as recently as November 2017 in Zimbabwe and November 2019

in Bolivia16, failed as recently as January 2019 in Gabon17, and continue to be promoted by

and the Central African Republic Sign an Intergovernmental Agreement on Military Cooperation."] ТАСС
[TASS ], August 21, 2018.

12Paul Stronski. “Late to the Party: Russia’s Return to Africa." October 16, 2019. Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace; See also Aaron Ross. “How Russia Moved into Central Africa." Reuters, October
17, 2018; Yuri Safronov and Irek Murtazin. “Нам нужен свой ЦАР? В богатой золотом и бриллиантами
Центральноафриканской Республике в последние месяцы идет передел влияния: Россия вытесняет
Францию." [“Do We Need Our Own CAR? In the Gold and Diamond-Rich Central African Republic in
Recent Months there Has Been a Redistribution of Influence: Russia is Crowding Out France."] Новая
Газета [Novaya Gazeta], August 2, 2018.

13Ilya Barabanov, Andrei Soshnikov, Anastasiya Napalkova and Pavel Aksenov. “Сирия, Африка, Укра-
ина. Куда и как "ЧВК Вагнера" вербует людей и где их поминает." [“Syria, Africa, Ukraine: Where and
How “PMC Wagner" Recruits People and Where They Remember."] BBC Russian Service, November 23,
2018; Andrei Kamakin. “Сафари для Вагнера. Наши наемники добрались уже до Центральной Африки.
Но российские власти не спешат легализовать частные военные компании." [“Safari for Wagner: Our
Mercenaries Have Already Reached Central Africa. But Russian Authorities Are in Now Hurry to Legalize
Private Military Companies."] Новая Газета [Novaya Gazeta], June 12, 2018; Neil Hauer. “Russia’s Fa-
vorite Mercenaries." The Atlantic, August 27, 2018; Jane Flanagan. “Russian Mercenaries Help Put Down
Sudan Protests." The Times [London], January 10, 2019; Maria Tsvetkova and Anton Zverev. “Exclusive:
Kremlin-linked Contractors Help Guard Venezuela’s Maduro - Sources." Reuters, January 25, 2019.

14Yuri Safronov and Irek Murtazin. “Нам нужен свой ЦАР? В богатой золотом и бриллиантами Цен-
тральноафриканской Республике в последние месяцы идет передел влияния: Россия вытесняет Фран-
цию." [“Do We Need Our Own CAR? In the Gold and Diamond-Rich Central African Republic in Recent
Months there Has Been a Redistribution of Influence: Russia is Crowding Out France."] Новая Газета [No-
vaya Gazeta], August 2, 2018; “Советник главы ЦАР обвинил Ходорковского в гибели российских жур-
налистов." [“Advisor to the Head of the CAR Accused Khodorkovsky in the Death of Russian Journalists."]
РИА Новости [RIA Novosti ], September 30, 2019; “Советник президента ЦАР заявил об активизации
в стране разведки США." [“Advisor to the President of the CAR Announced the Intensification of U.S.
Intelligence in the Country."] РБК [RBC ], October 6, 2019; Reid Standish. “Putin Has a Dream of Africa."
Foreign Policy, October 25, 2019.

15Marinov and Goemans 2014.
16Jeffrey Moyo and Norimitsu Onishi. “Robert Mugabe Under House Arrest as Rule Over Zimbabwe

Teeters." November 15, 2017, New York Times; “Bolivian Military Asks Morales to Resign to Ensure Sta-
bility." Reuters, November 10, 2019.

17Dionne Searcey. “Coup Attempt in Gabon is Thwarted, Government Says." January 7, 2019, New York
Times.
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American foreign policymakers as a solution to problematic regimes (e.g., in Venezuela).18

Moreover, pervasive controls over military forces by authoritarian regimes are also not a

thing of the past. Some evidence suggests that similar arrangements were present in the

Islamic State (IS). In a draft plan obtained by Der Spiegel, the IS sought to embed a parallel

intelligence service alongside military commanders that would report to a ‘security emir’ and

bypass the local commander.19

Therefore, there are reasons to suspect that the dynamics of foreign support for the

survival of client regimes will remain relevant for policymakers in the future. Moreover, as

the international system approaches multipolarity, there are reasons to suspect an increase in

the number of autocracies as well as a return to coup vulnerability. Without considering the

impact of foreign sponsorship on the domestic distribution of power in client regimes and its

incentives for coups and coup prevention strategies, policymakers run the risk of promoting

ultimately counterproductive foreign policies.

18Ernesto Londono and Nicholas Casey. “Trump Administration Discussed Coup Plans With Rebel
Venezuelan Officers." September 8, 2018, New York Times.

19Christoph Reuter. “Secret Files Reveal the Structure of Islamic State." April 18, 2015. Der Spiegel.
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Chapter 6

Appendices

6.1 Description of Variables Used in Analaysis
The dataset is available in regime-year format as a .csv file on the World Politics section of
the Harvard Dataverse. Below is a description of the variables included in the dataset in the
order they appear in the .csv file.

• cowcode

– Country identification code provided by the Correlates of War (COW). Accessed
through Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• year

– Year. Dataset is in regime-year format and covers period 1946-2010. The data is
right censored as of December 31, 2010, and is not left censored. Therefore, any
regime in power after January 1, 1946 contains information on the start of the
regime as well as pre-1946 sponsorship. Regime start and end date information
is from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• gwf_casename

– Autocratic regime case name from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• startdate

– Autocratic regime start date (DD/MM/YYYY) from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz
2014.

• enddate
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– Autocratic regime end date (DD/MM/YYYY) or right-censor from Geddes, Wright,
and Frantz 2014.

• spell

– Autocratic regime spell (years of continuous autocratic rule) from Geddes, Wright,
and Frantz 2014.

• duration

– Autocratic regime duration count variable from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• gwf_fail

– Binary measure of autocratic regime collapse in a given year from Geddes, Wright,
and Frantz 2014.

• gwf_fail_subs

– Type of subsequent regime from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014. See their
codebook for coding rules.

• gwf_fail_type

– Type of regime failure from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014. See their codebook
for coding rules.

• gwf_fail_type

– Ordinal measure of violence during regime collapse from Geddes, Wright, and
Frantz 2014. See their codebook for coding rules.

• jan1leader

– Autocratic regime leader as of January 1 in a given year from Geddes, Wright,
and Frantz 2014.

• duration_ldr

– Autocratic regime leader duration count variable from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz
2018.

• ldr_fail

– Binary measure of autocratic regime leader collapse in a given year from Geddes,
Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• ldr_fail_reg_fail
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– Variable generated by author measuring whether a leader lost power along with
the regime using information from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• ldr_fail_reg_survive

– Variable generated by author measuring whether a leader lost power but the
regime survived using information from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received any foreign sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
this codebook.

• any_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received any foreign sponsorship at any
point in regime tenure. For example, if a regime received foreign sponsorship
starting in 1955, but took power in 1952, this variable takes a value of 1 for
the entire regime tenure beginning in 1952. If this same regime then lost spon-
sorship in 1960, this variable would continue to take a value of 1 for the entire
course of regime tenure. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case
descriptions in this codebook.

• satellite

– Binary measure of whether regime is widely considered a ‘satellite’ of the Soviet
Union. This list includes Bulgaria 44-90, Czechoslovakia 48-89, Germany, East
49-90, Hungary 47-90, Mongolia 21-93, Poland 44-89, and Romania 45-89.

• spons_spell

– Sponsorship spell. This captures years of consecutive sponsorship for a given state
(i.e., if multiple regimes sponsored consecutively this variable captures the entire
period of sponsorship for these multiple consecutive regimes).

• duration_spons

– Count variable for number of continuous years of foreign sponsorship for a given
regime.

• ptcoupsuccess

– Binary variable that captures whether an autocratic regime experienced a suc-
cessful military coup in a given year (if multiple coups that year takes value of 1
for entire year). Source: Powell and Thyne 2011.

• ptcoupfail
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– Binary variable that captures whether an autocratic regime experienced a failed
military coup in a given year (if multiple failed coups that year takes value of 1
for entire year). Source: Powell and Thyne 2011.

• regfailcoup

– Author-generated binary variable that captures whether an autocratic regime ex-
perienced a regime-ending military coup in a given year using information from
Powell and Thyne 2011 and Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• ldrcoup

– Author-generated binary variable that captures whether an autocratic regime ex-
perienced a leader-removing military coup in a given year using information from
Powell and Thyne 2011 and Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• american

– Binary measure of whether the regime received American sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.3.

• russian

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Russian sponsorship in a given
year (note that this does not include Soviet sponsorship). Sources for this variable
are provided in the detailed case descriptions in Section 6.3.8.

• soviet

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Soviet sponsorship in a given year.
Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in Section
6.3.2.

• prc_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Chinese sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.6.

• british

– Binary measure of whether the regime received British sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.5.

• french
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– Binary measure of whether the regime received French sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.4.

• viet_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Vietnamese sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.7.

• yugo_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Yugoslav sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.9.

• egy_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received Egyptian sponsorship in a given
year. Sources for this variable are provided in the detailed case descriptions in
Section 6.3.10.

• comm_spons

– Binary measure of whether the regime received sponsorship from a communist
sponsor in a given year. Communist sponsors include the Soviet Union, China,
Yugoslavia, and Vietnam.

• coldwar

– Binary measure of Cold War (1946-89).

• ally

– Binary variable which codes clients who maintained formal mutual defense pacts
with patrons in a given year by using information from Gibler 2009.

• commissar

– Binary variable which takes a value of 1 if a regime “party imposes commissars,
party advisors, or some kind of party committee on military units or garrisons"
in a given year using information from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• cbcount

– Variable is a count of the number of security forces with the potential to coun-
terbalance the military (e.g., independent of military control and deployed with
access to the capital) in a given year from DeBruin 2018.
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• pcount

– Variable is a count of the total number of security forces a state employs outside
the regular military in a given year from DeBruin 2018.

• party

– Party-led regime measure from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• personalist

– Personalist regime measure from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• military

– Military-led regime measure from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• monarchy

– Monarchy-led regime measure from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014.

• communist

– Communist regime measure from Svolik 2012.

• gdcap

– GDP per capita from ?, accessed via ?.

• gdcapl

– GDP per capita lagged one year from ?, accessed via ?.

• logoill

– Oil revenue per capita from ?, accessed via ?.

• e_civil_war

– Civil war measure from Haber and Menaldo 2011, accessed via Coppedge et al.
2018. This variable captures whether a regime participated in at least one intra-
state war with at least 1,000 battle deaths in a given year.

• supportparty

– Variable which captures whether ruling regime maintained a support party in a
given year from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• seizure_coup
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– Variable which captures whether regime originally came to power through a mil-
itary coup from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• seizure_rebel

– Variable which captures whether regime originally came to power through an
armed insurgency/rebellion from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• seizure_rebel

– Variable which captures whether regime originally came to power through an
elections from Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

• ldr_group_military

– Variable which captures whether regime directly led by military officers from
Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018.

6.2 Supplementary Materials for Chapter 2
Figure 6.1 provides the results from Cox models which use an alternative measure of mili-
tary regimes. This variable captures whether the leadership group of the regime is directly
comprised of military officers (and thus does not capture regimes founded in coups which
subsequently personalized control around the leader and not the military as an institution).1
We see in Figure 6.1 that including such a measure (ldr_group_military) does not change
the results for any sponsor variables and itself affects regime survival in the hypothesized
direction.

Table 6.1 provides the results from Cox Proportional Hazards Models of foreign sponsor-
ship with various control variables discussed in Chapter 2.

We can see in the final model (4) that including multiple important controls does not
change the basic relationships between each foreign sponsor and client regime survival. We
can also plot the hazard ratios for model 4 as we did the earlier models (see Figure 6.2).

Therefore, we see that it is only Soviet sponsorship that is associated with a reduced risk
of client regime collapse. These results are robust to the inclusion of a series of potential
confounding variables.

One way of assessing whether clients differed systematically from non-clients is to examine
the simple averages of various economic and political indicators. We can first test whether
there are systematic differences between sponsored regimes and GDP per capita.2 In fact,
as we can see, U.S. clients had on average a slightly higher GDP per capita than non-
clients. Moreover, as we can see from the box plots in Figure 6.3 which plot country-year
observations as well as the median GDP per capita levels, this was not driven by a few high
growth outliers.

1This variable is taken from Geddes et al. 2018.
2This data is taken from Vogt et al. 2015 and accessed through Wright frth.
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Table 6.1: Regime Survival Cox PH Models

Dependent variable: regime failure

(1) (2) (3) (4)

U.S. Sponsorship 0.8572 0.8128 0.7052 0.6548
(0.4165, 1.0296) (0.5350, 1.2347) (0.4625, 1.0754) (0.4165, 1.0296)

Soviet Sponsorship 0.1797∗∗∗ 0.1698∗∗∗ 0.2300∗∗ 0.2054∗∗∗

(0.0736, 0.4382) (0.0695, 0.4152) (0.0938, 0.5641) (0.0828, 0.5051)

French Sponsorship 0.8037 0.7904 0.9477 0.9248
(0.4996, 1.2929) (0.4904, 1.274) (0.5871, 1.5301) (0.5685, 1.5043)

British Sponsorship 0.7344 1.2504 0.6751 1.9159
(0.2337, 2.3078) (0.3972, 3.9367) (0.2089, 2.1816) (0.5866, 6.2568)

GDP/capitat−1 1.0018 1.0118
(0.9685, 1.0363) (0.9816, 1.0428)

log(Oil/capita) 0.6320∗∗ 0.6199∗∗

(0.4462, 0.8949) (0.4381, 0.8770)

Civil War 2.5272∗∗∗

(1.7937, 3.5606)

Seizure Coup 1.9151∗∗∗ 1.8843∗∗∗

(1.4438, 2.5403) (1.3113, 2.7074)

Support Party 0.6313∗∗

(0.4692, 0.8484)

Seizure Rebellion 0.5197∗

(0.2997, 0.9010)

Seizure Election 1.3780
(0.8710, 2.1800)

Observations 4,591 4,485 4,591 4,158
Failures 223 219 223 210
R2 0.006 0.009 0.013 0.022
Max. Possible R2 0.368 0.368 0.368 0.373
Log Likelihood −1,039.391 −1,009.284 −1,022.829 −924.795
Wald Test 15.050∗∗ (df = 4) 25.690∗∗∗ (df = 6) 48.140∗∗∗ (df = 6) 79.570∗∗∗ (df = 10)
LR Test 25.609∗∗∗ (df = 4) 39.811∗∗∗ (df = 6) 58.732∗∗∗ (df = 6) 90.785∗∗∗ (df = 10)
Score (Logrank) Test 18.583∗∗∗ (df = 4) 30.421∗∗∗ (df = 6) 53.883∗∗∗ (df = 6) 86.739∗∗∗ (df = 10)

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001
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Figure 6.1: Hazard Ratios, Regime Survival

Soviet clients also were slightly wealthier on average than non-clients, though there was
considerable variation as can be seen in Figure 6.4
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Figure 6.2: Hazard Ratios with All Controls

French clients, owing to their concentration in sub-Saharan Africa, were on average sub-
stantially poorer than other autocracies, though they too had a wide range (Figure 6.5).
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Figure 6.3: U.S. Client GDP per capita

Finally, owing to the high share of hydrocarbon exporters among British clients, British
clients had much higher average GDP per capita than other autocracies (Figure 6.6).

Therefore, it is clear that client regimes — with the exception of France — were not
substantially less developed than other autocracies. We can also see if there are systematic
differences between growth rates for clients and non-clients.3 The mean GDP per capita
annual growth rate for U.S. clients is 1.156% compared to 1.227% for non-U.S. client au-
tocracies. This rate includes extremely high growth rates, however, and when annual per
capita growth rates over two standard deviations from the mean are removed (rates above
16.137%), the relative U.S. client growth rate remains unchanged but the comparison group
growth rate declines to 0.193% without the very high performers skewing the results. For
Soviet regimes, the average GDP per capital annual growth rate is -0.013% compared to
1.373% in the full sample (including very high growth autocracies) and 0.381% with growth
outliers excluded.

French client regimes on average had the worst economic performance of the major spon-
sors, with -0.333% GDP growth per capita (compared to 1.374% in the full sample and
0.405% in the sample with outliers removed). Finally, British client regimes vary extremely
widely in their economic growth rates (due to largely to fluctuations in hydrocarbon exports
as they are nearly all oil-exporting states). In the un-truncated sample, British clients grew
at an average annual rate of 2.718% per capita, compared to 1.191% for other regimes. In
the sample which excludes outliers, the British client growth rate drops to 1.154% relative

3This data is from the Maddison Project and is accessed through Coppedge et al. 2018.
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Figure 6.4: Soviet Client GDP per capita

to non-British client growth rates of 0.322%. As we can see, U.S. clients had in fact higher
levels of economic growth and Soviet clients lower than other regimes.

It is also not the case that the United States only sponsored regimes already severely
threatened by Marxist insurgencies. Several cases do lend direct support to a link between ex-
periencing a Marxist insurgency and receiving U.S. sponsorship. Some regimes only received
U.S. sponsorship after the onset of a communist insurgency (El Salvador 1948-82, Nicaragua
1936-79). Other regimes seized power roughly contemporaneously with a Marxist-Leninist
insurgency (Cambodia 1970-75, Guatemala 66-70, Guatemala 70-85, Laos 1959-60, Laos
1960-62, Thailand 1976-88, South Korea 48-60, South Vietnam 1963-75). In several cases,
U.S. sponsorship ceased before the end of the Marxist insurgency (Cuba 1952-59, Nicaragua
1936-79). Yet the majority of autocracies that faced communist insurgencies were in fact
not American clients.

Moreover, we see that in many cases Marxist insurgencies started after the onset of U.S.
sponsorship (e.g., Cuba 1952-59, Ethiopia 89-74, Guatemala 63-66, Iran 25-79, Thailand
1957-73, South Vietnam 1954-63). Finally, many U.S. clients did not face a communist
insurgency at all (Brazil 64-85, Chile 73-89, Egypt 1952- , Guatemala 54-58, Guatemala
58-63, Indonesia 66-99, Jordan 57-, Liberia 44-80, Liberia 80-90, Pakistan 47-58, Pakistan
58-71, Pakistan 75-77, Pakistan 77-88, Pakistan 99-08, Saudi Arabia 1927- , South Korea
61-87, Taiwan 1949-00, Thailand 47-57, Zaire 60-91).4

4It is worth noting of course that while not included in Kalyvas and Balcells’ (2010) data, some of these
cases had low grade communist insurgencies (e.g., the People’s Revolutionary Party in Zaire, the Araguaia
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Figure 6.5: French Client GDP per capita

Table 6.2 provides the results of logistic regressions of the relationship between our spon-
sor variables and control variables on the likelihood of a military coup ousting a regime.5
Standard errors are clustered by country. U.S. and French clients remain unassociated with
regime-ending military coups. British clients have an increased likelihood of experiencing
a military coup in Model 2, but the association does not achieve statistical significance in
Models 1 or 3. We see that regimes in power during a civil war and during the Cold War are
at higher risk of military overthrow. Regimes that seize power after rebellions and wealthier
autocracies face a reduced likelihood of military coups ending the regime.

Guerillas in Brazil) or large Marxist parties (e.g., Indonesia, Chile).
5The literature on coups finds that military regimes are more likely to experience coups d’état (Gandhi and

Przeworski 2007; Powell 2012; Svolik 2012; Geddes et al. 2014; Bell and Sudduth 2017; Sudduth 2017), that
wars increase the likelihood of coup attempts (Bell and Sudduth 2017), and that economic underdevelopment
increases the likelihood of coups (Londregan and Poole 1990; Singh 2014; Luttwak 2016; Sudduth 2017).
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Table 6.2: Regime-Ending Military Coups (Logistic Models)

Dependent variable: Regime-ending military coup

(1) (2) (3)

U.S. Sponsorship −0.288 −0.421 −0.428
(0.430) (0.420) (0.402)

French Sponsorship 0.214 0.110 0.240
(0.392) (0.370) (0.370)

British Sponsorship 0.466 0.933∗∗ 0.676
(0.608) (0.408) (0.449)

Civil War 0.886∗∗∗

(0.284)

Cold War 0.899∗∗

(0.349)

GDP/capitat−1 −0.210∗∗∗

(0.073)

Seizure Coup 0.287
(0.436)

Military-Led 0.241
(0.445)

Support Party −0.344
(0.263)

Seizure Rebellion −1.205∗∗∗

(0.456)

Constant −3.867∗∗∗ −4.146∗∗∗ −3.666∗∗∗

(0.158) (0.372) (0.284)

Observations 4,591 4,485 4,591

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Figure 6.6: UK Client GDP per capita

6.3 Autocratic Client Regimes Dataset Codebook
When using the dataset, please cite: Adam E. Casey (2020). “The Durability of Client
Regimes: Foreign Sponsorship and Military Loyalty, 1946-2010." World Politics 72, no. 3.

6.3.1 Definition, Operationalization, and Measurement

Definition

An autocratic client regime is an authoritarian political regime in a formally independent
state whose tenure a foreign sponsor makes serious effort to protect from potential internal
or external threats.

Definition of Case Universe

The universe of potential client regimes is based on authoritarian regimes identified by Bar-
bara Geddes, Joseph Wright, and Erica Frantz (2018), which includes autocratic regimes in
states with populations over one million in 2009. GWF (2018) include authoritarian regimes
in office at least one day after January 1, 1946 until December 31, 2010, at which point the
data are right censored.
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Operationalization

Two main forms of sponsor support are taken as evidence of a “serious effort to protect from
potential internal or external threats." In order to be considered a client regime, a foreign
sponsor must provide both material and organizational support.

Material Support A client regime must receive one of the following types of material
support:

1. direct budgetary support

• Examples:

– Financial assistance to pay state salaries
– Emergency economic support during domestic unrest

• Excludes:

– Official development assistance
– Anti-poverty programs
– Private investments
– Multilateral lending

2. military aid

• Examples:

– Full grant military aid
– Below market military supplies with generous repayment terms

• Excludes:

– Excludes purely commercial arms transactions

Organizational Support In addition to material support, a client regime must receive any
of the following forms of organizational assistance from a foreign patron:

1. organizing and/or training the coercive apparatus

• Examples:

– Providing training programs for officers or enlisted soldiers in any military
organization6

∗ Includes training on the territory of the client, in the territory of the
patron, or by patron forces in a third country

– Directly assisting in the allocation of responsibilities and/or structure of any
military organization

– Stationing advisors on the territory of the client and/or embedded within a
military organization

6Following convention, a military organization includes regular armed forces (‘the army’), paramilitary
(if regime-controlled), national police, security and intelligence services (Greitens 2016, 21; DeBruin 2018).
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• Excludes:

– Multilateral military missions (e.g., under UN authority)

2. intelligence cooperation

• Examples:

– Intelligence sharing on potential internal or external threats, real or alleged
∗ Examples:

· Armed rebel groups
· Organized domestic opposition groups
· Foreign state military forces or intelligence networks
· Plots by regime insiders

3. direct assistance in counterinsurgency or domestic repression

• Examples:

– Deployment of advisors
– Tactical and strategic advice to regime security forces

4. direct military intervention on behalf of the regime

• Examples:

– Troop deployment into combat positions
∗ This includes defensive positions which enable regime forces to concen-
trate on offensive strikes

– Air or naval operations against attacking forces

End of Sponsorship

In order to avoid confusing yearly changes in material deliveries or organizational support
for an end of support to a client regime7, a different criteria is used to identify the cessation
of sponsorship than its onset. Sponsorship ceases when material transfers and organizational
support cease as well as any of the following occurs:

1. The sponsor states that it will no longer support the client regime

2. The sponsor denounces the client regime, calls for its removal, or calls for regime change

3. The client announces a cessation of the relationship, expels any advisors, and rejects
further material or organizational support

7This is necessary as material transfers and organizational assistance change over the tenure of regimes
for reasons unrelated to the depth of foreign support. For example, regimes may not need the high levels
of military material necessary in earlier years, or have developed a domestic capacity to produce weaponry.
Moreover, with sufficient foreign training military forces may develop a domestic capacity to continue sponsor-
style training programs. These changes, however, do not necessarily reflect a decline in foreign support of
the regime.
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Sponsorship Measure

The autocratic client regimes dataset (acrd) uses a binary measure of foreign sponsorship.8
Measures specific for each patron are also included.

Identification Strategy

In order to identify all authoritarian client regimes, 1946-2010, over 400 primary and sec-
ondary sources in English and Russian were consulted to establish whether any of the 280
autocratic regimes identified by Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018) met the criteria outlined
above. Four main archival sources were consulted by the author. (1) The recent publication
of the CREST system by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency was consulted extensively.
This repository contains over 11 million pages of recently declassified CIA material made
available in January 2017. In addition to CIA records, the acrd dataset relies on information
from (2) the Digital National Security Archive, hosted at George Washington University; (3)
the Foreign Relations of the United States series produced by the Office of the Historian,
U.S. Department of State; and (4) the Digital Archive of the Cold War International History
Project at the Wilson Center. Whenever possible, secondary sources which utilize informa-
tion from newly available archival sources were used. Of particular interest were secondary
sources which drew on materials from foreign archival sources, such as Soviet records or
Eastern European records, which were consulted extensively.

An empirical approach was taken to identifying patrons. Rather than beginning with a set
of patrons and identifying all regimes they supported, the dataset was generated by working
from each autocratic regime to establish what, if any, foreign support was available. This
generated the following patrons: the United States, the Soviet Union, France, the United
Kingdom, the People’s Republic of China, Vietnam, Russia, Yugoslavia, and Egypt. In cases
in which multiple foreign states supported the regime, the principal source of organizational
and material support was identified as the patron. Once a regime was determined to have
meet the criteria for the onset of sponsorship, the trajectory of the patron-client relationship
was studied to identify when, if ever, sponsorship ceased. Transparency of coding decisions is
treated with the utmost importance. Every case includes substantial justification and links
to exact primary and secondary source identification. For any questions on the dataset,
please contact the author at adam.casey@mail.utoronto.ca.

8While conceptually foreign support is continuous rather than binary, there are considerable difficulties
constructing a cross-case, over-time continuous index. Most importantly, it is difficult to interpret the
intensity of military aid to regimes facing drastically different domestic and regional security environments.
Levels of military aid must be interpreted relative to the intensity of domestic and external security threats
facing a given regime. Therefore, in order to be sensitive to the continuous nature of the phenomenon but
avoid collapsing dissimilar international relationships into a binary measure, a high threshold to identify
client regimes is used.
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6.3.2 Soviet Client Regimes

Afghanistan 1978-91

cow code: 700.
regime tenure: 1978-92.
leaders: Taraki, Amin, Karmal, Najibullah.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship9: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until December 1991.

overview: The People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) had a longstanding
relationship with the Soviet Union when its members seized power in a military coup détat
in April 1978.10 The Soviet Union quickly recognized the new regime and lent immediate
economic and military support (Korgun 2004, 408; Khristoforov 2016, 217). As Moscow had
already been providing some training to the Afghan army before the coup, advisors were im-
mediately present and their numbers quickly expanded (Giustozzi 2015, 30, 104; Khristoforov
2016, 211). The regime also quickly received Soviet support in creating a variety of security
services, including the secret police (KhAD) and the Sarandoy security forces of the Ministry
of Internal Affairs (Khristoforov 2009, 20-21; Oliker 2011, 25; Khristoforov 2016, 295-96).
The Soviet Union embedded 5,000 or so advisors with the Sarandoy and KGB advisors were
embedded in KhAD (Oliker 2011, 28; Khristoforov 2016, 21). The Soviet Union also helped
the regime create a system of political commissars (Giustozzi 2015, 33, 104; Khristoforov
2016, 218). In response to growing instability, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in De-
cember 1979 in the largest Soviet military engagement since WWII (Kalinovsky 2011, 24).
In March 1980, the Red Army began offensive operations against armed opposition groups
(Giustozzi 2015, 61). “All the military equipment utilized by the Afghan army was donated
or sold by the Soviets and mostly paid with Soviet aid money" (Giustozzi 2015, 104). During
the war, Soviet advisors penetrated units up to the regimental level (Giustozzi 2015, 105).
The Soviets announced a decision to withdraw combat troops in 1988 which was completed
February 1989. However, material assistance continued until August 1991, and diplomatic
support until the formal collapse of the USSR in December 1991 (Kalinovsky 2011, 178-78).

Albania 1948-61

cow code: 339.
regime tenure: 1944-91.
leaders: Hoxha.

9This captures whether or not the organization that came to power received assistance from the patron
prior to seizing power

10PDPA leaders Nur Muhammad Taraki and Babrak Karmal each established relationships with the KGB
in the 1950s (Mitrokhin 2002, 17-18). The Soviet Union gave assistance to the party since its formation
in 1965 (Mitrokhin 2002, 18,20; Khristoforov 2016, 55-56). However, Moscow did not organize the coup
and was surprised when it occurred (Mitrokhin 2002, 26; Westad 2005, 302). See also National Intelligence
Daily Cable; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/28/1978; Top Secret; Declassified 03/08/2007; CREST NO.
CIA-RDP79T00975A030600010102-8; General CIA Records.
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installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No (prior Yugoslav sponsorship).
end: Break in relations led by Albania in 1961.

overview: After the 1948 Albania-Yugoslav split (see Section 6.3.9), Tirana sought an al-
liance with Moscow (Prifti 1978, 78). From 1948-60, “Albania’s army was trained, equipped,
and supplied by Moscow" (Prifti 1978, 201). In 1949, the USSR agreed to send KGB advisors
to assist the Albanian secret police (Sigurimi) and in 1952 Albanian security forces began
to travel to the Soviet Union for training (Mehilli 2017, 50). However, by 1960 tensions rose
and in June 1960 the Soviet Union was accused of backing a coup attempt and by the spring
of 1961 military agreements were annulled and relations were broken entirely in December
(Prifti 1978, 79-80, 202-4).

Angola 1975-91

cow code: 540.
regime tenure: 1975- .
leaders: Neto, Dos Santos.
installed: Assisted.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Removal upon collapse of the Soviet Union.

overview: Moscow’s support of the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA)
began in 1964 but was reduced in 1973 only to resume in large quantities of military aid
in December 1974 (Somerville 1986, 33; Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 445, 447, 450; Zubok
2009, 252). The MPLA came to power with direct Soviet military assistance and intervention
by Cuban troops (Albright 1980, 35; Somerville 1984, 294; Light 1992, 23; Gleijeses 2006;
Schmidt 2013, 25). Moscow airlifted in over 12,000 Cuban soldiers to defend the regime
from November 1975 to January 1976 (Schmidt 2013, 98). The MPLA received extensive
assistance during its civil war after 1975 from the Soviet Union (Somerville 1984, 297; Blasier
1987, 115; Katz 1989, 32; Shariy 2008a, 67; Shariy 2008c, 21-22). “Soviet and East German
advisers played a major role in the creation of Angola’s police and intelligence forces."11

Soviet military advisors were present as early as 1975, and the Soviet advisory presence pen-
etrated “every aspect of the Angolan military."12 Soviet aid in the post-1975 period rose to
$400 million (Valenta 1980, 115). In May 1977, Cuban forces were instrumental in putting
down a coup attempt (Somerville 1984, 289-99). Military aid increased under Gorbachev,

11“Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Office
of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Issues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified
08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0; General CIA Records. This analysis is
confirmed by evidence from Soviet archives. See Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 454.

12“Sub-Saharan Africa: A Growing Soviet Military Presence." Directorate of Intelligence; Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency; 01/12/1985; Top Secret; Declassified 12/01/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01115R000100390002-1; NGA Records.
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from $775 million in 1975 to $1.5 billion in 1987 (Katz 1989, 47-48). Between 1,100 and
1,200 Soviet military advisors remained in Angola as late as July 1990.13 Upon the collapse
of the USSR sponsorship ceased as the Russian Federation did not continue support.

Bulgaria 1944-89

cow code: 335.
regime tenure: 1944-90.
leaders: Dimitrov, Chervenkov, Zhivkov.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: During WWIl, members of Bulgarian Communist Party took part in armed
resistance against the Nazi client regime in Sofia (Schopflin 1993, 55). When the Red Army
entered Bulgaria in September 1944, Bulgarian communists and their allies in the Fatherland
Front seized power (Brown 2009, 172). With control over the ministry of the interior (and
thus the police) and with the help of Red Army soldiers in Bulgaria, the Bulgarian Commu-
nist Party came to dominate the Front (Naimark 2010, 177; McAdams 2017, 256; Westad
2017, 80). In Bulgaria like elsewhere in Eastern Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the
reorganization of military forces, embedded commanders, advisors, and technicians within
the armed forces and defense ministries, and purged pre-communist officer corps.14 In the
first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the Politburo decided not to take military action in
Eastern Europe if communist governments were to face collapse (Brown 2009, 523; Kramer
2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).15 During the party coup which removed Todor Zhivokov
and replaced him with Foreign Minister Petar Mladenov on November 10, 1989, Soviet Pres-
ident Gorbachev informed Mladenov that “This is entirely your business. You have to sort
it out yourselves" (Quoted in Barany 2016, 118).

China 1949-60

cow code: 710.
regime tenure: 1949- .
leader: Mao.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1960.

13“National Intelligence Daily." Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/26/1990;
Top Secret; Declassified 09/11/2009; FOIA No. 0005301308; FOIA Collection.

14“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;
Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

15Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
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overview: The USSR provided aid to the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) since its for-
mation (Jun 1998, 48). After the Soviet withdrawal from Manchuria in 1946, Mao and the
CCP kept in close contact with Moscow “on all important questions of military or political
strategy" but the CCP was “unable to secure any major long-term commitments from the
Soviets to aid [the] revolution" (Westad 1998, 8). Soviet material assistance was “very lim-
ited" through the fall of 1948, though Soviet logistic support and air defense “did provide a
critical edge to the PLA’s [People’s Liberation Army’s] war effort" (Westad 1998, 8). In late
1949 after seizing national power the newly established PRC (People’s Republic of China)
held a summit with the USSR which provided Beijing with an explicit Soviet commitment
to defend the PRC from Japan and its allies (Westad 1998, 11). In 1950, a Treaty of Friend-
ship, Alliance, and Mutual Assistance was signed (Jersild 2014, 2). During the Korean War
(1950-53) Moscow provided “substantial support for Chinese and North Korean operations"
and the Soviet air force provided air cover for the PLA (Westad 1998, 13). After 1954, mili-
tary, economic, and technical aid increased substantially (Westad 1998, 15-17; Jersild 2014).
From 1946-60, total Soviet economic assistance may have been as high as $3.4 billion (Jersild
2014, 38). After escalating tensions, the Sino-Soviet split occurred by 1960, ending the close
relationship and ushering in a period of considerable animosity and conflict (Freidman 2015).

Cuba 1960-91

cow code: 40.
regime tenure: 1959- .
leader: Castro.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Sponsorship until collapse of USSR.

overview: The Soviet Union did not aid Fidel Castro’s 26th of July movement in its
violent struggle against the Batista regime and the Soviet-backed Cuban Communist Party
contributed “little or nothing" to the revolution (Blasier 1987, 103).16 Sixteen months after
seizing power, ties between Moscow and Havana began (Blasier 1987, 107). While first de-
liveries of Soviet aid were “quite modest" (Goldenberg 1975, 592; Daniel 1964, 345-46), on
July 9, 1960, CPSU General Secretary Khrushchev indicated that Cuba would be defended
by Soviet rocketry if challenged (Maurer 2013, 324). Soviet aid increased substantially, and
contributed 15-20% of Cuban domestic product (Blasier 1991, 92; Wiarda 1989, 102). Soviet
military aid resulted in Cuba’s construction of the largest military in Latin America (Adams
1992, 102) and by 1989 Havana was received $11 million per day in military assistance alone
(Starr 1991, 179).17 The U.S. estimated that in the mid-1980s Soviet aid amounted to ap-

16See also Rabe 2016, 60.
17In 1984, the CIA estimated that the Soviet Union stationed between 7,000 and 9,000 military personnel

in Cuba and provided around $500 million a year in military assistance since 1977. “The USSR and the Third
World." National Intelligence Estimate; NIE 11-10/2-84; Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 09/19/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST NO. CIA-RDP87T00126R000600630007-8;
General CIA Records.
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proximately $5 billion annually (Blasier 1991, 94), “more than the United States provides
in assistance to any other country in the world" (Wiarda 1989, 108).18 Until the end of
the Cold War the USSR stationed “Soviet troops as a bulwark against external attack by
the United States" and Moscow trained and equipped the Cuban military (Rubinstein 1988,
215; Blasier 1987, 103, 113, 129-30; Zubok 2009, 308).

Czechoslovakia 1948-89

cow code: 315.
regime tenure: 1948-89.
leaders: Gottwald, Novotny, Dubcek, Husak, Jakes.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: In February 1948, led by Klement Gottwald, the Czechoslovak Communist
Party seized power in a coup (Brown 2009, 155; Naimark 2010, 187; Haslam 2011, 100).
The Soviet Union helped the regime create the Ministry of State Security which engaged in
“counterintelligence" in the army (Shearer and Khaustov 2015, 283-84). In Czechoslovakia
like elsewhere in Eastern Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the reorganization of mil-
itary forces, embedded commanders, advisors, and technicians within the armed forces and
defense ministries, and purged pre-communist officer corps.19 While Red Army troops had
left in 1945, they returned in 1968 to quash the Prague uprising and remained until 1991
(Barany 2016, 101). In the first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the Politburo decided
not to take military action in Eastern Europe if communist governments were to face col-
lapse (Brown 2009, 523; Kramer 2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).20 Gorbachev did not
involve himself in the collapse of Czechoslovak communism, “and the party leaders in Prague
were clearly aware that there was no use asking for his support to save their rule" (Barany
2016, 120). All 75,000 Red Army soldiers ceased activities “to avoid even the appearance of
partiality" (Barany 2016, 120).

East Germany 1949-89

cow code: 265.
regime tenure: 1949-90.
leaders: Ulbricht, Honecker.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.

18See also Blasier 1987, 123; Adams 1992, 80.
19“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;

Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

20Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
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end: 1989.

overview: “The Soviets formed three German Communist ‘initiative groups’ in Moscow
to follow the Red Army troops into occupied Germany in April and May of 1945" (Naimark
2010, 180). During Soviet occupation, Moscow helped create the Ministry for State Security
(MfS, or Stasi) (Bruce 2003, 12-13, 16-17; Naimark 1995, 356, 362-63). The Soviets also
helped create the ruling party, the Socialist Unity Party (SED) (Brown 2009, 175). In East
Germany like elsewhere in Eastern Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the reorganiza-
tion of military forces, embedded commanders, advisors, and technicians within the armed
forces and defense ministries, and purged pre-communist officer corps21 Soviet troops were
stationed in Germany from 1945 until 1993 (Barany 2016, 101). In June 1953, Soviet forces
directly intervened to put down popular unrest over collectivization and poor living stan-
dards (Greitens 2016, 278). In the first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the Politburo
decided not to take military action in Eastern Europe if communist governments were to face
collapse (Brown 2009, 523; Kramer 2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).22 When Honecker
and other East German communist elites sought Soviet support for “a full-scale crackdown"
they received negative responses from their Soviet counterparts “ ‘through all available chan-
nels" and all “380,000 Soviet troops in the GDR received orders to stay in their barracks"
(Kramer 2011, 842).23

Egypt 1955-76

cow code: 651.
regime tenure: 1952- .
leaders: Nasser, Sadat.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: 1976 (by Egypt).

overview: The USSR was not involved in the Free Officers coup of 1952 which deposed the
British-backed monarchy (see Section 6.3.5) and initially dismissed the regime as reactionary
and pro-U.S. (Golan 1990, 44).24 However, by 1955 relations warmed and Egypt was the
recipient of an early Soviet arms deal (through Czechoslovakia) worth $250 million (Golan
1990, 44-45).25 During the Khrushchev era, Egypt received almost one quarter of all Soviet
economic aid distributed abroad (Ferris 2008, 26). Moscow provided well over $1 billion in

21“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;
Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

22Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
23See also Barany 2016, 117.
24See also Belyakova 2017, 7.
25See also “Podpisannoye m. Khrushchevim pis’mo poslano v Kair dlya vrucheniya adresatu 12.4.59 g.

[Letter from Khrushchev to Cairo on March 13, 1959]" Rossiyskiy gosudarstvenniy arkhiv noveyshey istorii.
F. 52. H. S. Khrushchev. Op. 1. D. 635. L. 124-144. Text provided in Belyakova 2017, 93-108.
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military equipment between 1955-1964.26 The USSR also provided strong diplomatic sup-
port to Egypt during the 1956 Suez crisis.27 In 1966 Moscow was granted rights to Egyptian
ports and airfields (Golan 1990, 56).28 In March 1970, Soviet air units directly engaged Is-
raeli jets in a defense of Egypt (Rubinstein 1988, 142-43). In 1971 Moscow and Cairo signed
a Friendship Treaty (Golan 1990, 78). By the early 1970s there were over 20,000 Soviet ad-
visors in Egypt and Soviet air personnel ran combat missions (Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005,
152).29 However, in 1972 Sadat ordered the expulsion of most Soviet advisors.30 Soviet sup-
port continued during the Yom Kippur War, despite the cool relations, and arms deliveries
continued (Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 158). Finally, in 1976 Sadat unilaterally denounced
the Friendship Treaty and ties ceased (Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 163).31

Ethiopia 1977-91

cow code: 530.
regime tenure: 1974-91.
leader: Mengistu.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: Moscow played no role in the coup following the mass mobilization against
the Selassie regime in 1974 which installed the Derg32 in power, a group that initially sought
support from the United States (Armstrong 2013, 195). After relations with Washington

26“The Soviet Union and Egypt." Special Report; Office of Current Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; OCI No. 0330/64A; 05/08/1964; Secret; Declassified 04/27/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79-
00927A004400110002-2. Importantly, much of this assistance was grant aid. See “Communist Mili-
tary Deliveries to Egypt, 1955-1973." 07/25/1974; Secret; Declassified 08/17/2005; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00875R001900030037-5; General CIA Records.

27“Podpisannoye m. Khrushchevim pis’mo poslano v Kair dlya vrucheniya adresatu 12.4.59 g. [Letter
from Khrushchev to Cairo on March 13, 1959]" Rossiyskiy gosudarstvenniy arkhiv noveyshey istorii. F. 52.
H. S. Khrushchev. Op. 1. D. 635. L. 124-144. Text provided in Belyakova 2017, 93-108.

28See also “The Soviet Military Presence in Egypt." Intelligence Report; Office of Political Research;
Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1975; Top Secret; Declassified 06/10/2004;
CREST No. CIA-RDP86T00608R000600150002-9; General CIA Records.

29The CIA also noted a Soviet intervention in 1970 but assessed the Russian advisor level lower at 15,000
in 1971. See “The Soviet Military Presence in Egypt." Intelligence Report; Office of Political Research;
Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1975; Top Secret; Declassified 06/10/2004;
CREST No. CIA-RDP86T00608R000600150002-9; General CIA Records.

30“The Soviet Military Presence in Egypt." Intelligence Report; Office of Political Research; Directorate
of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1975; Top Secret; Declassified 06/10/2004; CREST No.
CIA-RDP86T00608R000600150002-9; General CIA Records.

31See also “Soviet Policy Toward the Middle East." Research Paper; Office of Soviet Analy-
sis; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/05/1986; Secret; Declassified 09/02/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP87T00787R000400440001-4; General CIA Records.

32“Committee" in Amharic, the Derg is short for the Coordinating Committee of the Armed Forces, Police,
and Territorial Army.
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soured, and with Moscow’s implicit33 approval, Mengistu seized power in a bloody palace
coup in February 1977 and Soviet aid increased substantially (Clapham, 1988, 61). The USSR
ultimately provided the Derg with over $9.5 billion in arms (Lefebvre 1991, 32, 42).34 In the
1977-78 Ogaden War against Somalia, the Soviets provided massive amounts of weapons and
advisors, as well as logistical support for the deployment of tens of thousands of Cuban troops
(Ottaway 1980, 123; Ottaway and Ottaway 1986, 155). With Soviet support, the Ethiopian
army became sub-Saharan Africa’s largest, with over 250,000 regular troops and advanced
MiG-23 jets (Ottaway and Ottaway 1986, 173; Tiruneh 1993, 344; Ayele 2014).35 The Soviet
Union and its allies “extensively reshaped the Ethiopian intelligence apparatus"36, including
training the Ethiopian Ministry of National and Public Security (MNPS)37, the Military Se-
curity Main Department (MSMD) (which “acted as a kind of secret police within the armed
forces") (Mesfin 2010, 46) and the Military Intelligence Department (Mesfin 2010, 50-51).
Moscow also provided assistance in creating the ruling party.38 Soviet military advisors were
“integrated into all elements of the Ethiopian Army from army down through brigade level."39

During a July 1988 visit to Moscow, CPSU General Secretary Gorbachev informed Mengistu
that the USSR’s “unqualified economic and military commitment to Ethiopia could not con-
tinue much further" and that Ethiopia needed to liberalize (Tiruneh 1993, 358). Moscow
also declined to grant additional military deliveries, though it maintained the existing agree-
ments which expired in 1991 (Tiruneh 1993, 359). Military supplies continued to flow to the
regime until it collapsed in May 1991 (Tiruneh 1993, 358, 365).

Hungary 1947-89

cow code: 310.
regime tenure: 1947-90.
leaders: Rakosi, Kadar, Grosz.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.

33Some analysts ascribe a stronger role to the Soviets in the coup. Clapham writes that “[o]n the day after
the killing of Teferi Banti, Mengistu held meetings with the Soviet and Cuban ambassadors, who expressed
their support - a clear indication that they had already decided to back him against his rivals in the Derg"
(1988, 61).

34Some estimates are higher, at $11 billion, or the total GDP of Ethiopia in 1990 (Lefebvre 1991, 32, 42).
35See also “Ethiopia: The Impact of Soviet Military Assistance." Research Paper; Office of African and

Latin American Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 01/06/1983; Secret; Declassified 1999; FOIA No.
0000496797; The Princeton Collection.

36“The USSR and the Third World." National Intelligence Estimate; NIE 11-10/2-84; Director of Central
Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/19/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST NO. CIA-
RDP87T00126R000600630007-8; General CIA Records.

37“Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Office
of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Issues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified
08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0; General CIA Records.

38“Ethiopia: Institutionalizing a Marxist-Leninist State." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/04/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00768R000100110001-3; General CIA Records. See also Clapham 1988, 77.

39“Sub-Saharan Africa: A Growing Soviet Military Presence." Directorate of Intelligence; Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency; 01/12/1985; Top Secret; Declassified 12/01/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01115R000100390002-1; NGA Records.
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prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: “The Soviets created a provisional government that was to take power in the
wake of the Red Army’s advance into Hungary." (Naimark 2010, 180-81). In Hungary like
elsewhere in Eastern Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the reorganization of military
forces, embedded commanders, advisors, and technicians within the armed forces and de-
fense ministries, and purged pre-communist officer corps.40 The new army was “controlled by
Soviet military attaches. . .Russian advisers operated even at the regimental level" (Kovrig
1979, 264).41 In the first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the Politburo decided not
to take military action in Eastern Europe if communist governments were to face collapse
(Brown 2009, 523; Kramer 2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).42

Mongolia 1921-91

cow code: 712.
regime tenure: 1921-93.
leaders: S. Danzan, Bodoo, Dambadorj, A. Danzan, Dambadorj, Badrakh, Choibalsan,
Tsedenbal, Batmonh.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Removal upon collapse of USSR.

overview: After being initially rebuffed in its request for assistance from the nascent
Bolshevik regime, the leaders of the newly formed Mongolian People’s Party (MPP) began
to receive assistance after the White Army general Baron von Ungern-Sternberg invaded
Outer Mongolia (Sunderland 2014, 203-4). Starting February 1921, the Bolsheviks began
to aid the MPP in its party operations as well as in creating a new army (Kaplonski 2014,
48).43 In July 1921, with the help of some 8,000 Red Army soldiers, the MPP seized power
in Urga (present day Ulaanbaatar) (Palmer 2008, 206).44 Red Army troops left Mongo-
lia in 1925 (Roshchin 1999, 106), but Soviet advisors remained stationed in Mongolia and
Comintern representatives sat in on party and government meetings (Kaplonski 2014, 48).
Soviet advisors also staffed the Mongolian secret police (Sandag and Kendall 2000, 3). A
Soviet general was the chief of the Mongolian army general staff (Worden and Savada 1991,
230), and Soviet pilots trained Mongolian counterparts and even served in the Mongolian

40“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;
Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

41See also Gitz 1992, 17.
42Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
43See also Palmer 2008, 178.
44See also Roshchin 1999, 14; Rupen 1979, 29. Mendee puts the number of Red Army troops higher at

around 13,000 (2013).
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airforce.45 After a large uprising in 1932 challenged the regime in response to its radical
policies toward collectivization and violent assault on the Buddhist clergy, the Soviet Union
intervened on behalf of the regime (Kuzmin and Oyuunchimeg 2015, 52-53). During the
1930s, Soviet officers served as unit advisors and commanders (Worden and Savada 1991,
230). Soviet troops left and reentered Mongolia periodically throughout the Cold War46, but
in July 1986 CPSU General Security Gorbachev announced the withdrawal of Some Soviet
forces from Mongolia and made plans to withdraw most of its military contingent by 1990.47

Mozambique 1975-91

cow code: 541.
regime tenure: 1975-.
leaders: Machel, Chissano.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: Frelimo was founded in 1962 and began its guerrilla campaign against Por-
tuguese colonial rule in 1964 (Derluguian 2012, 81-82)48 The USSR did not provide very
much assistance to Frelimo in its early insurgency, though it did begin to provide weapons
and training by the early 1970s.49 After Frelimo seized power in 1975, the U.S.S.R. pro-
vided almost all of the military equipment used by the regime, increasing support after the
onset of the Renamo insurgency (Hoile 1994, 116; Finnegan 1992, 89).50 Soviet military

45“Mongolian People’s Republic: Military Information: Disposition of Troops; Ammunition Factories."
Intelligence Report; Central intelligence Group; 01/28/1947; Secret; Declassified 12/16/1998; CREST No.
CIA-RDP82-00457R000300200006-4; General CIA Records; “The Government, Politics, and Population of
the Mongolian People’s Republic." Translation; Information from Foreign Documents or Radio Broadcasts;
Central Intelligence Agency; 05/18/1950; Confidential; Declassification 08/15/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP80-00809A000600310264-4; General CIA Records.

46The size of the Soviet contingent varied, but in 1974 the CIA estimated it was between 30 and 50,000
Soviet combat troops. “Mongolia." Intelligence Memorandum; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/1974; Confi-
dential; Declassified 08/08/2005; CREST No. CIA-RDP84-00825R000300260001-2; General CIA Records.

47“Soviet Troop Withdrawal from Mongolia." Report; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/20/1987; Secret;
Declassified 11/28/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP91B00874R000300190006-4; General CIA Records. See also
Rossabi 2005, 10.

48See also “Short-Term Prospects for the African Nationalist Movements in Angola and Mozambique."
Special National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/01/1964; Secret; Declassified
04/24/2014; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A026200010006-6; General CIA Records.

49“Anti-Portuguese Campaign in Africa Shifts to Mozambique." Special Report; Office of Current Intelli-
gence; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/18/1964; Secret; Declassified 07/31/2008; CREST No. CIA-RDP79-
00927A004700060002-5; General CIA Records; “Mozambique." Current Intelligence Country Handbook; Of-
fice of Current Intelligence; Directorate of Intelligence; 06/01/1966; Secret; Declassified 12/14/2001; CREST
No. CIA-RDP79T00826A003200130001-6; General CIA Records; “Mozambique: Armed Forces." National
Intelligence Survey; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/1973; Secret; Declassified 06/16/2009; CREST No.
CIA-RDP01-00707R000200100009-6; NIS Records. See also Finnegan 1992, 30; Hall and Young 1997, 13,
139.

50See also “The Situation in Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects. Interagency Intelligence Mem-
orandum; NI JIM 83-10003; 04/21/1983; Secret; Declassified 09/08/2010; CREST No. CIA-
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advisors were deployed in 1976, and train Frelimo forces as well as plan “operational duties
down to the brigade level."51 The Soviet Union also aided the regime in strengthening the
party apparatus in the army (Shariy 2008b, 18-19). The Soviets, along with Cubans and
East Germans, “trained, equipped, and advised the Mozambican security service (SNASP)
since the mid-1970s."52 KGB officials sit directly in the offices of SNASP.53 Frelimo formally
removed references to Marxism-Leninism and the Soviet bloc at its 5th party congress in
1989 (Finnegan 1992, 130; Hall and Young 1997, 202). In 1989, the USSR withdrew its large
contingent of military advisors (between 750 and 1,500) and ended its supply of cheap oil
(Finnegan 1992, 130; Hall and Young 1997, 139, 204).

North Korea 1948-91

cow code: 731.
regime tenure: 1948- .
leaders: Il Sung.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse of the USSR.

overview: Kim Il Sung had been leading a group of Korean partisans against Japanese
forces in Manchuria since the 1930s, and under intense Japanese pressure fled to the Soviet
Far East in 1941 (Scalapino and Lee 1992, 209; Smith 2015, 80-81). Kim joined the 88th
Independent Brigade of the Red Army (a special force for former Manchurian guerrillas) at
the rank of captain (Lankov 2002, 56; Armstrong 2003, 32). After the defeat of Japan, the
88th was disbanded and Kim went to Pyongyang with the Red Army, and after the Soviets
dismissed Pak Hon-yong (a former Comintern cadre and leader of the Communist Party of
Korea) the Soviet military occupation authorities decided on Kim Il Sung to rule the pro-
tostate (Lankov 2002, 18, 58). During the period of regime formation (1945-48), the Soviet
Red Army and KGB directly committed themselves to domestic repression and police func-
tions (Armstrong 2003, 63, 191). Soviet advisors were embedded in the Justice Bureau and
“equipped and advised" the newly formed Korean People’s Army (KPA) (Armstrong 2003,

RDP86T00303R000100100001-1; General CIA Records; “Soviet Prospects in Mozambique." Directorate of
Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/19/1985; Secret; Declassified 04/28/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T01058R000507480001-2; General CIA Records.

51“Sub-Saharan Africa: A Growing Soviet Military Presence." Directorate of Intelligence; Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency; 01/12/1985; Top Secret; Declassified 12/01/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01115R000100390002-1; NGA Records.

52“Supporting Allies Under Insurgent Challenge: The Soviet Experience in Africa." Research Paper; Of-
fice of Soviet Analysis and Office of Global Issues; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; De-
classified 08/31/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000530001-0; General CIA Records. See also
“Mozambique: Short-Term Prospects." Special National Intelligence Estimate; Central Intelligence Agency;
06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/22/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00573R000801050001-9; General
CIA Records. See also Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 455

53“The Soviets in Mozambique: Is the Payoff Worth the Price?" Intelligence Assessment; Office of So-
viet Analysis; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 02/01/1988; Secret; Declassified
08/17/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07C00121R001000690001-3; General CIA Records.
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200, 217). Even after the withdrawal of Soviet troops in 1948, advisors remained embedded
in the KPA “at east to the battalion level and possibly as far down as the company level"
(Armstrong 2003, 233).During the Korean War (1950-53), Pyongyang was heavily dependent
on Soviet military supplies (Armstrong, 2013, 19, 53, 135). After the war, Soviet aid was
critical to reconstruction efforts, with external assistance (largely from Moscow) amounting
to 80% of industrial reconstruction needs from 1954-56 (Armstrong 2013, 55, 58, 63).

Poland 1944-89

cow code: 290.
regime tenure: 1944-89.
leaders: Beirut, Gomulka, Gierek, Kania, Jaruzelski.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: The Polish National Liberation Committee (PKWN) “was secretly formed by
Stalin from the ranks of former Polish Communists living in Moscow" (Naimark 2010, 178).
The PKWN arrived with the Red Army and “the Soviets arranged for the PKWN to form a
Polish national government in Lublin, which was formally recognized by Moscow" (Naimark
2010, 178). The Soviets played an active role in determining Central Committee membership
of the party (Schopflin 1993, 52; Naimark 2010, 178). In Poland like elsewhere in Eastern
Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the reorganization of military forces, embedded
commanders, advisors, and technicians within the armed forces and defense ministries, and
purged pre-communist officer corps.54 In the early 1950s, the defense minister, chief of the
general staff, commander of the ground forces, heads of all service branches, and comman-
ders of all four military districts were former Soviet officers (Johnson 1981, 8). Soviet troops
remained in Poland throughout the entire communist regime’s tenure (Barany 2016, 101).
In the first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the Politburo decided not to take military
action in Eastern Europe if communist governments were to face collapse (Brown 2009, 523;
Kramer 2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).55 When the Polish communists “suffered a re-
sounding defeat" in June 1989 elections, Moscow signaled its disappointment but acceptance
fo the results, “giving the Polish Communist authorities no choice but to go along with their
party’s defeat, if only reluctantly" (Kramer 2011, 828). Despite its 30,000 or so troops in
Poland, the U.S.S.R. made it clear that it “would be no more than an interested observer"
to the domestic political transition (Barany 2016, 105).

54“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;
Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

55Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
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Romania 1945-89

cow code: 360.
regime tenure: 1945-89.
leaders: Gheorghiu-Dej, Ceausescu.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: Red Army troops occupied Romania, and under the clear threat of violence
the Romanian monarchy acquiesced to a communist-led coup under the guise of the Na-
tional Democratic Front (FND) (Naimark 2010, 179-80). The Soviets “decided to install a
coalition government, as in Bulgaria, with the Communist Party in control of the ministry of
justice and therefore the police (Westad 2017, 81-82). In Romania like elsewhere in Eastern
Europe, Soviet military missions oversaw the reorganization of military forces, embedded
commanders, advisors, and technicians within the armed forces and defense ministries, and
purged pre-communist officer corps.56 However, Soviet troops left Romania in 1958 (Barany
2016, 101). From this period on, while remaining a Soviet ally and (somewhat inactive)
member of the Warsaw Pact, the Romanian armed forces became “independent of Soviet
military command" (Barany 2016, 124). In the first few months of 1989, Gorbachev and the
Politburo decided not to take military action in Eastern Europe if communist governments
were to face collapse (Brown 2009, 523; Kramer 2011, 812; McAdams 2017, 446-47).57 As
with elsewhere in Eastern Europe, the Soviets refused to intervene during the bloody collapse
of the regime in Romania (Kramer 2011, 851-52; Barany 2016, 126-27).

Somalia 1969-77

cow code: 520.
regime tenure: 1969-91.
leaders: Barre.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid.
end: 1977.

overview: The Soviets were uninvolved in and surprised by the 1969 military coup in
Somalia (Yordanov 2016, 91). Soviet military assistance continued at pre-coup levels, and
technical and military advisors increased (Yordanov 2016, 93). Beginning around 1972 Soviet
assistance increased more substantially, with a strong Soviet role in organizing the Somali

56“Soviet Control of the European Satellites and Their Contribution to Soviet Power." NIE-33;
Central Intelligence Agency; 10/26/1951; Top Secret; Declassified 09/28/1998; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R01012A000900020004-5; General CIA Records. See also Johnson 1981, 2, 7-8.

57Barany notes that this was made official by July 1989 (2016, 102).
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military (Brind 1984, 83; Samatar 1988, 126).58 The KGB “took responsibility for overseeing
the creation and expansion of the Somali National Security Service" (Yordanov 2016, 98).59

The Soviets also assisted in the creation of the Guulwadayaal militia, modeled off the Soviet
auxiliary police organization (Yordanov 2016, 98). In October 1977, Soviet military aid was
cut off (Lefebvre 1991, 177; Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 449; Yordanov 2016, 181).60 In
November, Barre expelled Soviet military personnel from Somali facilities (Lefebvre 1991,
185; Yordanov 2016, 181).61

South Yemen 1972-89

cow code: 680.
regime tenure: 1967-90.
leaders: Rubay Ali, Nasir, A-Baydh.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: 1989.

overview: While the USSR offered some military assistance to the regime starting in
1968 (Halliday 1990, 182), Moscow expanded its involvement starting in 1972 (Golan 1990,
229). The Soviets began to provide intelligence gathering equipment to the regime (An-
drew and Mitrokhin 2005, 216). While economic aid was relatively minimal, the PDRY
[People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen] “became almost wholly reliant on arms from the
USSR" (Halliday 1990, 202; 199-200). Approximately 1,000 Soviet and 500 Cuban advisors
provided training for South Yemeni troops.62 The KGB maintained strong links “with the
PDRY intelligence service, which proudly called its officers ‘Chekists’ in honor of its So-
viet allies" (Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 215).63 The Soviet Union and Cuba also provide

58See also “East Africa: Outside Influence and Potential Conflict." DCI/NOI 1076-75; Central Intelligence
Agency; 05/07/1975; Secret; Declassified 03/09/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01142A000500070002-
5; General CIA Records; “Soviet Military Policy in the Third World." National Intelligence Estimate
11-10-76; Central Intelligence Agency; Secret; 10/21/1976; Declassified 09/11/2012; CREST No. CIA-
RDP07S01968R000200450001-2; General CIA Records.

59See also Andrew and Mitrokhin 2005, 448.
60See also “Soviet Foreign Ministry and CPSU CC International Department Background Report on the

Somali-Ethiopian Conflict," April 3, 1978, History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, TsKhSD, f.
5, op. 75, d. 1175, II. 13-23, translated by Mark Doctoroff; Patman 1990.

61“An Analysis of Cuban Military Intervention in Angola and Ethiopia." Executive Summary; National
Foreign Assessment Center; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/31/1978; Top Secret; Declassified 04/21/2006;
CREST No. CIA-RDP80T00634A000400010046-2; General CIA Records.

62“North and South Yemen: Comparative Military Capabilities." Research Paper; Office of Near Eastern
and South Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/01/1987; Secret; Declassified 01/30/2014; CREST
No. CIA-RDP88T00096R000800980002-6; General CIA Records.

63The Committee for State Security was modeled on the KGB and received training from East Ger-
many as well. See “The Yemens: A Handbook." Reference Aid; Office of Near Eastern and South Asian
Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 04/06/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00314R000100010001-0; General CIA Records.
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training for the party-controlled People’s Militia.64 In November 1979, Aden and Moscow
signed a twenty year Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation (Halliday 1990, xv). In 1979-80
additional “substantial" economic and military agreements were signed (Halliday 1990, 194).
Arms shipments increased sharply starting in the late 1970s.65 During a party coup, “the So-
viets provided strong, public political support, warning that the new regime in Aden would
not stand alone should it find itself under threat" (Golan 1990, 233).66 Soviet assistance
continued after the bloody factional fighting in January 1986 and through 1989 (Brehony
2011, 151-55, 158-59, 165-66, 169). However, by 1988 the PDRY “was virtually bankrupt"
and when YSP [Yemen Socialist Party] leadership approached Moscow in December 1989 the
Kremlin informed Aden “that the PDRY should stand on its own feet and reminded [South
Yemeni leaders] that its debt to the Soviet Union was $6 billion" (Brehony 2011, 168-69).

Syria 1966-91

cow code: 662.
regime tenure: 1963-.
leaders: al-Hafiz, Jadid, Asad.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Sponsorship until collapse of USSR.67

overview: While the first contacts between Moscow and Syria began with a 1954 arms
deal, relations cooled after 1958 and Moscow stayed aloof of Syrian domestic politics into
the early 1960s (Golan 1990, 140-42). Relations “underwent a qualitative leap in February
1966, following the rise to power of the left-wing faction of the Ba’th party" (Karsh 1988,
143-44).68 After 1966 “Damascus was dependent on Moscow for arms supplies and for virtu-
ally half of its foreign aid" (Golan 1990, 144).69 While the Soviets responded negatively to

64“The Yemens: A Handbook." Reference Aid; Office of Near Eastern and South Asian Analy-
sis; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/01/1984; Secret; Declassified 04/06/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00314R000100010001-0; General CIA Records.

65“The USSR and the Yemens: Moscow’s Foothold on the Arabian Peninsula." Intelligence Assessment;
USSR-EE Division, Office of Political Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/01/1981; Secret; Declassified
07/29/2008; CREST No. CIA-RDP06T00412R000200350001-0; General CIA Records.

66See also “The USSR and the Yemens: Moscow’s Foothold on the Arabian Peninsula." Intelligence As-
sessment; USSR-EE Division, Office of Political Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/01/1981; Secret;
Declassified 07/29/2008; CREST No. CIA-RDP06T00412R000200350001-0; General CIA Records.

67Establishing the timing of subsequent Russian sponsorship of the regime is difficult. On the one hand,
Russia maintained its military facilities in Syria and ultimately intervened in the Syrian civil war on behalf
of the regime in 2015 (and supplied weapons when the fighting began). However, the Russian Federation
was largely aloof from Syria until the civil war and thus I do not code Syria a Russian client from 1991-2010
(as the sponsorship period arguably begins in 2011 (and certainly by 2015) this is excluded as the dataset
ends December 31, 2010).

68See also Golan 1990, 143-44.
69In 1972, the CIA assessed total Soviet military assistance to Syria since 1956 at $580 million, making

Syria the fourth largest recipient of Soviet military aid. “Soviet Arms to Syria." Cable; 09/30/1972; Secret;
Declassified 03/04/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79B01737A002000010065-8; General CIA Records.
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Asad’s seizure of power in 1970, support continued (Karsh 1988, 5-6). The Soviet Union pro-
vided training for Syrian military officers and advisors were integrated within Syrian forces
(Karsh 1988, 13; Stacher 2012, 71-72).70 The Syrian army was modeled on the Soviet Red
Army (Pollack 2019, 72). During the Yom Kippur War in 1973 Moscow provided emergency
airlifts of military supplies to the regime and threatened to intervene as Israeli troops ap-
proached Damascus (Karsh 1988, 13-14; Ramet 1990, 97-98). The KGB also provided “some
assistance" to the Syrian security services."71 In 1980 a treaty of cooperation was signed,
and military imports from Moscow exceed $3 billion that year (Golan 1990, 154; Andrew
and Mitrokhin 2005, 208). Soviet support continued through the first part of 1991 (Zubok
2009, 308).

Vietnam 1978-91

cow code: 816.
regime tenure: 1954- .
leaders: Le Duan, Van Linh.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No (but prior Chinese sponsorship, see Section 6.3.6).
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse of the USSR.

overview: During the war with the United States (the Second Indochina War), Moscow
began to provide Vietnam with increased support, including advanced weaponry (Pike 1986,
260; Womack 2006, 117, 196).72 However, Beijing remained the primary patron of Vietnam
during this period (see Section 6.3.6). Hanoi moved away from Beijing toward Moscow in
the second half of 1978 (Pao-Min 1985, 69). This pivot resulted in $2.6 billion in military up-
grades for the Vietnamese and Soviet advisors and weapons began rapidly entering Vietnam
(Pao-Min 1985, 69; Pike 1986, 260). In 1979, the Soviets were granted access to Vietnamese
airbases and ports, and by May of that year around 7,000 Eastern Bloc advisors were in the
country (Pao-Min 1985, 108; Womack 2006, 193). In the mid-1980s, Moscow gave Hanoi
over $1 billion in weapons (Katz 1989, 45). “[V]irtually the entire Vietnamese military bud-
get" since 1975 has been paid for by the U.S.S.R. (Pike 1986, 256; 76). In 1989, Vietnam
received $1 billion in economic aid and over three quarters of a billion in military aid, and

70In 1986, the CIA estimated that there were between 2,500-3,000 Soviet and 300 Eastern European
military advisors in Syria. “Soviet and East European Support for Syria and Libya." Memo from Of-
fice of Congressional Affairs, Central Intelligence Agency for Senator Merrill Kelly, Select Committee
on Intelligence; United States Senate; 09/22/1986; Secret; Declassified 04/18/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP90B01390R000600700037-7; General CIA Records. See also “Soviet Military Policy in the Third
World." National Intelligence Estimate 11-10-76; Central Intelligence Agency; Secret; 10/21/1976; Declassi-
fied 09/11/2012; CREST No. CIA-RDP07S01968R000200450001-2; General CIA Records.

71“Potential for Soviet Intervention in Syria." Memo; Strategic Warning Staff; Central Intelligence Agency;
05/13/1980; Secret; Declassified 05/29/2007; CREST No. CIA-RDP83B01027R000300170009-1; General
CIA Records.

72See also “Soviet Tactics Concerning Vietnam." Special Memo No. 18-65; Office of National Estimates;
Central Intelligence Agency; 07/15/1965; Secret; Declassified 11/05/2010; FOIA No. 0001467194; FOIA
Collection.
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$350 million in direct budgetary support and support continued through part of 1991 (Starr
1991, 180; Zubok 2009, 308).
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6.3.3 U.S. Client Regimes

Afghanistan 2009-

cow code: 700.
regime tenure: 2009- .
leader: Karzai.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: Since the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 and subsequent occupa-
tion, Washington has directly contributed its combat forces to counterinsurgency operations
against the Taliban and other opposition groups. The U.S. created the Afghan National
Army from scratch, providing massive financial support and embedding American advisors
in every unit down to the battalion level (Giustozzi 2015, 127, 213, 223). As of May 2018,
the United States provided nearly $900 billion in military and reconstruction operations, a
sum larger than the total of U.S. aid committed to the Marshall Plan after WWII.73

Brazil 1964-85

cow code: 140.
regime tenure: 1964-85.
leaders: Castelo Branco, Costa e Silva, Medici, Geisel, Figueiredo.
installed: Contested.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: While direct participation by the U.S. in the 1964 coup which overthrew Goulart
is contested, analysts agree the U.S. at a minimum sought to undermine the Goulart regime
and promote a military coup (Stepan 1971, 124-25; Smith 2010, 131; Pereira 2018, 11). Re-
gardless, the U.S. provided immediate backing to the military seizure of power and provided
emergency economic assistance (Stepan 1971, 126). Washington provided over $1.2 billion
in economic assistance, making Brazil the third largest recipient of U.S. aid from 1964-70
(Crandall 2011, 104; Rabe 2016, 112). The U.S. also provided $10 million in material sup-
port and training to the Brazilian police after the coup (Rabe 2016, 112). Distrustful of the
Carter administration, in 1977 Brazil preemptively cancelled the military agreement with
the U.S. but at that point Brasilia had become a net exporter of military equipment (Smith
2010, 178). U.S. support for Brazil remained until democratization in 1985.

73John F. Spoko. “Oversight of U.S. Spending in Afghanistan." Testimony before the Homeland Security
and Government Affairs Subcommittee on Federal Spending Oversight and Emergency Management, U.S.
Senate. May 9, 2018. Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction.
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Cambodia 1970-75

cow code: 811.
regime tenure: 1970-75.
leader: Lon Nol.
installed: Contested.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: No.74

end:.

overview: An American role in the March 18, 1970 coup against Sihanouk has never
been proven (Deac 1997, 66; c.f. Corfield 1994, 53). However, the U.S. did respond fa-
vorably to the coup.75 Just under a month after the coup Lon Nol requested American
military support and soon thereafter deliveries began.76 U.S. military assistance arrived in
large quantities beginning later that year (Becker 1998, 14, 16) and in 1973 the U.S. began a
“massive" bombing campaign in Cambodia as the Khmer Rouge insurgency escalated (Becker
1998, 16). While aerial bombardments ceased in August 1973, U.S. military and economic
aid continued (Becker 1998, 155). U.S. aid reached $1.85 billion in direct assistance to the
Cambodia government and another $7 billion for the multiyear bombardment of communist
insurgent positions (Deac 1997, 221). American support continued until the very last days
of the regime (Becker 1998, 18-19.77

Chile 1973-85

cow code: 155.
regime tenure: 1973-89.
leader: Pinochet.
installed: Contested.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid.
end: Material aid ends 1974, resumes, sponsorship ends 1985.

overview: While the exact role of the United States in the September 11, 1973 coup
remains contested (Gaddis 2005, 178; Schmitz 2006, 101), Washington nevertheless quickly
backed the coup and lent its support to the Chilean generals (Maurer 2013, 381; Westad

74While the U.S. had an economic and military aid program to Cambodia beginning in 1950 under the last
four years of French rule, this program was ended by Sihanouk in 1963 after suspecting American complicity
in several coup plots (Corfield 1994, 24; Chandler 2008, 234).

75Foreign Relations of the United States, January 1969-July 1970, Vietnam, Volume X, eds. Edward C.
Keefer and Carolyn Yee (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office): Docs. 208, 205, 250.

76U.S. Embassy Phnom Penh. “Aid to Cambodia." Cable; 04/30/1970; Top Secret; National Archives;
Nixon Presidential Materials Staff; National Security Council Files; Cambodian Operations; Box 589; Doc.
No. 000678; DNSA Collection: Vietnam War II, 1969-1975.

77See also Foreign Relations of the United States, January 1973-July 1975, Vietnam, Volume X, ed.
Bradley Lynn Coleman (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office): Doc. 23.
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2017, 357).78 The U.S. provided immediate economic support and military equipment to
be used against domestic opponents (Westad 2005, 201; Schmitz 2006, 103; Morley and
McGillion 2015, 5; Rabe 2016, 142). U.S. Congress suspended military aid a year after the
coup, and despite a brief lifting, the ban remained until the Reagan administration in the
early 1980s (Schmitz 2006, 105, 110). Despite the lack of military deliveries, Washington did
not attempt “to undermine Pinochet in any substantive fasion" (Morley and McGillion 2015,
11). By 1985 the U.S. began to call for democratization and pushed the regime to liberalize
(Morley and McGillion 2015, 319).

Cuba 1952-58

cow code: 40.
regime tenure: 1952-59.
leader: Batista.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid.
end: U.S. removal in 1958.

overview: The U.S. reacted ambivalently to the 1952 coup which brought Batista directly
into power (Schoultz 2009, 54-55). Soon after, however, Washington and Havana signed
a mutual defense treaty (intended for hemispheric defense) and the U.S. provided military
assistance intended for the repression of alleged communists (Schoultz 2009, 59, 75). Amer-
ican assistance was so extensive that in the 1950s U.S. Admiral Arleigh Burke stated that
“the U.S. Naval mission runs the entire supply operation of the Cuban Navy" (Quoted in
Schoultz 2009, 60). The FBI helped organize the coercive apparatus in its mission to monitor
and repress suspected communists, and Washington helped organize the Buro de Represion
Anti-Communista (BRAC) (Schoultz 2009, 61). In March 1958, “the [U.S.] administration
cut off arms shipments to its long-term client, Fulgencio Batista, after his U.S.-supplied air
force inflicted heavy civilian casualties while bombing rebel positions" (Rabe 2016, 69). On
December 14, 1958, “U.S. ambassador Earl Smith met with Cuban foreign minister Gonzalo
Guell to inform him that ‘the United States will no longer support the present government
of Cuba’" (Maurer 2013, 315-16).

Egypt 1980-

cow code: 651.
regime tenure: 1952- .
leaders: Sadat, Mubarak.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.

78Morley and McGillion write that “[t]he President and his NSC Adviser were euphoric over Allende’s
demise, congratulating themselves on their overt role in ‘help[ing] [to] create the conditions as great as
possible’ for the coup to succeed" (2015, 5).
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prior sponsorship: No.79

end: Right censor.

overview: After the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty of 1980, the U.S. began to supply the
Egyptian regime with military equipment in March of that year (Brownlee 2012, 7).80 The
U.S. provided around $1.3 billion annually in military funding (Brownlee 2012, 45, 68, 98-
99).81 The United States sent advisors to provide weapons and operational training (Pollack
2019, 63).82 Washington also shared intelligence and cooperated extensively with the Egyp-
tian General Intelligence Service (GIS, commonly known as the Mukhabarat) (Brownlee
2012, 4, 44, 60-63, 68, 71). Despite occasional pressure for liberalization, U.S. support for
the regime was maintained after the end of the Cold War (Brownlee 2007, 211; Brownlee
2012, 68, 75-76, 81).

El Salvador 1980-92

cow code: 92.
regime tenures: 1948-82; 1982-94.
leaders: Majano, Gutierrez; Vides Casanova, Larios, Ponce.
installed: No; no.
immediate sponsorship: No; yes.
prior sponsorship: Military aid; yes.
end: Sponsorship ends 1992.

overview: While the U.S. began giving military assistance to El Salvador in the 1930s,
until 1979 the amount of aid given was “not especially significant," and totaled less than $17
million from 1946-79 (Crandall 2016, 43). From March 1977 until autumn 1979 the Carter
administration even sought to impose sanctions on military aid to El Salvador which was
preemptively cancelled by the Romero government (Schmitz 2006, 204; Crandall 2016, 43).
The October 15, 1979 coup83 “marked the beginning of deep U.S. involvement in El Salvador
(LaFeber 1993, 247-48). By 1980 the Carter administration quickly increased the amount of
unconditional military assistance granted to San Salvador (Coatsworth 1994, 152-53; Peceny

79Soviet client from 1955-76.
80See also “Prospects for US-Egyptian Relations." Special National Intelligence Estimate; SNIE 36.1-2-82;

Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/21/1982; Secret; Declassified 06/27/2006;
CREST No. CIA-RDP84B00049R001202840002-8; General CIA Records.

81See also “Developments in the Egyptian Armed Forces." Interagency Intelligence Assessment; IIA
84-10002; Central Intelligence Agency; 04/06/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/16/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP87T00413R000100090004-7; General CIA Records. In fiscal year 1986, U.S. military and foreign mil-
itary sales grants “accounted for some 69 percent of all Egyptian defense expenditures." “The Egyptian
Military: Its Role and Missions under Mubarak." Intelligence Assessment; Office of Near Eastern and South
Asian Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/08/1987; Secret; Declassified 05/31/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP88T00096R000700820001-5; General CIA Records.

82See also “Prospects for US-Egyptian Relations." Special National Intelligence Estimate; SNIE 36.1-2-82;
Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/21/1982; Secret; Declassified 06/27/2006;
CREST No. CIA-RDP84B00049R001202840002-8; General CIA Records.

83Note that according to Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018) this coup was leader-removing rather than
regime-ending.
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and Stanley 2010, 75). Assistance did cease for a month in 1980 after the November massacre
of four U.S. nuns but quickly resumed (Coatsworth 1994, 155). In the 1980s El Salvador
was the third largest recipient of U.S. aid (after Israel and Egypt) and Washington gave
more aid in 1981 to El Salvador than the rest of Latin America combined with a total of $6
billion in assistance granted (Crandall 2016, 1; Rabe 2016, 176; Ladwig 2017, 237). The U.S.
poured billions of military supplies and other resources into the counterinsurgency against
the Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front (FMLN) and the CIA conducted operations
against the insurgents (Leonard 1991, 182; Coatsworth 1994, 173; Booth 1998, 152; Schmitz
2006, 195). U.S. aid was cut in half in 1990 after the murder of six Jesuit priests by military
forces and after the end of the war in 1992 U.S. involvement ceased (Peceny and Stanley
2010, 84; Crandall 2014, 334).

Ethiopia 1954-74

cow code: 530.
regime tenure: 1889-1974.
leader: Haile Selassie.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: In 1943, the U.S. army established Kagnew Station, a long-range radio com-
munication facility in Ethiopia (present day Eritrea).84 In 1954, the U.S. agreed to begin
providing military aid and training to Ethiopia (Lefebvre 1991, 25, 55, 93-95; Tiruneh 1993,
19).85 The regime would ultimately become the largest recipient of U.S. military and eco-
nomic aid in sub-Saharan Africa (David 1991, 38). In 1960, a “secret" and ambiguous military
commitment was made to defend Ethiopia from internal or external attack (Lefebvre 1991,
95). That same year, the U.S. assisted in suppressing a coup attempt against Selassie (David
1991, 40; Lefebvre 1991, 90, 124, 131-32). By 1973 the U.S. began phasing out its operations
at Kagnew and the U.S. did not react to the 1974 coup (Lefebvre 1991, 140, 164; Schmidt
2013, 147).

Guatemala 1954-77

cow code: 90.
regime tenures: 1954-58; 1958-63; 1963-66; 1966-70; 1970-85.

84Despite the establishment of the base, the U.S. did not immediately provide military aid in return.
See Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, The Near East, South Asia, and Africa, Volume V, eds.
Fredrick Aandahl and William Z. Slany (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office): Doc. 919.

85See also Foreign Relations of the United States, 1952-1954, Africa and South Asia, Volume XI, Part 1,
ed. John P. Glennon (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office): Docs. 180-81, 183, 216; “Brief
on Ethiopia." Office of Research and Reports; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/01/1960; Secret; Declassified
10/23/1998; CREST No. CIA-RDP63-00314R000200160030-2; General CIA Records; “Ethiopia-US Rela-
tions." Memorandum for Mr. Harold Horan, NSC Staff; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/01/1973; Secret;
Declassified 08/22/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00875R001100160069-4; General CIA Records.
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leaders: Castillo Armas, Flores Avendano; Ydigoras; Peralta Azurdia, Arriaga Bosquie;
Chinchilla Aguilar, Reyes Santacruz; Arana Osorio, Laugerud Garcia.
installed: Yes; no; no; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid (all).
end: Involvement declined mid-1970s, Guatemala ends relationship 1977.

overview: The United States funded, planned, and carried out a coup against President
Jacobo Arbenz Guzman (1951-54) led by Castillo Armas (McAllister 2010, 276; Rabe 2016,
50). After the coup, the Armas regime received a large increase in U.S. assistance, with
Washington granting millions in military aid (Rabe 2016, 55, 57; Crandall 2016, 82). The
CIA “helped Castillo Armas’s regime compile a register of those who allegedly participate
in Communist activities" (Rabe, 2016, 54).86 Military aid began in May, 1955, and in the
next month a mutual defense treaty was signed (Streeter 2000, 44). The U.S. also provided
training for the police force in (Streeter 2000, 44). Washington directly assisted in subdu-
ing the MR-13 Rebellion in November 1960 (David 1991, 35; Rabe 2016, 56). The U.S.
funded the national police and increased their surveillance capabilities (Weld 2014, 105-09).
The U.S. sent special forces to train the Guatemalan military from 1966-68 (Rabe 2016,
55, 57; Crandall 2016, 82). By 1966, the U.S. was involved in a rapidly escalating coun-
terinsurgency (Weld 2014, 112, 115). However, by the 1970s the U.S began to scale back
its involvement in Guatemala’s counterinsurgency operations as its brutal behavior “was be-
coming an embarrassment for American policymakers" (Crandall 2016, 83). Thereafter U.S.
involvement waned and Guatemala’s civil war “took place largely without U.S. involvement"
and the Guatemalan military cancelled its military aid agreement with the U.S. in 1977
(Crandall 2016, 79). While some U.S. aid resumed in 1981, American involvement remained
low (McAllister 2010, 297-98; Crandall 2016, 88).

Indonesia 1966-99

cow code: 850.
regime tenure: 1966-99
leader: Suharto.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Military aid.
end: 1989.

overview: Beginning in the late 1940s until his ouster in 1965, “the US government had
worked assiduously to undermine the PKI [Communist Party of Indonesia] and weaken or
remove President Sukarno" (Robinson 2018, 10; 104-13). “From 1958 to 1965 the United
States trained, funded, advised, and supplied the army precisely so that it could turn itself
into a state within a state" (Roosa 2006, 177; 183).87 While there had been plans to execute
a coup against Sukarno developing among the high command of the Indonesian military

86See also Streeter 2000, 38-39.
87See also Robinson 2018, 95-96.
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with U.S. knowledge and support, a pro-communist group in the army launched its own
attempted coup on October 1, 1965 and executed six Indonesian generals, providing the
pretext for a successful coup by Suharto and other members of the high command (Roosa
2006, 177, 191). “Washington was nothing short of joyous as Suharto’s army defeated the [30
September] movement and rampaged against the Communists" (Roosa 2006, 15-16). The
U.S. provided immediate economic, military, and logistical support to the army leadership
(Robinson 2018, 22, 178-80, 196-97). Washington also provided intelligence to the junta and
lists of suspected communists to the Indonesian army (Roosa 2006, 195; Schmitz 2006, 48;
Maurer 2013, 343; Robinson 2018, 203). The U.S. also “transferred a large sum of money to
the army-created civilian front," the Kap-Gestapu (Roosa 2006, 196). U.S. assistance was
initially somewhat cautious, however, fearing that largescale aid could not be “kept secret
and kept solely in the army’s hands" (Roosa 2006, 197). Aid increased under Nixon, and
the U.S. continued to supply economic and food aid (Schmitz 2006, 77). The U.S. provided
military advisors and military aid.88 “Over the next few decades, the United States and its
allies remained stalwart supporters of Major General Suharto’s New Order regime, lavishing
it with economic and military assistance, and loyally defending it in the face of domestic and
international criticism of its abysmal human rights record" (Robinson 2018, 10-11). While
the United States supported liberalization, it did not seriously denounce or undermine the
Suharto regime after the end of the Cold War.

Iran 1953-79

cow code: 630.
regime tenure: 1925-7989.
leader: Mohammad Reza Shah.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: After U.S. and British intelligence agencies carried out a coup against the
Mossadeq government, the United States provided extensive assistance to the reinstalled
Pahlavi regime (Gasioworski 1991, 80; Katouzian 1998, 187-89; Westad 2005, 122; Smith
2007, 70; Root 2008, 123). The U.S provided immediate diplomatic assistance, financial aid,
and helped construct domestic intelligence and coercive agencies to go after domestic oppo-
sition, in particular the communist party, Tudeh (Gasioworski 1991, 17-19, 90-91, 118, 167;
Smith 2007, 70; Yom 2011, 218). U.S. budgetary support made up to 60% of government
revenue in 1954, and oil revenues only reached the level of U.S. aid by 1957-58 (Gasioworski
1991, 102-3, 112). U.S. military aid constituted 50% of Iranian military expenditures from
1953-54, and remained high until 1967 (Gasioworski 1991, 112). While the intensity of the

88“Downturn in Indonesian-US Relations: Perceptions and Implications." Intelligence Memo; East Asia-
Pacific Division; Office of Political Analysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/14/1980; Secret; Declassified
03/30/2007; CREST No. CIA-RDP83B00551R000100200007-0; General CIA Records.

89Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018) code the Pahlavi dynasty a continuous regime 1925-79, declining to
consider the Mossadeq interregnum 1950-53 to be a regime change.
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relationship declined somewhat starting in 1967, the U.S. continued to provide extensive
military equipment until the regime collapsed (Gasioworski 1991, 113, 208, 224). While
the Carter administration had an “oft-declared interest in human rights," the U.S. president
“continued to assure the Shah of its backing - even after Black Friday [the September 8, 1978
massacre in Jaleh Square] and the installation of the military government [on November 6,
1978]" (Barany 2016, 63). The Shah fled Iran on January 16, 1979 (Barany 2016, 60).

Jordan 1957-

cow code: 663.
regime tenure: 1946- .
leaders: Hussein, Abdullah II.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No (U.K. client 1946-57).
end: Right censor.

overview: The British were the first patrons of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan (see
Section 6.3.5), but by 1957 this relationship had become a political liability for Amman and
in 1957 the U.S. began providing assistance (Peters and Moore 2009, 268). Days after the
declaration of martial law in 1957, the U.S. provided emergency budgetary support (Yom
2016, 167). From 1957-67 Jordan received $55 million in economic and military aid annu-
ally (Peters and Moore 2009, 269). The CIA provided the regime with intelligence about
suspected coup plots such as the Zerqa mutiny (Yom 2016, 168). The U.S. also helped in
the creation of the General Intelligence Directorate (GID) (Yom 2016, 175). From 1973-80,
foreign aid made up a large percentage of government revenue, reaching 86% in 1979 (Peters
and Moore 2009, 270). The U.S. provided even more assistance to the regime after the 1994
peace agreement with Israel, and aid increased again after September 11, 2001 (Peters and
Moore 2009, 275). From 2008-12, the U.S. provided $4 billion in military and economic aid
(Yom 2013, 129).

Laos 1959-62

cow code: 437.
regime tenures: 1959-60; 1960-62.
leader: Phoumi.
installed: Contested; assisted.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Prior military aid.
end: U.S. aid cased late 1961, advisors removed July 1962.

overview: The 1954 Geneva resulted in Laotian independence and replaced France with
the United States as the primary contributor to the Laotian budget (Toye 1968, 96-97, 106).
In 1955, the U.S. began training the Royal Lao Army (RLA) and providing direct budgetary
support to the military (Brown and Zasloff 1986, 58). By 1959, the U.S. was paying “the
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entire cost of the Royal Lao Army’s salaries" (Auclair 1994, 266).90 When General Phoumi
Nosavan seized power in a December 1959 coup, the exact role of the U.S. is unclear, but
it appears Phoumi acted with the expectation of U.S. support if he were to succeed (Rust
2012, 154). Phoumi had longstanding ties to the CIA and his political organization, the
Committee for the Defense of National Interests (CDNI) was funded and organized by the
CIA (Toye 1968, 104; Brown and Zasloff 1986, 66, 72; Jacobs 2012, 4, 86; Rust 2012, 94,
101-2, 156). In August 1960, the U.S.-trained paratroop commander Kong Le seized power
in another coup which placed Souvanna Phouma in power and the U.S. pushed Phoumi to
compromise with the new government, but to Washington’s displeasure Phoumi began an
armed insurrection agains the new regime (Rust 2012, 175-202). The U.S. ultimately backed
Phoumi’s forces with direct military aid and the CIA provided his forces with food and
pay (Rust 2012, 213-14, 239-40). The U.S. also facilitated the deployment of Thai special
forces into Laos on behalf of Phoumi’s forces as they began their assault on Vientiane (Rust
2012, 240-41). In December 1960 with Thai and American logistical support forces loyal to
Phoumi sized power in Vientiane (Rust 2012, 243-46). The U.S. then increased its sharing
of intelligence to the regime on the status of Kong Le’s forces and the Pathet Lao opposition
(Rust 2012, 248, 259). However, the government announced a power sharing coalition with
the Pathet Lao which prompted Washington to cease all military assistance and ultimately
remove its military advisors after the Declaration of Neutrality of Laos in July 1962 (Brown
and Zasloff 1986, 85; Rust 2012, 264-65).91

Liberia 1951-89

cow code: 450.
regime tenures: 1944-80; 1980-90.
leaders: Tubman, Tolbert; Doe.
installed: No; no.
immediate sponsorship: No; yes.
prior sponsorship: No; yes.
end: Sponsorship ends 1989.

overview: U.S.-Liberian relations were historically close, and a U.S. Army mission agree-
ment began in January 1951 for the purposes of training the army “to maintain internal
security" (Dunn 2009, 51).92 A Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement signed on November
19, 1951 provided support for the training and organization of the Liberian armed forces
(Dunn 2009, 53). Liberia had become a “vital U.S. Cold War ally" (Schmidt 2013, 198).93 In

90See also Kurlantzick 2017, 31.
91It is worth noting of course that U.S. involvement in Laos quickly resumed and continued in earnest until

1973 and in reduced form through 1975 (Kurlantzick, 2017, 5, 8), but Laos is considered by most datasets
to lose sovereignty or become a failed state in this period (Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2018).

92See also “Postcoup Prospects in Liberia." Interagency Intelligence Memo; Director of Central Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/22/1980; Secret; Declassified 03/09/2012; CREST No. CIA-
RDP97S00289R000100190007-2; General CIA Records.

93See also “Liberia: Stability of Current Political Regime/Relations with Other West African Countries."
Information Report; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/15/1954; Confidential; Declassified 05/08/2002; CREST
No. CIA-RDP80-00926A007600900001-0; General CIA Records; “Liberia: Short-Term Prospects." Special
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1973 the U.S. established the Omega Navigation Station and Liberia became the principal
African base of the CIA around the same time (Kieh 1992, 116, 123-23). The 1980 coup by
Doe against the Tolbert regime was met with explicit displeasure from the U.S., but Wash-
ington maintained full diplomatic relations with Monrovia (Liebenow 1987, 208).94 After a
brief period of distancing itself from the new regime, the U.S. resumed paying government
payrolls and providing other economic assistance totaling nearly $500 million in the first half
of the 1980s (Liebenow 1987, 303; Waugh 2011, 92).95 In 1985, U.S. intelligence informed
Doe about a coup plot96 which allowed the regime to put down the insurrection (Waugh
2011, 107). Support continued from the Reagan administration even after Congress sought
to cut off aid after fraudulent elections (Waugh 2011, 104-5).97 In 1988, the U.S. began to
distance itself from the Doe regime and military and security assistance was cut off in 1989
(Dunn 2009, 155). The U.S. ultimately stood aside as the growing insurgency threatened to
overthrow Doe and did not intervene when he was killed in 1990 (Clough 1992, 194; Waugh
2011, 131).

Nicaragua 1961-78

cow code: 93.
regime tenure: 1936-79.
leaders: L. Somoza, A. Somoza.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: Military aid.
end: Sponsorship until January 1978.

overview: As U.S. occupation forces prepared to leave Nicaragua in the early 1930s, Anas-
tasio Somoza Garcia was put in charge of the American-trained Nicaraguan National Guard
in 1932 (Booth 1998, 132; Pezzullo and Pezzullo 1993, 25). While the U.S. did not facilitate
Somoza’s seizure of power after the departure of American forces, it did nothing to prevent
his coup (Solaun 2005, 31). Relations were icy after WWII, and from 1947-48 the U.S. with-
drew official recognition of the Somoza government (Gambone 1997, 88; Schmitz 1999, 155).
Ties warmed and military sales resumed in 1950 (Gambone 1997, 88; Solaun 2005, 49). In
1954, Managua began to receive modest levels of military aid under the Mutual Security Pro-
gram which allowed the Nicaraguan National Guard access to modern American weaponry
(Gambone 1997, 90-91, 219-20). During the 1950s and 1960s, the U.S. provided increasing
military assistance (Morley 1994, 37, 48). U.S. military assistance increased sevenfold in
1961 and included counterinsurgency assistance and police training (Pezzullo and Pezzullo

National Intelligence Estimate; SNIE 67-85; Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency;
09/10/1985; Secret; Declassified 03/11/2009; FOIA No. 0005281829; FOIA Collection.

94See also “Postcoup Prospects in Liberia." Interagency Intelligence Memo; Director of Central Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/22/1980; Secret; Declassified 03/09/2012; CREST No. CIA-
RDP97S00289R000100190007-2; General CIA Records.

95During the 1980s the U.S. provided “roughly one-third of the annual revenues needed to keep the Liberian
government operative" (Liebenow 1987, 304).

96To be led by former officer Quiwonkpa and launched from Sierra Leone.
97See also Dunn 2009, 149, 155.
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1993, 65-66; Coatsworth 1994, 137). U.S. support was now “total" (LaFeber 1993, 225).
Initially unconcerned by the FSLN (Sandinista) threat to the regime, only a few dozen U.S.
military advisors were deployed in the 1960s and Washington provided approximately 13%
of the defense budget (Crandall 2016, 116). By 1976 Somoza “was receiving mixed signals
from Washington," but the U.S. continued to supply assistance to the regime (Theberge
1991, 118). In 1977, the U.S. made military aid conditional on liberalization in an attempt
to force Anastasio Somoza Debayle to negotiate a transition away from his rule (Booth 1998,
148). Once it was clear that the Sandinistas were gaining ground on the regime and pop-
ular support had turned against Somoza, “the Carter administration cut off military aid in
January 1978 and imposed sanctions in February 1979" (Crandall 2016, 118).

Pakistan 1954-77, 1979-88, 2001-

cow code: 770.
regime tenures: 1947-58; 1958-71; 1975-77; 1977-88; 1999-2008.
leaders: G. Mohammad; Mirza; A. Khan, Y. Khan; Bhutto; Zia; Musharraf.
installed: No; no; no; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: No; yes; yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: No; yes; yes; yes; yes.
end: Sponsorship until regime end (democratization).

overview: Pakistan sought American aid immediately after independence but was rebuffed
as it was “peripheral" to U.S. interests at the time (Ahmed 2013, 89; 88). However, after
sustained Pakistani overtures and shifting geostrategic priorities by the U.S., in May 1954
Washington and Islamabad signed a Mutual Aid and Assistance Agreement and in Septem-
ber Pakistan joined SEATO (Ahmed 2013, 94-95; Paul 2014, 45). After 1954, the U.S.
“promised considerable economic aid and military assistance, all in the name of strengthen-
ing Pakistan to fight the Soviets" (Paul 2014, 117).98 “The US helped Pakistan build a very
special elite commando force, the SSG [Special Services Group]" (Ahmed 2013, 97). There
is no evidence that the U.S. played a role in organizing the 1958 Mirza-Ayub coup, though
the U.S. knew of the plot and “made not attempt to dissuade Mirza or the military from
this planned authoritarian intervention" (Shah 2014, 91). The Eisenhower administration
quickly supported the new military regime (Shah 2014, 91). In 1959, the U.S. signed an
agreement of cooperation which pledged the United States to “ ‘appropriate action, including
the use of armed force in case of aggression against Pakistan,’ a clear assurance to the mili-
tary government the United States would come it is aid in case of an Indian attack" (Shah
2014, 92). Relations cooled under the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, and assistance
was suspended in September 1965 as a result of the Kashmir War (Kux 2001, 118; Paul 2014,
118). Military aid resumed 1967 (Kux 2001, 171-72). “The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
in December 1979 drastically shifted US foreign policy goals in the region and catapulted
Pakistan from a virtual pariah state to a frontline American ally" (Shah 2014, 156). The
U.S. quickly abandoned its concerns over nuclear proliferation and offered $400 million in
economic and military assistance, and by 1981 that figure rose to $3.2 billion over six years

98See also Shah 2014, 17; Jaffrelot 2016c, 221.
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(Shah 2014, 156).99 After the Soviet withdrawal and the end of the Cold War saw a period
of democratic rule in Pakistan. In May 1998, successful nuclear tests by Islamabad resulted
in U.S. and international sanctions and the 1999 coup by Musharraf triggered additional
U.S. sanctions (Shah 2014, 187). The military regime was international isolated “until the
al-Qaeda terrorist attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001" (Shah 2014, 189).
After 9/11, Pakistan “once again became a critical frontline ally in the US fight against
al-Qaeda" (Shah 2014, 189). From 2002-2015 Pakistan received around $30 billion from the
U.S. (Jaffrelot 2016b, 4). In 2008, Pakistan again saw a return to civilian, democratic rule.

Saudi Arabia 1950-

cow code: 770.
regime tenure: 1927- .
leaders: al Aziz, Saud, Faisal, Khalid, Fahd, Abdullah.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No (prior U.K.).
end: Right censor.

overview: The House of Saud had been a British client since WWI (see Section 6.3.5).
In 1950 the U.S. and Saudi Arabia signed military agreements which established U.S. basing
rights in the Dhahran airfield in exchange for an American pledge to train a military force for
the Kingdom (Bronson 2006, 25, 34, 40). In 1951 Riyadh and Washington signed a five year
Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement which later led to the establishment of the United
States Military and Training Mission (USMTM) which provided American assistance in the
training and organization of Saudi forces (Bronson 2006, 58). The CIA intervened against
the recently deposed King Saud in 1964 on behalf of the newly crowned King Faisal, alerting
the new leadership of his plot to return to power in a coup (Bronson 2006, 92). During
the civil war in Yemen (1962-67), the U.S. sent fighter jets into Saudi Arabia after repeated
Egyptian air attacks on border towns (Riedel 2018, 43).

South Korea 1948-87

cow code: 732.
regime tenures: 1948-60; 1961-87.
leaders: Rhee; Park, Chun.
installed: Yes; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes.
end: Sponsorship until regime end (democratization).

overview: During the U.S. occupation of southern Korea following the defeat of Japan
in WWII, Washington facilitated the inauguration of Syngman Rhee as president of South
Korea in 1948 (Brazinsky 2007, 2-3). Even after the Korean War (1950-53), the U.S. retained

99Paul states that in the 1980s direct military aid reached over $7.2 billion (2014, 56).
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command authority over the military of the Republic of Korea (ROK) and American soldiers
remained stationed in Korea (Greitens 2016, 142-43). Washington trained some 7,000 ROK
officers from 1950-57 (Greitens 2016, 145). During Rhee’s tenure, American aid made up as
much as 87% of the defense budget (Greitens 2016, 145). For the first 20 years of South Ko-
rean independence, U.S. military and economic aid comprised 10% of Korean GNP (McKoy
and Miller 2012, 921). The U.S. ultimately supported democratization in 1987 (McKoy and
Miller 2012, 922-23).

South Vietnam 1954-75

cow code: 817.
regime tenures: 1954-63; 1963-75.
leaders: Diem; Minh, Khanh, Ky, Thieu.
installed: No; facilitated.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: No; yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: After initial ambivalence toward the French war in Indochina, starting in the
1950s American involvement increased substantially (Toye 1968, 82). When the United
States decided against attacking the Viet Minh or invading China in the early 1950s, the U.S.
instead decided to support South Vietnam in hopes it could form a stable, non-communist
government (Burchett 1970, 285; Womack 2006, 73; Kort 2018, 98). South Vietnam was “the
object of a monumental U.S. effort at nation building. It was a U.S. foreign policy priority for
nearly two decades and the largest recipient of U.S. aid from 1954-73" (Root 2008, 103).100

From 1955-63, U.S. aid made up between 38-73% of the budget of the South Vietnamese
government (Root 2008, 114).101 Increasing dissatisfaction with Diem’s rule by both the
South Vietnamese military and the U.S. led to an American-approved coup d’état in 1963
(Womack 2006, 172).102 After the coup, the U.S. “directly engaged its forces in eliminat-
ing internal subversion" (Root 2008, 109). Ultimately, the U.S. would commit hundreds of
thousands of its own forces to the regime in one of the largest and longest American military
campaigns since WWII.103 With the drawdown of U.S. military involvement in Vietnam aid
decreased though it continued to flow to Saigon until the collapse of the regime (Dacy 1986,
205).

100See also Miller 2013, 6-7. “By one modest measure, U.S. economic assistance to Vietnam was $8.5 billion
over the twenty year period, with an additional $17 billion in military aid" (Dacy, 1986, 20).

101See also Dacy 1986, 27.
102In the lead up to the coup “[t]he United States told the potential coup makers that it would not suppress

a coup, that it would review the plans of the coup makers in order to ensure their success, and that it would
support any successor regime. In addition, economic aid was halted to South Vietnam, both in order to
destabilize the regime and demonstrate the lack of American support for Diem" (David 1991, 48-49).

103Stephen Daggett. “Costs of Major U.S. Wars." June 29, 2010. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Re-
search Service. See also Kort 2018, 1-2.
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Taiwan 1950-2000

cow code: 713.
regime tenure: 1949-2000.
leaders: Kai-shek, Ching-kuo, Teng-hui.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until 1972.

overview: When Chiang Kai-shek’s Kuomintang (KMT) forces fled to Taiwan in 1949,
it initially appeared Chinese communist forces would defeat the KMT and the U.S. “refused
to assist the ROC [Republic of China] in its efforts to repel Communist aggression" (Hickey
1994, 17104). Washington ceased its assistance to the KMT after its loss of power in main-
land China but reversed this decision in June 1950 after the onset of the Korean War, going
so far as to station the U.S. Seventh Fleet in the Taiwan Straights to to defend the regime
from any potential Chinese communist aggression (Hickey 1994, 20; Greitens 2016, 87; Cha
2016, 65, 67-68; ting Lin 2016, 9-10). The U.S. also quickly concluded arms sales to Taipei
and sent a Military Advisory Assistance Group to advise the KMT on strategy and to train
personnel (Cha 2016, 68-69, 72, 88). From 1949-1963, Taiwain received $3.7 billion in eco-
nomic aid and $1.3 billion in military aid, making Taiwan the third largest recipient of U.S.
military assistance (Cha 2016, 86). In 1954, the U.S. and Taiwan signed a mutual defense
pact (Hickey 1994, 20-21; Cha 2016, 83; ting Lin 2016, 11). In January 1955, U.S. Congress
passed the Formosa Resolution, authorizing military force to defend Taiwan (Cha 2016, 69).
Washington continued to provide arms to Taiwan even after the normalization in relations
with Beijing (Chen et al. 2017, 221).105

Thailand 1950-88

cow code: 800.
regime tenures 1947-57; 1957-73; 1976-88.
leaders: Phibun; Sarit, Thanom; Chalayu, Kriangsak, Tinsulanonda.
installed: No; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: No; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: No; yes; yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse (1988).

overview: While Washington responded coolly to the seizer of power by the Thai mil-
itary in 1947, by 1950 relations improved and the U.S. began to supply weapons to the

104See also Cha 2016, 66-67. In January 1950, President Truman made it clear “that he would not send
troops or substantial military aid" to defend Taiwan" (Cha 2016, 67).

105The Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, following the normalization of relations with Beijing and the formal
cessation of governmental relations with Taipei, made clear that the U.S. would view any non-peaceful means
to determine the future of Taiwan “a threat to the peace and security of the Western Pacific area and of
grave concern to the United States’" and that Washington would “provide Taiwan with arms of a defensive
character."
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Phibun regime (Fineman 1997, 7, 106, 116, 118, 132).106 A permanent Military Assistance
Advisory Group (MAAG) was dispatched to Thailand in 1950 (Fineman 1997, 132). Deliv-
eries increased after Thailand sent troops to aid the U.S. in Korea, and by 1951 $44.8 million
in military aid had been delivered to Bangkok (Fineman 1997, 118, 132). By 1954 Washing-
ton formalized the relationship through the Manilla Pact and committed itself to Thailand’s
security (Fineman 1997, 128, 197). The CIA provided extensive assistance to Thai police
forces beginning in 1951, especially in the anticommunist Criminal Investigation Department
and the elite police paratroopers (Fineman 1997, 134-35, 181-82; Kurlantzick 2017, 30-31).
In 1951, evidence suggests the CIA may have intervened directly against a navy-led coup
attempt (Fineman 1997, 151).107The CIA also helped establish a new intelligence organiza-
tion, the Krom Pramuan Ratchakan Phaen-din, an agency which “followed communist (and
noncommunist) dissident activities in Thailand and neighboring countries" (Fineman 1997,
181). While the 1957 coup took the U.S. by surprise108 and resulted in increased tension
in the relationship, the post-1957 leader, Sarit, assured Washington “that Thailand would
remain firmly in the U.S. camp" (Fineman 1997, 244). The U.S. also helped establish the
Thai counterinsurgency program against the Communist Party of Thailand insurgency in
the late 1960s.109 After another coup in 1976, strong relations continued and Carter’s hu-
man rights policy “had little impact on either Thailand or U.S.-Thai relations" (Randolph
1986, 206). With the North Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia in 1979, Thailand’s security
situation again rose to prominence and arms transfers rose significantly (Randolph 1986,
214-15). However, as the Cold War ended and the threat posed by communist insurgency
declined110, the U.S. began to pressure liberalization and supported democratization (Wong
2019, 369).

Zaire 1960-91

cow code: 490.
regime tenure: 1960-97.
leaders: Mobutu.

106See also Ferrara 2015, 134.
107It is worth noting there is no mention of a CIA role in recently declassified materials. See “Anal-

ysis of the Recent Coup D’Etat Attempt in Thailand." Intelligence Memo; Office of Current Intelli-
gence; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/12/1951; Secret; Declassified 02/22/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP91T01172R000300290021-2; General CIA Records. However, the CIA was aware of a coup plot prior
to the attempt. See “Coup Plans by Thai Navy Group." Information Report; Central Intelligence Agency;
10/17/1950; Confidential; Declassified 05/18/2000; CREST No. CIA-RDP82-00457R006100010001-6; Gen-
eral CIA Records.

108“Post-Mortem on NIE 62-57: Probable Developments in Thailand" Central Intelligence Agency;
06/25/1957; Secret; Declassified 04/13/1999; CREST No. CIA-RDP61-00549R000100160046-8; General
CIA Records; “Terms of Reference: NIE 62-58: Thailand." Staff Memo 51-57; Office of National Es-
timates; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/19/1957; Secret; Declassified 02/12/1999; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79T00937A000500030004-1; General CIA Records.

109“Insurgencies in Thailand: A Declining Threat." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intelli-
gence; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/01/1982; Top Secret; Declassified 05/09/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP03T02547R000101030001-7; General CIA Records

110“Insurgencies in Thailand: A Declining Threat." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intelli-
gence; Central Intelligence Agency; 09/01/1982; Top Secret; Declassified 05/09/2007; CREST No. CIA-
RDP03T02547R000101030001-7; General CIA Records.
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installed: Assisted.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Removal by U.S. in 1991.

overview: Mobutu was a CIA asset starting in 1960, the year he seized power in a coup
against Patrice Lumumba (Schmitz 2006, 10).111 The U.S. provided intelligence to Mobutu
in order to assist him in overcoming potential plots to oust his nascent regime (Kelly 1993,
178). The U.S. began to train Congolese soldiers and provided air support (using Cuban
exile pilots) “to quell rebellions and dissent" (Schmidt 2013, 68). Especially after 1964, “the
United States stepped up its aid to the Congolese government, helping Mobutu to establish
a sophisticated, well-equipped army" (Schmidt 2013, 73). In 1964, U.S. aircraft delivered
Belgian paratroopers to quell a regional rebellion in Stanleyville (Kisangani) (Schmitz 2006,
26). Washington also provided direct budgetary support to Kinshasa, providing $60 million
during a budget crisis in 1975 (Young and Turner 1985, 378). “As the Cold War waned,
Mobutu and his collapsing state were abandoned by important foreign sponsors" (Schmidt
2013, 208). U.S. support ceased in 1991 (Clough 1992, 195; Prunier 2009, 138).

111“Days before Mobutu’s coup d’etat, the UN used American funds to pay Mobutu’s restless troops, thus
ensuring their loyalty. It intervened again when UN soldiers prevented Lumumba from using the national
radio to rally support for the central government or the Leopoldville airport to ferry troops" (Schmidt 2013,
63).
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6.3.4 French Client Regimes

Cameroon 1960-

cow code: 471.
regime tenures: 1960-83; 1983-
leaders: Ahidjo; Biya.
installed: No; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: In the period preceding independence, the French intervened against an in-
surgency led by the Union of People’s of Cameroon (UPC) beginning in 1959 (Joseph 1977,
209-28; McNamara 1989, 164; Somerville 1990, 10-11; Porch 1995, 441-42). This military
intervention carried over after decolonization, lasting until 1964 (McNamara 1989, 164).112

During this period, Paris helped Yaounde establish an “extensive domestic security appara-
tus" (Schmidt 2013, 182).113 After independence the Cameroonian budget “relied heavily on
external assistance and France was its major source of aid throughout the period" (Torrent
2012, 10). In March-August 1980, French forces also intervened on behalf of the regime in
Operation Maroua (Charbounneau 2008, 68), and French personnel “integrated in a variety
of posts in the military" utilized their extensive intelligence networks to help put down a
coup attempt in 1984 (Decalo 2012, 119). While other regimes in sub-Saharan Africa faced
pressure to democratize after the end of the Cold War, “France dramatically increased its aid
in an effort to shield the regime of President Paul Biya and to protect it from this combined
international and domestic pressure for change" (Emmanuel 2012, 146). When the regime
engaged in repression in the spring of 1991 against protestors calling for liberalization, France
maintained its support (Emmanuel 2012, 150). After U.S. and German aid was suspended
following fraudulent 1992 elections, France substantially increased economic support, giving
$1.4 billion from 1992-95 (Emmanuel 2012, 157; 147). France’s commitment to Cameroon’s
“internal and external security" continued thereafter and France still deploys military and
intelligence advisors (Decalo 2012, 118-19).114

Central African Republic 1960-

cow code: 482.
regimes: 1960-65; 1966-79; 1979-81; 1981-93; 2003- .
leaders: Dacko; Bokassa; Dacko; Kolingba; Bozize.
installed: No; no; yes; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

112Somerville puts cessation of armed hostilities at 1972 (1990, 11).
113See also Chipman 1989, 123; Vine 2004, 215.
114See also Charbounneau 2008, 71.
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overview: The Central African Republic (CAR) signed a mutual defense accord with
Paris at independence which remained in place (Crocker 1968, 22; Moose 1985, 62). When
Bokassa seized power in a 1966 coup against Dacko, France “remained deliberately inactive
and favored a wait-and-see strategy" (Vallin 2015, 82). France ultimately supported Bokassa,
deploying paratroopers from 1967-70 to Bangui to guard against possible coup attempts and
providing direct budgetary support (Vine 2004, 380-81).115 France removed support in 1979
in an intervention against his regime in support of Dacko after a massacre of schoolchildren
by security forces in April 1979 and Bokasso’s overtures to Libya (Moose 1985, 80-84; Chip-
man 1989, 124; Gildea 1996, 219; ?, 66-68; Vallin 2015, 83). Dacko himself acknowledged
“the French role in planning and executing the coup" and when the formerly deposed pres-
ident returned to Bangui around 400 French paratroopers arrived simultaneously (Moose
1985, 82).116 After Dacko’s second regime faced rising opposition, the French more than
doubled their military forces to 1,000 and France initiated “a seemingly open-ended commit-
ment to the support of Dacko’s regime (Moose 1985, 82; 83). In 1980, French forces rebuilt
and trained the CAR army.117 In 1981, Dacko fell to a coup “with the apparent approval of
the French"118 French budgetary support remained essential in the early 1980s.119 French
troops remained through 1999, and returned in 2003 when Bozize seized power in a coup
with French support (Foltz and Bienen 1985, 198; Charbounneau 2008, 69-72; Debos 2008,
228-29).

Chad 1960-

cow code: 483.
regime tenures: 1960-75; 1975-79; 1982-90; 1990- .
leaders: Tombalbaye; Malloum; Habre; Deby.
installed: No; no; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: Paris provided critical intelligence and military assistance for the first postcolo-
nial regime led by Tombalbaye and France provided direct budgetary support to each regime
(Nolutshungu 1996, 68, 305). France intervened on behalf of the Tombalbaye regime in

115“Central African Republic: On a Tightrope." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 12/05/1983; Secret; Declassified 08/09/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00287R000500160001-1;
General CIA Records.

116See also “Central African Republic: On a Tightrope." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence;
Central Intelligence Agency; 12/05/1983; Secret; Declassified 08/09/2010; CREST No. CIA-
RDP85T00287R000500160001-1; General CIA Records.

117Valentin German. 2016. “50 Years of Overseas Operations in Africa, 1964-2014." (Paris: Cahier du
RETEX; Forces Employment Doctrine Center, French Army Staff): 31.

118“Central African Republic: On a Tightrope." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 12/05/1983; Secret; Declassified 08/09/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00287R000500160001-1;
General CIA Records.

119“Central African Republic: On a Tightrope." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 12/05/1983; Secret; Declassified 08/09/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00287R000500160001-1;
General CIA Records.
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1965 and dispatched troops on a more permanent basis in 1968 (Thompson and Adloff 1981,
39-40; Moose 1985, 73). After each regime fell, France led its support to every subsequent
regime (Nolutshungu 1996, 10-11, 94-95, 109, 111, 188-89, 191, 246-47). France intervened
directly in three successive operations on behalf of regimes from 1978-86 (Vallin 2015, 84).
Since 1986, Chad has hosted around 1,200 French troops based largely in N’Djamena and
Abece (Charbounneau 2008, 69; Styan 2013, 233). French support for Deby continued after
the end of the Cold War and Paris continued to train train Chadian forces (Hansen 2013,
588-89).

Congo (Brazz.) 1960-

cow code: 484.
regime tenures: 1960-63; 1963-68; 1968-91; 1997- .
leaders: Youlou; Massemba-Debat; Ngouabi; Yhombi-Opango/Sassou-Nguesso, Sassou-
Nguesso; Sassou-Nguesso.
installed: No; no; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: France and Congo signed a defense agreement upon independence (Somerville
1990, 22). From 1960-62 French forces intervened to suppress anti-regime riots (Chipman
1989, 124). However, the French did not intervene to save Youlou in 1963 (McNamara 1989,
165; Somerville 1990, 23). France “maintained close relations with Congo under all regimes in
power there since independence" (Clark 2008, 212). Even from 1968-91 under the ostensibly
Marxist-Leninist regime which initiated warmer relations with communist powers, France
sustained its support (Clark 2008, 212). Despite allegedly supporting democratization in
1990, “France did nothing to undermine the regime of Sassou during its final months" (Clark
2008, 214). During the civil war, evidence suggests that weapons transfers through Gabon
to Sassou were authorized by France (Clark 2008, 220). Sassou received French support
immediately after retaking power in Brazzaville in 1997 (Clark 2008, 221).

Gabon 1960-

cow code: 481.
regime tenure: 1960- .
leaders: M’Ba, O. Bongo, A. Bongo.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: The French maintained a military base in Gabon since 1960 and signed a military
agreement “that permitted the French to intervene militarily" at the government’s request
(Moose 1985, 62; Boulanin 2014, 48). Paris intervened in 1960 and 1962 to suppress riots
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(Chipman 1989, 124). During an attempted military coup in 1964, France intervened to de-
fend President M’Ba (Crocker 1968, 24; Somerville 1990, 165; Porch 1995, 442; Gildea 1996,
219; Boulanin 2014, 49).120 France began to permanently base troops in Gabon after the
1964 coup attempt (Somerville, 1990, 23). From November 1980-July 1981, May-June 1990,
in 1992, and 1998-2003 French troops directly intervened on behalf of the regime (Char-
bounneau, 2008, 68-71). France maintains military and intelligence advisors in Gabon and
the regime benefits from an “ongoing French commitment to maintain both [its] internal and
external security" (Decalo, 2012, 118; 119).

Ivory Coast 1960-

cow code: 437.
regime tenures: 1960-99; 1999-2000; 2000-.
leaders: Houphouet-Boigny, Konan-Bedie; Guei; Gbagbo.
installed: No; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: After independence, French forces remained in Ivory Coast and trained and
equipped a new national army.121 Paris provided security guarantees to the regime (Somerville
2015, 57). In 1978 France deployed troops to defend the regime from potential domestic op-
position at the regime’s request (Moose 1985, 92). French forces were deployed in Operation
Comoe in 1984 on behalf of the regime (Charbounneau 2008, 69). Paris also maintained
some 500 troops outside Abidjan.122 Throughout the 1990s France maintained its support
(Emmanuel 2012, 155). France deployed troops again on in 1999 and from 2002 onwards
during the civil war (Charbounneau 2008, 72). France maintains military and intelligence
advisors in the Ivory Coast and the regime benefits from an “ongoing French commitment
to maintain both [its] internal and external security" (Decalo 2012, 118; 119).

Madagascar 1960-72

cow code: 580.
regime tenure: 1960-72.
leader: Tsiranana.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.

120For an overview of the coup events, see “Gabon: ‘Putsch’ or Coup d’État?’" Africa Report 9, no. 3:
12-16.

121“France’s Military Role in Africa from ‘West Africa.’" Africa Report 9, no. 1: 11. See also
“Ivory Coast: Looking Toward the Post-Houphouet Era." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of Intel-
ligence; Central Intelligence Agency. 04/14/1982; Secret; Declassified 07/15/2008; CREST No. CIA-
RDP83B00225R000100280001-0; General CIA Records.

122“Ivory Coast: Looking Toward the Post-Houphouet Era." Intelligence Assessment; Directorate of In-
telligence; Central Intelligence Agency. 04/14/1982; Secret; Declassified 07/15/2008; CREST No. CIA-
RDP83B00225R000100280001-0; General CIA Records.
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prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1975.

overview: Prior to independence, the French colonial authorities sponsored the creation
of the Party of the Disinherited (PADESM), out of which Philibert Tsiranana formed the
Social Democratic Party (PSD) in 1956 (Allen 1995, 45, 48). Tsiranana was elected president
in 1959 and in 1960 Madagascar negotiated independence from France (Allen 1995, 50-51).
Upon independence, Antananarivo signed a mutual defense accord with Paris (Crocker 1968,
22). Approximately 8,000 French forces remained after independence, largely concentrated
at the naval base Diego Suarez.123 France also stationed a paratroop battalion just outside
Antananarivo and a Foreign Legion infantry regiment outside the naval base (Allen 1995,
57). Paris provided $70 million annually in direct budgetary support (Allen 1995, 57-58).
Paris also paid 85% of the military budget (Covell 1987, 42). Under the 1960 military
agreement, French forces provided intelligence and training services and “conducted regular
maneuvers against a spectral communist enemy" (Allen 1995, 225). When the regime faced
mass protests in 1972, France did not remove support from the regime but also did not in-
tervene directly (Allen 1995, 67-68, 92; Covell 1987, 48). The collapse of the regime resulted
in the cessation of pro-French alignment and France lost access to all military facilities in
Madagascar (Covell 1987, 148, 152; Allen 1995, 81, 92, 229).

Mauritania 1960-80

cow code: 435.
regime tenures: 1960-78; 1978-2005.
leaders: Daddah; Salek, Haidalla.
installed: No; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes.
end: 1980.

overview: In the initial pre- and post-independence period (1956-63) the French mili-
tary intervened on behalf of the Daddah regime (McNamara 1989, 164-65; Chipman 1989,
124; Somerville 1990, 22). France provided training to the Mauritanian military and French
troops remained stationed in the country.124 Paris intervened in 1977-78 against the Polis-
ario insurgency and in 1980 after signing an additional military agreement (Moose 1985, 78;
Chipman 1989, 124; McNamara 1989, 165). In 1978, a military coup ousted Ould Daddah
and was not resisted by the French (Moose 1985, 77-78). As Paris tried to extricate itself
from the conflict, Noukachott switched alignment to Polisario and Algeria and “much to
French dismay" insisted Paris remove its remaining troops (Moose 1985, 78). After 1979
Mauritania was ‘openly hostile’ to France (Moose 1985, 65).

123“France’s Military Role in Africa from ‘West Africa.’" Africa Report 9, no. 1: 13.
124“France’s Military Role in Africa from ‘West Africa.’" Africa Report 9, no. 1: 14.
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Niger 1960-

cow code: 436.
regime tenures: 1960-74; 1974-91; 1996-99.
leaders: Diori; Kountche, Saibou, Mainasarra.
installed: No; no; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes; yes.
end: Sponsorship until authoritarian regime end (democratization).

overview: The Nigerien army was created by the consolidation of three companies of
former French military units and French soldiers remained stationed in the country after de-
colonization (Somerville 1990, 22).125 With the aid of French police forces, the ruling PPN
repressed its major nationalist political opponents, particularly the Sawaba party (Charlick
1991, 51). Niger signed a mutual defense accord with France at independence (Crocker 1968,
22). During a coup attempt in 1963, French troops intervened on behalf of Diori and did
so again against Sawaba insurgents (Schmidt 2013, 182-83). French troops were stationed
in the capital and major towns throughout the 1960s (Charlick 1991, 55). In 1973 French
troops were dispatched again to help Diori “maintain power at a time of severe drought
and internal unrest. Diori feared a military coup and used French support to stave it off"
(Somerville 1990, 105). However, Paris stood aside as Diori’s regime fell to a coup in 1974
(Charlick 1991, 61-62; Decalo 2012, 119). Despite replacing many French advisors and de-
manding the withdrawal of the French garrison, the new regime “remained close to France"
and in 1976 renewed the Franco-Nigerien Defense Cooperation Agreement and Paris sent
around 100 military advisors the following year (Somerville 1990, 105).126 Despite removing
permanent troops in 1980, France “remained Niger’s major source of military equipment and
training and there was implicit in the relationship a French guarantee in the case of external
aggression" (Somerville 1990, 106). In 1981 during tensions with Libya, Paris dispatched the
Rapid Deployment Force to Niger (Charlick 1991, 130). Paris continued to provide direct
budgetary support as well as military advisors attached directly to Nigerien units.127

Senegal 1960-

cow code: 433.
regime tenure: 1960-2000.
leaders: Senghor, Diouf.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until regime end (democratization).

125“France’s Military Role in Africa from ‘West Africa.’" Africa Report 9, no. 1: 14-15.
126See also Charlick 1991, 62, 134.
127“Niger: Near Term Prospects." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency;

10/02/1986; Secret; Declassified 03/17/2011; CREST No. CIA-RDP86T01017R000707360001-7; General
CIA Records.
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overview: In 1960, France and Senegal signed a defense agreement which assured in-
ternal security (though the treaty was amended in 1974 to remove explicit mention of the
internal security guarantee) (Chipman 1989, 129). In 1962, France stopped a coup attempt
by mobilizing its soldiers based in Dakar to defend the regime (Vallin 2015, 82). Paris kept
a sizable contingent of troops in Dakar to assist in internal security (Skurnik 1972, 179-80).
French advisors were embedded directly in the Senegalese armed forces, from the general
staff to the infantry.128 French intelligence also helped the regime uncover alleged subversive
internal groups (Skurnik 1972, 182). France intervened militarily on behalf of the regime in
1982, 1989, and 1991 (Charbounneau 2008, 69). Throughout the 1990s France continued to
support Senegal (Emmanuel 2012, 155). France maintains military and intelligence advisors
in the Senegal and the regime benefits from an “ongoing French commitment to maintain
both [its] internal and external security" (Decalo 2012, 118; 119; See also Matisek 2019, 65).

Togo 1960-2005

cow code: 461.
regime tenures: 1960-63; 1963- .
leaders: Olympio; Eyadema, Gnassingbe.
installed: No; no.
immediate sponsorship: Yes; yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes; yes.
end: Right censor.

overview: In 1960, Togo and France signed an agreement outlining French protection
against external threats and signed an additional agreement for military training and sup-
plies in 1961 (Crocker 1968, 21) and continued in the postindependence period (Moose 1985,
62). The Olympio regime had been in the process of a full cooperation accord when Olympio
was assassinated in a coup led by Sergeant Etienne Eyadema Gnassingbe (Crocker 1968, 21
Okonofua 2015, 86). Eyadema had been part of the French army, and his coup was “wel-
comed" by Paris (Houngnikpo 2001, 158; Okonofua 2015, 86). The French quickly recognized
the regime (McNamara 1989, 165; Somerville 1990, 23). France intervened in 1994 for op-
eration Tatou (Charbounneau 2008, 70). France did not pressure Togo to democratize after
the Cold War (Houngnikpo 2001, 157, 159), though the international isolation of the regime
rose after 2005 with Paris supporting sanctions (Heilbrunn 2007, 233; Okonofua 2015, 88).

128“Senegal: Prospects for Stability." Memo; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency;
02/03/1984; Secret; Declassified 08/12/2010; CREST No. CIA-RDP85T00287R000901020001-1; General
CIA Records.
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6.3.5 British Client Regimes

Egypt 1922-52

cow code: 651.
regime tenure: 1922-52.
leaders: Faruk.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: The U.K. occupied Egypt beginning in 1882 in what was intended to be a
short term occupation but continued until WWI, ultimately resulting in a protectorate es-
tablished in 1914 (Gordon 1992, 15). After a pro-independence uprising in 1919, the U.K.
granted Egypt formal independence in 1922 “but reserved the right to intervene in its inter-
nal affairs in four areas: the rights of foreign interests and minorities; the defense of Egypt
against foreign aggression or interference; the Suez Canal; and the Sudan" (Gordon 1992,
16). London also retained control of the Egyptian army “and maintained its own standing
force in the country" (Gordon 1992, 16). The Egyptian monarch was “put in power by the
British army." (Riedel 2018, 7). During WWII, Britain reoccupied Egypt and built up the
Egyptian armed forces (Gordon 1992, 18; Pollack 2019, 62). The Free Officers coup in 1952
took London by surprise and resulted in the end of British sponsorship (Gerolymatos 2010,
110-11).

Iraq 1932-58

cow code: 645.
regime tenure: 1932-58.
leaders: Faisal, Abd al-Ilah.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: After the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, the U.K. “gave [Faisal] the newly
constructed state of Iraq" (Gerolymatos 2010, 56) and Faisal “was duly enthroned King in
Baghdad, and became King as a British puppet" (Fieldhouse 2008, 91).129 The independence
agreement granted Britain access to airfields as well as transit rights in times of war (Field-
house 2008, 96). For several years prior to WWII the monarchy lost control over Iraq and
after the war the U.K. again rebuilt the coercive apparatus (Eppel 2004, 49; Sluglett 2007,
211; Fieldhouse 2008, 109). Bilateral treaties (1930, 1955) committed Britain to defend Iraq
if attacked as well as train the Iraqi army (Fieldhouse 2008, 112). The military coup in 1958
and the new Free Officers regime severed ties with Britain (Newsom 2001, 75; Fieldhouse

129See also Eppel 2004, 32.
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2008, 113-15).

Jordan 1946-57

cow code: 663.
regime tenure: 1946- .
leaders: Abdullah, Talal, Hashim, Hussein.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1957.

overview: Great Britain had given military advisors and weapons to Hussein beginning
in 1916 (Kostiner 1993, 9). The U.K. ultimately “awarded" Transjordan (Jordan) to Ab-
dullah after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire (Gerolymatos 2010, 56; Eppel 2004, 34).
From 1946 onward the U.K. provided an annual subsidy to the Hashemite regime, and Ab-
dullah “depended almost entirely on the British, not only for money but also for security"
(Fieldhouse 2008, 228). The British formed the Arab Legion (the first national army for
the Kingdom) and the internal security force (Fieldhouse 2008, 227; Yom 2016, 158; Pollack
2019, 39). The Legion depended “almost entirely on the British subsidy" (Fieldhouse 2008,
239). British (and UN) aid comprised over half of all state revenues from 1949-56 (Yom 2016,
159-60). In 1957, under pressure from nationalists, King Hussein “had little choice but to
annul the Anglo-Jordanian" treaty and expel British troops (Yom 2016, 164; Pollack 2019,
39). Thereafter, Amman received sponsorship from the United States (see Section 6.3.3).
The connection remained close, however, and in 1958 British troops landed in Amman to
counter a coup threat (leaving later that year) (Fieldhouse 2008, 241, 244).

Libya 1951-69

cow code: 620.
regime tenure: 1951-69.
leader: Idris.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: The modern Libyan state was created by the leading global powers after WWII
(primarily the U.K. and U.S.) out of three former Italian colonies (Ahmida 2009, 153; Van-
dewalle 2012, 24, 38, 40). Having backed the U.K. in the war against the Axis powers,
Sayyid Idris was crowned King of Libya (a position created for the occasion) (?, 180, 189;
Vandewalle 1998, 45; Vandewalle 2012, 42). Upon independence, the Idris regime was depen-
dent on revenue from the U.K. (and the U.S.) as oil was not discovered until 1959 (Newsom
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2001, 82; Vandewalle 1998, 48; Pargeter 2012, 36; Vandewalle 2012, 44).130 London trained
Libyan troops and kept forces stationed in Libya (?, 227-3; Pargeter 2012, 49).131 The U.K.
deployed its military forces in 1958 against a coup attempt to keep “King Idris alive and in
power" (Blackwell 2003, 2). The U.K. was taken surprise132 by the 1969 coup and lost its
position in Libya thereafter.133

Oman 1861-1985

cow code: 698.
regime tenure: 1741- 134

leaders: Said, Qabus.
installed: No, yes.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Realignment to U.S. in mid-1980s.

overview: British-Omani cooperation dates back to 1798, followed by an annual subsidy
beginning in 1861 (Takriti 2013, 14). The financial subsidy only ceased in 1967 with the
beginning of Omani oil export (Takriti 2013, 88-89). While initially focusing on the defense
of Oman from external threats, in 1921 the U.K. began to establish a Muscati army (Takriti
2013, 20). In response to a growing insurgency led by the Oman Liberation Army (OLA) in
1957 the British sought to reorganize the Sultan’s forces and establish a more professional
and permanent military fore (Takriti 2013, 24; Jones and Ridout 2015, 127). British officers
served in leading positions in the Sultanate’s intelligence apparatus and military (Takriti
2013, 4). The U.K. directly committed its soldiers to an attack on a Saudi garrison on
October 26, 1955 on behalf of the Sultan and again in 1957 against the OLA and in 1959
against a rebellion in Jebel Akhdar (Takriti 2013, 22-24; Jones and Ridout 2015, 130). In
1970, the British backed a palace coup by Sayyid Qaboos (Jones and Ridout 2015, 144).
However, British influence in Oman declined in the mid-1970s and the U.S. role increased
by the mid-1980s (Worrall 2014, 219-20).

130The U.S. provided a large amount of economic assistance to the Libyan state along with its British
partners. By the end of 1959, Washington had provided Libya with $100 million, rendering Libya with its
small population the largest per capital aid recipient in the world (Vandewalle 2012, 45).

131See also “Report on Libyan Coup." Memo for President Nixon from Henry A. Kissinger. 10/01/1969;
Secret; Declassified 08/11/2010; CREST No. LOC-HAK-287-1-4-8; Library of Congress.

132“Report on Libyan Coup." Memo for President Nixon from Henry A. Kissinger. 10/01/1969; Secret;
Declassified 08/11/2010; CREST No. LOC-HAK-287-1-4-8; Library of Congress.

133“US Negotiations on Wheelus Air Base." Memo for CIA Director; Office of National Esti-
mates; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/11/1969; Secret; Declassified 07/22/2005; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79R00904A001500010002-5; General CIA Records.

134In their most recent release of the data on autocratic regimes, Geddes, Wright, and Frantz (2018)
encourage recoding Oman to begin in 1920 to coincide with the Treaty of Seeb which established Omani
autonomy within Muscat and Oman.
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Saudi Arabia 1927-50

cow code: 670.
regime tenure: 1927- .
leaders: Abd al Aziz.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Realignment to U.S. in 1950.

overview: During WWI, the U.K. allied with ’Abd al-’Aziz against Ottoman forces in
the Hijaz, though relations remained relatively minimal until around 1926 (Niblock 2006,
27). London began to provide the House of Saud a mont subsidy as well as weaponry (Bron-
son 2006, 31; Niblock 2006, 27). The U.K. directly aided the monarchy in its fight against its
erstwhile coalition partners, the Wahhabi Ikhwan militias, with aerial assaults and logistical
support in 1929 (Gerolymatos 2010, 57; Riedel 2018, 23). Saudi Arabia realigned to the U.S.
starting in 1950 (see Section 6.3.3).
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6.3.6 Chinese Client Regimes

Cambodia 1975-79

cow code: 811.
regime tenure: 1975-79.
leader: Pol Pot.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.135

end: Sponsorship until collapse.

overview: China began to provide the Khmer Rouge (Communist Party of Kampuchea,
CPK) with military assistance during its insurgency against the U.S.-backed Lon Nol regime
(1970-75).136 Upon seizing power, China continued to provide substantial military and eco-
nomic aid to the CPK regime (Womack 2006, 26; Mertha 2014, 79.137 Beijing had “intensive
involvement in the Kampuchean [Cambodian] war" and its support for the CPK continued
after its seizure of national power (Pao-Min 1985, 119). After the regime took power in Ph-
nom Penh, Beijing pledged $1 billion in military and economic aid, the largest such pledge in
Chinese history (Ciorciari 2014, 220). Beijing also provided training for Cambodian soldiers
(Mertha 2014, 79-85). China supported the KR regime until it was ousted from power by a
Vietnamese invasion (Mertha 2014, 16).

Vietnam, 1954-75

cow code: 816.
regime tenure: 1954- .
leaders: Ho Chi Minh, Le Duan.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1975.

overview: In the anticolonial struggle between the Viet Minh and France, China pro-
vided extensive military and economic assistance to the Viet Minh (Womack 2006, 162-63,
182).138 Support in this period “remained relatively constant" (Womack 2006, 163). Chinese

135Though most aid to the Khmer Rouge was through North Vietnam.
136“How Hanoi, Peking, and Moscow View the New Situation in Southeast Asia." Memo; Central Intelligence

Agency; 07/15/1975; Top Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST No. LOC-HAK-539-7-2-4; Library of
Congress.

137See also “ ‘Democratic Cambodia’: An Experiment in Radicalism." Research Study; Office of Polit-
ical Research; Directorate of Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 12/01/1976; Secret; Declassified
03/02/2004; CREST No. CIA-RDP79T00889A000900110001-8; General CIA Records; “Indochina Brief-
ings." Telegram; Central Intelligence Agency; 11/21/1978; Secret; Declassified 04/23/2002; CREST No.
CIA-RDP83B00100R000100070009-0; General CIA Records.

138See also “Activities of Chinese Communist Group Organized to Aid Democratic Republic of Vietnam." In-
formation Report; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/07/1951; Confidential; Declassified 12/06/2005; CREST
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advisors trained thousands of Viet Minh soldiers in southern China starting in 1950 and
training continued into the Second Indochina War.139 Chinese aid continued after the defeat
of French forces and the seizure of power in Hanoi (Womack 2006, 170). During the Second
Indochina War, China provided Vietnam with $10 billion in aid (Pao-Min 1985, 162, fn.
2).140 Beginning in 1973 and accelerating after defeating South Vietnam in 1975, the DRV
began to align more strongly toward Moscow (Pao-Min 1985, 162).141 Relations deteriorated
significantly after 1975, and Vietnam and China even fought a border war in 1979 (Womack
2006, 192, 200; Brautigam 2009, 51).

No. CIA-RDP82-00457R007900340001-1; General CIA Records; “Joint Chinese Communist-Democratic Re-
public of Vietnam Military Conference." Information Report; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/14/1952;
Secret; Declassified 04/18/2001; CREST No. CIA-RDP82-00457R012900350001-4; General CIA Records;
“Movement of Chinese Communist Supplies to the Democratic Republic of Vietnam." Information Re-
port; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/27/1953; Secret; Declassified 11/24/2003; CREST No. CIA-RDP80-
00810A001800630001-2; General CIA Records

139“Probable Developments in North Vietnam to July 1956." National Intelligence Estimate; NIE 63.1-55;
Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 07/19/1955; Secret; Declassified 07/08/2013;
CREST No. CIA-RDP79R01012A005900050001-3; General CIA Records; “The Outlook for North Vietnam."
Special National Intelligence Estimate, NIE 14.3-64; Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 03/04/1964; Secret; Declassified 02/07/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP80R01720R000200010006-9;
General CIA Records.

140While the Soviet Union also began to provide assistance to the Democratic Republic of Vietnam dur-
ing the Second Indochina War, China was the primary source of support for the DRV especially from
1950-1965. See “The Chinese Position in North Vietnam." Intelligence Memo No. 1686/66; Directorate of
Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 08/05/1966; Secret; Declassified 01/12/2000; CREST No. CIA-
RDP79T00827A000400030004-7; General CIA Records. On aid levels, see “The Outlook for North Vietnam."
Special National Intelligence Estimate, NIE 14.3-64; Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence
Agency; 03/04/1964; Secret; Declassified 02/07/2006; CREST No. CIA-RDP80R01720R000200010006-9;
General CIA Records.

141See subsection 6.3.2.

252

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP82-00457R007900340001-1.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP82-00457R012900350001-4.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80-00810A001800630001-2.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80-00810A001800630001-2.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79R01012A005900050001-3.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80R01720R000200010006-9.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79T00827A000400030004-7.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP79T00827A000400030004-7.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP80R01720R000200010006-9.pdf


Chapter 6 adam e. casey

6.3.7 Vietnamese Client Regimes

Cambodia 1979-89

cow code: 811.
regime tenure: 1979-.
leaders: Heng Samrin, Hun Sen.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: After an increasing series of clashes with the Khmer Rouge (KR) regime, Hanoi
organized a Cambodian government-in-exile from KR defectors and Cambodians living in
southern Vietnam (Khmer Krom) and invaded Cambodia and installed this new coalition
(Becker 1998, 434-35; Brown and Zasloff 1998, 5-6; Gottesman 2003, 5; Womack 2006, 195;
Chandler 2008, 276). After the invasion, 150,000 Vietnamese soldiers occupied Cambodia
and engaged in substantial counterinsurgency operations against what remained of the KR
(Becker 1998, 431, 435).142 Most “major decisions" are made by Vietnamese military advi-
sors.143 Economic assistance came primarily from the Soviet Union “that was estimated at
some $80 million a year" in addition to some $20 million from other Soviet bloc countries
(including Vietnam which was itself dependent on Soviet aid) (Becker 1998, 449). Upon
the drawdown of Soviet aid to Vietnam, Hanoi removed its troops from Cambodia in 1989
(Chandler 2008, 285). Soviet aid to Phnom Penh ceased in 1990 (Thayer 1992, 250).

Laos 1975-89

cow code: 812.
regime tenure: 1975- .
leader: Kaysone Phomvihane.
installed: Yes.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1989.

overview: North Vietnamese cadres had been giving extensive advice and assistance long
before the seizure of power and Vietnamese forces accompanied the Lao People’s Revolution-
ary Party (LPRP) into Vientiane (Brown and Zasloff 1986, 57-58; Brown and Zasloff 1994,

142In 1986, the CIA estimated between 130,000 to 140,000 Vietnamese soldiers were in Cambodia.
“Cambodia: How Viable the Heng Samrin Regime?" Intelligence Assessment; Office of East Asian Anal-
ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 05/16/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP04T00794R000200740001-6; General CIA Records.

143“Cambodia: Vietnamese Strategy and the New Realities." National Intelligence Estimate; NIE 14.3-85;
Director of Central Intelligence; Central Intelligence Agency; 10/01/1985; Secret; Declassified 09/08/2010;
CREST No. CIA-RDP87T00495R001001040001-4; General CIA Records.

253

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP04T00794R000200740001-6.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP04T00794R000200740001-6.pdf
https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/CIA-RDP87T00495R001001040001-4.pdf


Chapter 6 adam e. casey

244-45; Kurlantzick 2017, 59).144 During the war, Vietnamese political and military advisors
were embedded throughout the LPRP political, administrative, and military system (Langer
and Zasloff 1969, 141, 147, 154). After taking power in the capital, around 50,000 Vietnamese
forces remained “for [the regime’s] protection against hostile or counterrevolutionary neigh-
bors" (Brown and Zasloff 1994, 245) as well as “to suppress the remaining opposition forces"
(Auclair 1994, 271).145 Vietnamese and Soviet instructors founded a police academy which
“trained a Laotian secret police organization similar to the Vietnamese internal security ap-
paratus" (Auclair 1994, 288). While in 1978 there were “reportedly" 800 Vietnamese secret
police advisors in Laos, by the late 1980s that number was reduced to “a few senior advisers"
(Auclair 1994, 288). In 1982, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (LPDR) received 80%
of its annual revenue from foreign assistance, 60% of which came from the USSR (Brown
and Zasloff 1986, 123). Vietnamese forces began to withdraw in the mid-1980s, announcing
a complete withdrawal in November 1988 which was completed the following year (Auclair
1994, 271, 283).

144See also “How Hanoi, Peking, and Moscow View the New Situation in Southeast Asia." Memo; Central
Intelligence Agency; 07/15/1975; Top Secret; Declassified 08/05/2010; CREST No. LOC-HAK-539-7-2-4;
Library of Congress.

145The CIA estimated that in 1986 between 40 and 50,000 Vietnamese troops remained in Laos. “Cam-
bodia: How Viable the Heng Samrin Regime?" Intelligence Assessment; Office of East Asian Anal-
ysis; Central Intelligence Agency; 06/01/1986; Secret; Declassified 05/16/2011; CREST No. CIA-
RDP04T00794R000200740001-6; General CIA Records.
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6.3.8 Russian Client Regime

Tajikistan 1992-

cow code: 702.
regime tenure: 1991-.
leader: Rakhmon(ov).
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: No.
prior sponsorship: No.
end: Right censor.

overview: Early in the Tajik Civil War (1992-97), Russian border guards gave support
to the faction which would later seize power in Dushanbe (Collins 2006, 204). In 1993,
Moscow and Dushanbe signed the Russian-Tajik Agreement of Friendship, Cooperation,
and Mutual Assistance which “made Tajikistan a Russian military outpost" (Driscoll 2015,
149).146 Russia also provided assistance to the organization of the Tajik military and security
services (Collins 2006, 293). In 1994, Moscow provided R15 billion which “paid government
salaries for the first time since independence" (Driscoll 2015, 120). Russia’s armed forces
and intelligence services have been used “to support the Rakhmonov regime against domes-
tic challengers" and Moscow intervened directly against the United Tajik Opposition (UTO)
(Driscoll 2015, 127; 148). Russian intelligence services shared information on UTO posi-
tions starting in 1993 and the Russian FSB helped put down an armed uprising by General
Mamajanov (Driscoll 2015, 152-53).

146See also Markowitz 2013, 78.
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6.3.9 Yugoslav Client Regime

Albania, 1944-48

cow code: 339.
regime tenure: 1944-89.
leader: Hoxha.
installed: Assisted.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: 1948.

overview: The Albanian Communist Party (ACP) seized power after a successful partisan
struggle against Axis occupation armies and domestic pro-fascist organizations in WWII
(Prifti 1978, 9, 19). The ACP received “considerable help from the Yugoslav Communist
Party (YCP)" in the formation of a unified ACP in 1941 (Prifti 1978, 10-11).147 During the
guerrilla war the YCP provided the ACP with material aid as well as training, and YCP
penetration of the Albanian forces continued after the war (Prifti 1978, 14, 196). Belgrade
provided Tirana with economic assistance after the war (Prifti 1978, 77). “Tito’s Yugoslavia
was the most important foreign partner of the new government" (Fevziu 2016, 128) such that
Albania was “practically a satellite of Yugoslavia during 1944-1948" (Prifti 1978, 201). In
July 1946, a Treaty of Friendship and Mutual Assistance was signed with Belgrade (Mehilli
2017, 39). Yugoslavia also agreed to provide economic aid (Mehilli 2017, 39). In 1948 Albania
and Yugoslavia split and Tirana realigned toward Moscow (Prifti 1978, 78).148

147See also Fevziu 2016, 43; Mehilli 2017, 18, 20.
148See subsection 6.3.2.

256



Chapter 6 adam e. casey

6.3.10 Egyptian Client Regime

Yemen 1962-67

cow code: 678.
regime tenure: 1962-67.
leaders: Sallal, Amri, Sallal.
installed: No.
immediate sponsorship: Yes.
prior sponsorship: Yes.
end: Sponsorship until collapse

overview: One week after the natural death of Imam Ahmad on September 19, 1962,
Yemeni army officers led by Col. ’Abdallah al-Sallal sized power and established the Yemen
Arab Republic (YAR) (Rabi 2015, 38-39). For months prior to the coup, the officers had
received aid from Nasser’s Egypt and after the coup Egyptian military aid arrived so quickly
that “many observes reached the not unreasonable conclusion that an Egyptian hand had
guided the Yemeni revolutionaries" (Ferris 2008, 12). Egypt’s Soviet patron quickly rec-
ognized the regime and began airlifting Egyptian troops into Sanaa within a week of the
coup (Ferris 2008, 20-21). By the end of the following year, the YAR was hosting 30,000
soldiers which doubled by 1965 (Rabi 2015, 42, 54). Soviet pilots conducted bombing raids
on behalf of the YAR regime in northern Yemen (Ferris 2008, 6).149 Egyptian advisors pene-
trated “every important post of the administration and military command" (Rabi 2015, 42).
Egyptian advisors also staffed the presidential guard (Rabi 2015, 53). After members of
the ancien regime (“the Royalists") and northern tribesmen launched an insurgency starting
shortly after the coup (Rabi 2015, 43-44), Egyptian military units directly participated in
the counterinsurgency and other acts of repression of opposition (Rabi 2015, 57). An August
1965 ceasefire brokered between Cairo and Riyadh collapsed after Sanaa refused to abide by
the terms of the disagreement (Rabi 2015, 55-56). Egypt decided to withdraw from the YAR
by the end of 1967 after its defeat in the 1967 war against Israel, and the Sallal regime was
deposed in a coup on November 5, 1967 (Rabi 2015, 59, 67).

149Radical policies by the new regime, such as executing clerics and tribesmen resulted in a growing insur-
gency by members of the Zaydi tribes in the north (Rabi 2015, 42-43).
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