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US Policy in the Horn:
Grappling with a Difficult Legacy

Ruth lyob and Edmond J. Keller

Africa has never been central to US foreign policy. As Peter Schraeder
comments, “US policies from the founding of the American Republic in
1789 1o the end of the Cold War have been marked by indifference, at
worst, and neglect, at best. Africa has been treated as a bachwater in offi-
cial policymaking circles, compared to the time and resources allocated to
other regions considered to be of greater importance.”! Others have argued
that the United States has consistently followed a “hands off” policy toward
Africa, only becoming engaged with African countries when it was per-
ceived by US policymakers that the country’s vital national interests were
at stake.? Accordingly, a consistent axiom of US foreign policy has been
that the United States has no permanent friends or enemies, but only per-
manent interests—a line of argument that is supported by the evolution of
US policy toward the countries of the Horn of Africa.? In this case, when
the United States could benefit geostrategically by “engaging” or “disen-
gaging” with one or another country of the Horn, it took the necessary steps
to do so.* Moreover, US engagement in the Horn has depended largely on
its foreign policy needs with countries outside of Africa,

Prior to the onset of the Cold War, the only significant American pres-
ence in the Horn was in Ethiopia. But, at the height of the Cold War, as US
interests shifted toward countering the Soviet Union’s efforts to secure a
physical presence in the region, its key alliances shifted to the countries
surrounding pro-Soviet Ethiopia, such as Sudan and Somalia. With the end
of the Cold War, alliances have once again shifted, and, after a brief period
of disengagement, the United States appears now to be reengaging with the
couniries of the Horn in the new war on international tersorism. As in the
past, the reengagement by the United States in the Horn is selective, as
demonstrated by the different levels of engagement with Djibouti, Ethiopia,
Eritrea, and the former Republic of Somalia. Moreover, the type of engage-
ment by the United States has also changed and been refined. In its recent
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engagement, rather than direct support to government, the United States
focuses on providing logistical support and military training to ostensibly
enhance peacekeeping capacity, direct and indirect mediation of interstate
and intrastate disputes, and support for democratic forces in civil society
and democratic institution-building. The reason for this shift, as in the past,
has more to do with perceived US vital national interests—outside Africa—
than with a desire to help African states to help themselves.

This chapter traces the involvement of the United States in the Horn—
from engagement, to disengagement, to reengagement. It begins with out-
lining the rationale behind the US engagement with Ethiopia at the start of
the twentieth century—highlighting the domestic consequences of such
engagement. The chapter continues by documenting the effect of changes in
US foreign policy guidelines on its relationship with Ethiopia and the other
countries in the region and the relationships among the countries of the
Horn. As this chapter shows, the policies of US involvement in Ethiopia,
Eritrea, Sudan, and Somalia—despite conflicting strategies and objec-
tives—have slowed the development of democracy, worsened the political
and military insecurity in the region, exacerbated the proliferation of arms,
and contributed to the silencing of civil society.

Ethiopian-US Relations:
From Strategic Ally to Strategic Enemy

Ethiopia has always been the cornerstone of US policy toward the Horn of
Africa. Although the United States and Ethiopia have had diplomatic refa-
tions since 1903 and concluded treaties of arbitration and conciliation as far
back as 1929, a close relationship did not emerge until after World War 11.5
In the aftermath of the Italian fascist occupation of Ethiopia, which lasted
from 1936 to 1941, the British reinstated Emperor Haile Selassie and until
1952 assisted him in administering part of modern-day Ethiopia. The
Ethiopian emperor determined that events like the ltalian occupation should
not be repeated and felt that his best means for ensuring this was to secure
the close support of the United States, the rising superpower. For its part,
the United States had, since the early 1940s, coveted a base at Asmara in
Eritrea, the Kagnew Station,® along the Red Sea, where it could establish a
link in a worldwide radic communications network.

The establishment of the Kagnew Station and securing access to the Red
Sea led to significant invelvement by the United States in the foreign and
domestic policies of the Horn. In particular, US engagement led to its
embroilment in the guerrilla wars waged by Eritrean nationalists that were
supported by radical Arab regimes. This involvement led to a much longer
and sustained involvement in domestic and regional affairs than US strategic
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planners had ever expected. At its peak, US policy centered on keeping
Haile Selassie in power and keeping the region relatively stable and free
from communism. Thus, the strategic interests of the United States came
to intersect historically with Haile Selassie’s domestic and regional inter-
ests. The United Siates, with only occasional reluctance, committed arms
and other military assistance to help the emperor put down internal
upheavals and fend off the irredentist designs of ethnic Somalis in the Haud
and Ogaden.

The partnership with the United States began in the early 1950s with
two agreements signed in May 1953 that formalized the new relationship
between the United States and Ethiopia: the Mutual Defense Assistance
Agreement and the Agreement for the Utilization of Defense Installations
Within the Empire of Ethiopia. Following these agreements, the United
States, in cffect, guaranteed Ethiopia’s security. In fact, by 1973, the total
US military assistance to Ethiopia amounted o almost $280 million. Be-
sides receiving military assistance from the United States after 1953, the
Ethiopian military benefited from the presence and activity of a US Mili-
tary Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG), which was established in 1954
to work with the Ethiopian military down to the battalion level, By 1670,
the total rumber of MAAG personnel exceeded 100, American personnel
were also involved in officer training at two Ethiopian military academies,?
In addition, over the same period, Ethiopia received $350 million in eco-
nomic aid in the form of technical assistance, capital goods, and food. This
assistance contributed significantly to the military capacity of the Ethiopian
state, as well as to its efforts at economic development.8 With these eco-
nomic and military arrangements, the United States and Ethiopia started
as mutually dependent partners, advancing each other’s foreign and domes-
tic goals in the subregion. US aid guaranteed that the emperor could step
up the modernization of his military and use it as a more effective instru-
ment of domestic control, while the United States had use of the Kagnew
Station.

US assistance also helped Ethiopia advance its military and political
influence in the subregion. Significantly, a series of secret agreements
between the two governmenis from 1960 until 1964 resulted in the mod-
ernization and dramatic expansion of the Ethiopian military. The stated pur-
pose was o prepare Ethiopia’s defenses for the assumed Somali threat.® In
addition, between 1953 and 1976 some 3,978 Ethiopian military person-
nel—more than half of all African soldiers in the same category—were sent
to study in the United States, at a cost of almost $23 million.'? The United
States also supplied Ethiopia with counterinsurgency training and advisers
to help soppress the Eritrean movement for national independence after
1962. 1t is difficult to form an accurate estimate of the extent of that help
since the US government tried to conceal its role by referring to the advisers
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as members of “Civic Action Teams.”!! The scale and characler of US mil-
itary involvement in Ethiopia served as the catalyst for the development of
a Jow-intensity arms race in the Horn involving Eritrean liberation move-
ments, Somali irredentists, the government of Somalia, and Ethiopia. How-
ever, in this era prior to the Brezhnev Doctrine, which established the
Kremlin’s commitment to support fledgling socialist states, these insur-
gency movements could not gain ground, as Ethiopia held the balance of
power in the Horn.'? Later, this chapter shows that with the advent of the
Cold War and the proxy wars fought between the two superpowers, insta-
bility in the region began to escalate.

Still, despite the close Ethiopian-US relationship, its permanence was
always in doubt. In order for it to continue, each side had to perceive that
the benefits outweighed the costs. By 1970, with only eight years left on the
lease of the Kagnew Station, the United States was beginning to reconsider
the necessity of its presence in Ethiopia. The Eritrean region had become
extremely unstable and the strategic need for maintaining the Kagnew Sta-
tion seemed less compelling. The Soviet Union was now building an Indian
Ocean fleet, and the Western powers felt that it was necessary {0 counter
that challenge on equal terms. With this in mind, the United States leased
the Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia from the Brilish government in
1966 and made plans for the construction of a large naval facility 1o be
completed on the island by 1973. Accordingly, from 1971 to 1976, the
number of US personnel based at the Kagnew Station was trimmed from
over 3,000 to less than 4(.13 Indeed, by 1976 it was obvious that the United
States perceived that its interests had ceased to mesh with Ethiopia’s,
adding to the vulnerability of the faltering imperial state.

Haile Selassie was deposed on September 12, 1974, and succeeded by
what was to become a Marxist-Leninist military junta. The social revolu-
tion that followed Selassie’s fall created widespread unrest both at the cen-
ter of the country and in the periphery. The new regime resorted to what-
ever means it felt necessary to maintain itself in power and to pursue its
“scientific socialist” development strategy, while at the same time trying to
maintain good relations with the United States. Even as the need for the
Kagnew Station diminished, a US presence in Ethiopia remained valuabie
to the administration of President Gerald Ford. Because of its proximity to
the Middle East, Ethiopia continued to be regarded as a key to blocking the
full impiementation of the Soviets’ Brezhnev Doctrine in the region. 1

As the social revolution unfolded in Ethiopia, the international comma-
nity began to deery what appeared to be gross violations of human rights on
the part of the new regime. This issue became an electoral campaign issue in
the 1976 US presidential campaign. The ultimate victor in that election,
Jimmy Carter, declared that his administration would not provide military
assistance to countries like Uruguay, Argentina, and Ethiopia because of
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their human rights records. Even though the previous administration of
President Gerald Ford had not acted firmly toward Ethiopia because of its
poor human rights record, beginning in 1975 it did delay the delivery of
badly needed military aid. With Carter about to take office in January 1977,
the complete cutoff of US military aid to Ethiopia became a real possibility.
The junta was desperate, and it turned to Turkey, Yugoslavia, China, Viet-
nam, Libya, and Czechoslovakia for its arms needs. In December 1976, the
Soviet Union signed an agreement with Ethiopia for the delivery of $100
mitlion in military supplies.i> At the time, however, Ethiopia appeared to
have no intention of completely turning away from the United States, but
merely sought to supplement US military aid,16

Realignment and US Policy
Toward the Horn of Africa: 19771989

On assuming the US presidency, Jimmy Carter moved swiftly to establish
human rights as the centerpiece of his foreign policy, with serious conse-
quences for Ethiopia and the region. On February 25, 1977, the United
States announced that because of continued gross violations of human rights
by Ethiopia and other governments, US military aid to those countries would
be reduced over the following six monihs. Simultaneously, the United States
and other Western countries began to apply economic pressure on Fthio-
pia.'” Sensing that the Ethiopian military regime was vulnerable because it
was waging internal wars on multiple fronts, the army of the Republic of
Somalia invaded the Ogaden in support of the irredentists’ claims of Soma-
lis living there. In six months, Somali forces came to occupy a large portion
of southeastern Ethiopia. However, with the help of Soviet, Cuban, and
Yemeni forces, the Ethiopians were able to recapture their lost territory by
early 1978.

US-Ethiopian relations broke down entirely in April 1977, when the
government of Ethiopia demanded that the United States completely pull
out of the Kagnew Station, end all of its MAAG activities, and cease any
other official activities except for maintaining its embassy. The embassy
staff was to be reduced to only essential personnel. This move seems to
have been a direct reaction to Carter’s announcement that the United States
would move closer to Somalia—it was the beginning of Carter's “encir-
clement strategy,” designed to entice Ethiopia’s neighbors with military and
economic development aid. Separate agreements were reached with Kenya,
Egypt, Sudan, Somalia, and Oman'8 to allow their territories to be used as
staging grounds for the US Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), which could
be used to project US military power into the Middle East and Persian
Gulf.¥ In late 1981, Operation Bright Star, a mock RDF exercise, was
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staged in the region, causing Ethiopia, South Yemen, and Libya 1o enter
into an alliance and declare their intent to jointly resolve to repulse any
efforts by the United States or its proxies to intervene in their affairs.

inadvertently, Carter had provided an opening for the Soviets to adopt
Ethiopia as a client state in the Horn in addition to their involvement in
Somalia—Ifueling instability in the subregion. Initially, the Soviets contin-
ued to supply arms to both Somalia and Ethiopia, while attempting to nego-
fiate peace between the two sides. The United States responded by intensi-
fying its own efforts to woo Somalia away from the Soviets, The strategy
was twolold: (1) to consider direct military assistance to Somalia and (2) to
encourage indirect aid to that country from third-party countries in the
region friendly to the United States (such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and
Sudan). The result of Carter’s policy shift, and its continuation by the Rea-
gan administration, resulted in increasing the instability in the region by
mvm“.ﬁmm an arms race that would facilitate interstate wars and encourage
tnsurgency movenients in the region. In the end, this policy proved to be
fatally flawed and contributed to escalation of an arms race from which the
Horn has never recovered.

Afier Carter lost his bid for a second term, his successor, Ronald Rea-
gan, expanded the encirclement strategy in the Horn, and throughout the
1980s, the two superpowers postured against one another through their re-
spective clients. From 1977 to 1987, the armies of the countries in the Horn
grew tremendously. The size of the Ethiopian armed forces grew from
54,000 in 1977 to more than 300,000 a decade later. Somalia’s army swelled
from about 32,000 in 1977 to 65,000 in 1987, The growth of the military of
Sudan was less dramatic (numbering 52,100 in 1977 and 58,500 in 1987,
with fluctuations reaching as high as 71,000 in 1981 and 1982),20 but in the
1980s, internal military activities grew significantly as the Ethiopian-sup-
ported Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA}Y was able to capture and
control large areas of southern Sudan. In the same period {1977-1987), the
Ethiopian defense budget grew from $103 miltion to almost $472 million.
From 1977 to 1985, Somalia’s defense expenditures rose from $36 million
to $134 million and Sudan’s from $237 million to $478 million. This level
and pattern of growth in military expenditures could not have taken place if
the countries of the Horn had not been able to rely upon superpower
patrons for increasing levels of military assistance. It is estimated that
throughout the entire greater Horn region—Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan, and
Kenya, excepting Djibouti and Eritrea—from 1981 to 1987 a total of $7.5
bitlion in weapons were delivered.?!

While the Soviet Union and the United States jockeyed to check each
other, the countries of the Horn—in particular Somalia, Ethiopia/Eritrea,
and Sudan—seem to have been inspired primarily by internal conflicts
rather than by the need to protect the border zones of each country. In
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Somalia, the devastating defeat of the Somali army and the irredentist Western
Somali Liberation Front in the Ogaden War (1977-1978) caused internal
opposition to surface against Somali president Siad Barre. Over the next
decade, the internal crisis escalated until the entire country was in turmoil;
Somalia has remained without a central government since 1991, after the
defeat of Barre, The 1980s also witnessed an increase in the capacity and effi-
ciency of the Eritrean liberation movements and internal conflicts in Sudan.

After being routed by the Ethiopian army in the late 1970s, the Eritrean
People’s Liberation Front (EPLF) was able to regroup and by 1987 begin to
make serious inroads toward liberating Eritrea from Ethiopian control. The
success of the EPLF was enhanced by the fact that the Tigray People’s Lib-
eration Front (TPLF) and the Ethiopian People’s Democratic Movement
combined to form the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front
(EPRDF). (The TPLF remains the most influential party in the EPRDE} In
May 1991, Ethiopian president Mengistu Haile Mariam fled into exile, and
his army of 600,000 collapsed. On May 24, 1991, EPLF guerrilias entered
Asmara, extending their control from their rural strongholds to the capital.
Four days later, on May 28, the EPRDF was able to seize control of the
capital, Addis Ababa, without significant resistance. Many of the weapons
used by the Ethiopian army at this time found their way into the black mar-
ket in Somalia and Djibouti, as fleeing soldiers sold their arms to anyone
willing to buy them and in the process, fucled and expanded the military
activities of Afar rebels fighting the government of Djibouti 22

External forces fueled Sudan’s internal conflict. Sudan had been a client
of the Soviets until the fatled communist coup in 1971 by General Jaafar al-
Nimeri prompted the government to develop closer ties fo the United States
and to present Sudan as its trusted ally. Nimeri made regular trips to Wash-
ington, pledging to help the United States build a “high wall against com-
munism” in the Horn. For its part, the United States not only provided
Sudan with substantial military and economic aid, but also supported Sudan
in its dealings with the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank.
Concurrently, Nimeri moved quickly to make peace with the SPLA, which
had been waging war against the government of Sudan since the 1970s, and
to moderate his policies.

Despite Nimeri’s efforts to reach out to the SPLA and acquiesce (o
internal demands, he began to lose support on the domestic front, Hardline
Islamists began in 1977 to demand that the Addis Ababa Agreement, which
had ended Sudan’s civil war in 1972, be reviewed, and also that the gov-
ernment be reorganized on the principles of sharia, or strict Islamic law.23
By the early 1980s, Nimeri had begun to capitulate to the demands of the
fundamentalists, even as his regime and his military were seen by the gen-
eral population as weak and dependent on the United States, Nimeri was
overthrown in a popular uprising in the spring of 1985, The new civilian
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regime of Sadiq al Mahdi expanded the policies designed to make Sudan an
Islamic state. However, it too was overthrown by the Sudanese military in
June 1989 with the support of the Muslim Brotherhood, and Sudan moved
closer to radical Islamists in the Middle East. That move caused the United
States to condemn Sudan for harboring terrorists.

Selective Reengagement in US Policy on the Horn of Africa

President George H. W. Bush’s Africa policy in the late 1980s and early
1990s established the parameters for the shift in US policy from disen-
gagement at the time of the ending of the Cold War to one of limited and
selective engagement. The shift was partly a response to the humanitarian
crisis in the Horn after the collapse of the Republic of Somalia, and partly
based on the United States” perceived need to establish a broader strategic
presence in the region. The United States thereafier increased its role as a
long-standing mediator in the region. In fact, the disengagement of the
Soviet Union from Ethiopia that had begun in 1989 was facilitated by the
United States’ role as the most visible arbiter of conflict in the Horn of
Africa.® This signaled a shift from the fifteen-year-old policy of engaging
with the countries surrounding Marxist Ethiopia for the purpose of con-
taining the Soviet Union in the region.

However, the terms of reference for the United States’ reengagement
changed; in the post—Cold War period, the United States linked develop-
ment aid to the recipient’s record on human rights, political reform, and
economic growtl. By 1991, US assistant secretary of the Bureau of African
Affairs, Herman Cohen, could announce the new US ultimatum of “no
democracy, no aid.”?% Such statements celebrated the “triumph” of liberal-
istn over communism; however, the ultimatum was only applied selectively
in Africa; subsequent actions by the United States—which followed the ear-
lier patterns—did not effectively adhere to the tenet that only “democratic”
regimes would get aid. As such, the United States was perceived as only
supporting a limited version of democracy, raising suspicions of its motives
in the region and limiting the progress of political reform.

In the end, US reengagement did not produce the demaocratic transfor-
mations hoped for by the US government or the civil society groups in the
Horn. In Eritrea and Ethiopia, wholesale acceptance by the United States of
Isaias Afwerki and Meles Zenawi as “new leaders” obscured the human
rights abuses and political marginalization taking place. In Somalia, the
absence of a cohesive leadership over the territory ted {o the fragmentation of
the nation into fiefdoms under rival warlords and thwarted US efforts to iden-
tify any acceptable “new” leader. Meanwhile, in Sudan, the Bashir-Turabi
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regime was avowedly anti-American, thus necessitating the severance of
diplomatic ties and the imposition of sanctions on the country. Viewed from
a regional perspective, US reengagement yielded mixed results owing to a
misreading of the realities on the ground. Notably, the factors that the United
States hailed as harbingers of reform-——namely, new leaders in Ethiopia and
Eritrea and changes in Sudan-—were not as significant as initially hoped.
The lessons learned from that experience have yet to be translated into
coherent guidelines by Washington,

The first stumbling block to US reengagement with its traditional ally,
Ethiopia, emerged with the growing dissension of numerous Ethiopian
political groups who felt marginalized by the EPRDF and challenged the
authenticity of US claims to uphold democracy. Ethiopian opposition
groups demanded a guaranteed forum to enable them to participate openly
in the politics of post-1991 Ethiopia.?t The EPRDF's refusal to accommo-
date dissent from groups other than those within its constelation of libera-
tion groups signaled difficulties on the road to democracy and undermined
the assertion by the United States that democratic reform would be re-
warded with development assistance. The second difficulty in the reengage-
ment phase occurred when the new Eritrean government refused to adopt
US-supported demecratic ideals and suppressed civil society’s voice,

US Engagement with the New Ethiopia

In 1991, the reengagement of the United States with transitional Ethiopia
was premised on the commitment of the new leadership, spearheaded by
the EPRDF, to political reform, sustainable economic development, and
multi-partyism. During their first two years, Ethiopia’s new rulers made a
smoath transition from rough-edged guerrillas declaiming Marxist princi-
ples to statesmen conversant in the lexicon of democracy. The United States
provided aid for postwar economic reconstruction as well as constitution-
making, civic education, and establishment of civil society groups. The
Inter-Africa Group, staffed by cosmopolitan Ethiopian returnees with close
ties to Ethiopia’s political groups, was regarded as an ideal interlocutor
between the new regime and a population unwilling to trust the “national-
ist” credentials of what had been considered a ragtag army bent on dis-
membering “historic” Ethiopia.

Ethiopia’s new regime, however, did not provide evidence of demo-
cratic reform. The Ethiopian elite were especially suspicious of the coop-
eration between the two major guerrilla armies—the EPRDF and EPLF; the
Ethiopian intelligentsia viewed it as an ominous sign that the democratiza-
tion process would, once again, become hostage to the interests of ruling
African elites and their US supporters. Notably, the TPLF/EPRDF and EPLF
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also considered their alliance a short-term tactical strategy, rather :.:5
the platform for regional cooperation that it was Bmﬁo om: to mn by Afro-
optimist scholars and members of the US policymaking o:.nmnw.b ¢
In particular, ordinary Ethiopians viewed the “two cousins .ImmWUm..m
Meles Zenawi and EPLF’s Isaias Afwerki (also from the Tigrigna m%.En
group)—as imposing their vision on the majority of :ommﬁmammmamvmmw&m
Ethiopians. This rearticulating of old communal hostilities and dynastic
rivalries between Ambara and Tigrigna peoples provided an undercurrent of
uneasiness about the new leaders.2® To Ethiopian communities without any
affiliation to either the Amhara or Tigrigna ethnic group, their nanmmo;
from the top decision-making strata of the EPRDF led to _uo.E a mmmﬁmz:.m
mistrust of the claims to pluralism in Ethiopia and a mcmm:mm_:m of >Wmm:;
can suppori for Ethiopia’s “democracy.”? Finally, the United States’ em-
prace of the EPRDF—which excluded other political movements—Iled to a
sense of betrayal by a majority of Ethiopian nationalists who Rmmawa the
United States to be not a guarantor of democracy but a “patron” of military
victors. When the EPRDF-led coalition government announced a proposal to
establish a federal system based on ethnicity and lo acquiesce to the mmuh.m,m
demand for an international referendum to enable Eritreans to determine
their political destiny, the majority of Ethiopian :maommmm"mzzﬁs opposed
secession and disapproved of ethnicity as a basis for mmaoz:aau.lnmmﬁma
with hostility. Both proposals were regarded as a sellout of the nation m.mu?
rimony: a unified Ethiopian legacy consolidated by nineteenth- m:a.gnzznaf
century emperors (the chronology of which has been nmm_uon:ag. in .QERS
5 by Dominique Jacquin-Berdal and Aida gozmmmfv. %.wa mE_oEm.s elite
argued that it too should be allowed to have a voice in the decision on
Eritrean secession, even though Eritrean independence was a de facto real-
ity by late 1991. The US and UN backing for the E?.ww:&f:. scheduled for
April 1993, added to the bitterness of Ethiopian mm:ammrmmm ,{ro, had _.omﬂ
countless lives in defense of what they perceived as their country’s territo-
rial integrity.30 N
Despite the continued pressure of Ethiopian opposition groups, the
government of Meles Zenawi reiterated that war did so.” :m.oommﬁ:w result
in unity. The resentment of much of the Ethiopian public ai mom. ﬁm.m»ma the
Transitional Government of Ethiopia (TGE) from pursuing its vision o.m a
viable “ethnic” federal system minus Eritrea.3! With yesterday’s :w:o.ﬁﬁm
of the nation” at the helm of government, citizens swallowed their bitter-
ness and anxiously sought assurances that the United States would guaran-
tee the emergence of a democratic system. Their fears were well mwomwmoa
since both the TGE/EPRDF in Ethiopia and the new government in m::.mm.
continued abductions of political opponents as well as incarcerations of
new dissenters and former officlals of the Mengistu government, As the
EPRDF held its first, albeit flawed, national elections in 1992, there was no
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foltow-up by the United States on the threat (o use zid as a deterrent to
incipient dictatorship. Ethiopian opposition groups, inside and outside the
country, brought this omission (o the attention of the architect of the US ulti-
matum, Herman Cohen. His response was that “while Ethiopia has a long
way to go before it has true democracy, the Ethiopian political system has
become far more open and liberalized than under Mengistu."32 A high level
of sympathy for the “new leaders™ hid any anxieties that policymakers may
have had of Washington’s commitment to the new policy of engagement and
political reform.?? The ultimatum of “no democracy, no aid,” enunciated so
confidently in early 1991, was quickly deflated as the United States came
{0 accept new regimes that emphasized the virtues of development over true
democracy and human rights. The view of political stability as the sine qua
non for development-—a key concern of realpolitik-centered policymaking
of the Cold War era—reemerged as the new regimes formulated the basis for
reestablishing alliances in the post-Cold War period,

US Engagement with Eritrea

Eritrea took pride of place in both Bush’s and Clinton's African policy. The
Provisional Government of Eritrea (PGE)/EPLF got things done efficiently
and enjoyed a high level of legitimacy from the majority of the populace.
Unlike the TGE in Ethiopia, the PGE/EPLF regime was unencumbered by
any pretense of setting up a coalition government. The victorious EPLF
leadership had no plans to include the Eritrean Liberation Front (ELF)—
which it had defeated with the help of the TPLF-—in the governance of the
new country.?! The marginalization of the ELF, previously associated with
Pan-Arabism and some Islamist movements, was accepted by both Ameri-
can and longtime Eritrean supporters of the EPLE. In fact, the forthright
rejection by Eritrea of “alien” modes of governance and confidence in
establishing a “self-reliant” Eritrea was considered a positive factor, which
endeared them to policymakers who had been exhausted by other African
leaders’ patrimonial demands. The liberated populace of Eritrea, too, em-
braced the victors. Indeed, no one questioned (at least in public) why the
EPLF delayed immediately declaring independence until 1993,

Although the EPLF wasg a beneficiary of US aid from the outset, ils
official rhetoric reflected a brash contempt for US visions of democratic
development, regarded as “imperialist.” In Britrea, the US ultimatum of “no
democracy, no aid” was blunted by the PGE’s refusal to accept $26 million
from USAID claiming that any conditionalities, even establishing demo-
cratic institutions, were “crude enticements” camouflaging an imposition of
American power.35 The general public was more welcoming of the US pres-
ence—after eliciting some form of apology that the United States was
wrong to side with the Ethiopian Empire in the 1950s—and continued to be
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hopetul that the brash new Jeaders would bring about a dynamic economy
and an accommodating political framework for its citizens. The majority of
urban dwellers perceived the reengagement with the United States in a pos-
itive light, due to nostalgia for the “good old Kagnew days"—which they
associated with a busy port and steady revenues generated by activities
from the US base, rather than with a realignment with the United States’
ideological values.

Despite the United States’ contribution to the democratization project,?
Eritrea’s rulers continued to be discomfited by the liberal democratic rheto-
ric of US policymakers, and “capacity-building™—a term which Eritrean
policymakers interpreted to mainly mean “infrastructural development/
economic employment”—remained a term they preferred over “democrati-
zation” in Eritrea. This unwillingness to buy into even the language of the
new policy continued to lead to tension in US-FEritrean relations. Then, in
February 1994, the EPLF recast itself as a new political organization and
announced to its civilian citizens that it no longer operated through its clan-
destine (Maoist/Marxist) party and renamed itself the People’s Front for
Democracy and Justice (PFDJ). Voting for the new leadership was con-
ducted using electronic methods—which enhanced the PFDJ’s image, but
did nothing to allay grassroots fears that behind the carefully orchestrated
transformation was a realignment of EPLF hardliners that pushed out more
moderate nationalists.

However, the Eritrean government continued to move away from any
semblance of a Western-style democratic system. Nonetheless, US officials
who were aware of these developments remained blinded by the persua-
siveness of the rhetoric of the regime, which now called—privately—for a
developmental model of state-building borrowed from Singapore, South
Korea, and the People’s Republic of China (PRC}. Potitical reform was also
slow: the PFDJ drew out the constitution-making process over three years,
from 1994 to 1997, but failed to implement it as the supreme law of the
tand despite its ratification by the Constituent Assembly in May 199737
Indeed, even a decade after its liberation from Ethiopia, the PFDJ govern-
ment had yet to deliver even the minimal concessions to democratic insti-
tutions that would enable its citizens to participate in national affairs, other
than to rubber-stamp the National Assembly’s resolutions.

Nonetheless, US officials who were aware of these developments
appeared to be persuaded by the government’s rhetoric. Indeed, despite the
Afwerki regime’s close ties with the PRC, the muzzling of democratic insti-
tutions, and nagging questions about PFDJ officials’ tours to Iraq and Iran,
US policymakers believed in the American ideclogical victory over those of
their communist rivals, choosing to ignore these issues. The silence of the
United States on these developments in Eritrea also discouraged grassroots
organizations and civil society groups from overtly criticizing the regime’s
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policies of monopely over all aspects of citizens’ lives; the PGE/EPLF was
rarely criticized openly for the micromanagement of all national and civil
society projects. As a result, citizens and the budding civil society groups
became emblematic symbols of a transitional Eritrea while in reality they
were shut out from meaningful participation in national reconstruction proj-
ects. Fear of governmental reprisal as well as the culture of conformity that
was deeply entrenched in postwar Eritrea discouraged civil society groups
from becoming dynamic actors contributing to the nation's democratiza-
tion. Notwithstanding audible voices of reason cautioning US officials
against neglecting the aspiration of citizens—such as that of Stephen Mor-
rison, who sought balance between the new “hands-on” policy and linkage
to teaders and fulfilling the US promise of “no democracy, no aid,”8 the
two representatives of a “new generation of African leaders” emerged as
the heroes of their nations and were portrayed in the United States as hard-
working and self-reliant personalities—a far cry from unsavory dictators
like Mengistu, Siad Barre, and Idi Amin.

Thus, even though US observers were aware that the elected Ethiopian
regime was adept at orchestrating public support for its policies, there
were many other developments that were seen as concrete results of US
investment in democratization of the country. For instance, the government
of Ethiopia ratified and implemented its constitution {with numerous lapses
and arbitrary arrests) and could boast of two (flawed but nevertheless well-
executed) elections. 0 In Eritrea, criticism was staved off by reminding the
United States and other Western donors of their “collective guilt” in col-
inding with Ethiopia to derail Eritrean aspirations for self-determination.*!
Ultimately, however, US credibility as a supporter of demoeratizing gov-
ernments was eroded due to the undemocratic policies enacted by the new
governments of Afwerki and Zenawi.

Things Fall Apart: A New War and Old Hostilities

The eruption of the border war between Ethiopia and Eritrea in 1998 finally
shook US policymalers and scholars of the Horn of their optimism and also
brought out the degree of anti-American sentiment in the region.*2 The US
government realized that given the opportunity to select their pace, the
mq.wm:wm: guerrillas-turned-statesmen would not gradually embrace an appro-
priate democratic framework.®? In particular, the Eritrean team accused the
United States of being a power which believes in “easy fixes and in ram-
ming solutions down our throats,™ It appeared that earlier insistence by the
United States to delay Eritrea’s declaration of independence in May 1991
had fueled an already existing reservoir of anti-Americanism.*5 Only when, in
Septermber 2001, Isaias Afwerki imprisoned hundreds of dissidents, including
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a group of parliamentarians asking for the implementation of the 1997 Con-
stitution and two national employees of the US Embassy in Asmara did the
United States finally rebuke the slow pace of democratization. The Eritrean
government angrily dismissed the US protests—leading to a souring of
relations.

. A shift in Eritrean attitude and a moderation of its anti-American rheto-
ric only emerged in 2002 when the PFDJ leadership, facing internal outrage
and diminishing aid, sought to maintain its hold on power by inviting the
United States to use its ports as military bases for the war on terrorism 46 Yet,
despite the Eritrean government’s attempts to regain US bases (and thereby
strengthen its hold on power to counter grassroots opposition to the constant
state of mobilization and rise of organized opponents to its hegemony), Gen.
Tommy Franks, commander of the US Central Command at the time, laid 10
rest rumors that Eritrea had been “chosen” by the United States as the opti-
mal host for US counterterrorist campaigns, General Franks stressed that US
troops are “based in Djibouti. They are not based in Eritrea,”7

At present, the United States has considerably disengaged from Eritrea—
even with its geostrategic location for conducting the war on terrorism. In
contrast, the US military presence in Djibouti by late 2002 involved 3,200
troops being trained in desert warfare in anticipation of a war with Iraq.48
By 2004 the abrasiveness of the PFDJ's anti-American rhetoric as well as
its refusal to either release US Embassy employees or bring to court the
constitutional dissidents held incommunicado since 2001 resulted in a hard-
ening of US policymakers against their most unreliable ally in the Horn.
The beginning of a shift of US policy from selective engagement to one of
disengagement in Eritrea was finally signaled by the ousting of Eritrea from
the .,ﬁ.:nmm Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) and placing its vast
remittance network under official scrutiny.?

Whither Somalia?

Somalia, after a decade of anarcly, remained a “no man’s land” unti] the
preparations for counterterrorism jogged “official” memories that an assess-
ment of US policy toward the collapsed state of Somalia was overdue.50
The United States began its reengagement with Somalia with a humanitar-
ian intervention to address the conflict-induced famine and dislocation in
the country. More recently, Somalia has become an important ally in the US
war on errorism,

Somalia’s economy collapsed in the aftermath of the Ogaden War of
1977, fueling preexisting domestic dissatisfaction with the patronage poli-
tics of the Barre regime. A number of armed opposition groups were estah-
lished in this period and increased in the 1980s, providing the impetus for
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what would Iater emerge as warlordism in Somalia.3! Ethiopia’s expulsion
of the Somali National Movement (SNM) in 1991 led to that organization’s
confrontation with the regime’s troops and the devastation of the northern
regions associated with this group. Secession by a portion of the former
British Somaliland, which has yet to acquire international recognition after
a decade of separate existence, can be {raced to the heavy-handed attempt
by the government in Mogadishu fo retain control. The combination of a
massive famine in the countryside and havoc caused by Siad Barre’s troops
precipitated the decline of his rule. In January 1991, Siad Barre’s regime
collapsed, but his clan-based loyalist guards continued to fight, further
pushing the country into anarchy in which armed marauders established
their own zones of rule. By 1992, Somalia’s descent into Pyrthic anarchy
was hastened by a split between the two cofounders of the United Somali
Congress, due to a unilateral declaration of a provisional government by Al
Mahdi—a step vehemently opposed by Gen. Mohamed Farah Aideed.
Somalia’s starving population was caught in the crossfire between the two
warlords, and an estimated 300,000 died in the sporadic violence while the
famine claimed even more lives. It was under such circumstances that
humanitarian intervention as a preemptive step to counter the spiraling vio-
lence in the region—due to refugees and arms transfers—was introduced as
a key element of American policy in the post—Cold War period,

The Bush administration committed itself to Operation Restore Hope
{ORH)—a humanitarian intervention—after the UN Security Council passed
Resolution 794 on December 3, 1992, authorizing the deployment of 24,000
American troops to secure ports and roads {o ensure the delivery of famine
aid to Somalis.52 ORH was envisioned as a stopgap measure to use Ameri-
can troops to secure roads and ports to enable international delivery of food
aid to the starving population. Once this objective was met, ORH was
intended to be phased out and to be replaced by UN forces whose objec-
tives were 1o be to facilitate negotiations between the armed groups in order
to reestablish state institutions and social order. US disengagement from
ORH was o begin after the UN completed training personnel to take over
the peacekeeping forces,

American troops landed on the shores of Mogadishu, in a highly pub-
licized humanitarian campaign, on December 9, 1992, and began securing
areas for delivery of food aid. Initially, ORH succeeded in meeting its
objective of delivering needed supplies, and friendly Somali crowds wel-
comed US troops until firefights erupted between the warlords who quickly
demanded to control the disbursement of the food aid, Thus, in order to
deliver the food to the areas controlled by the warlords, the United States
and the 1N were forced to acknowledge the strongest of the warlords as
key political players in a chaotic Somalia. On March 26, 1993, the UN
passed Resolution 814 to establish UNISOM I, signaling the beginning of
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the transition from a purely humanitarian operation to the political phase of
seeking to reconcile the key actors.33 In Fune, Aideed’s forces unleashed a
propaganda war, which portrayed continued presence of alien groups as an
attempt to recolonize the country, and urged Somalis to resist external med-
dling. The angry war of words was followed by an ambush of 2 Pakistani
contingent of UNISOM 1I on June 5, which resulted in the death of twenty-
four Pakistanis and the wounding of three Americans and one Italian. The fol-
lowing day, the UN passed Resolution 837 authorizing UNISOM 11 to launch
a military response against Aideed’s forces in retaliation for the ambush.?4

The following four months (June to October 1993), devoted to a man-
hunt of Aideed and his collaborators, irrevocably aliered the original man-
date for US reengagement in Somalia based on the motivation of meeting
humanitarian needs. With the change of mission, the population no longer
welcomed US troops. Differences on how to manage the escalating tensions
between UN and US officials also were exacerbated by the lack of coordi-
nation between US troops and those of UNISOM. On October 3, 1993,
three American helicopters were shot down by Aideed’s militia members,
killing 18 soldiers and over 300 Somalis.53 The Clinton administration was
forced to end the US-led humanitarian intervention abruptly amidst grow-
ing public anger.”® US troops were evacuated by March 1994, and one year
later, the UN followed suit, ending the brief interlude of US reengagement
with Somalia.>?

After ignoring the former Somalia and its problems for almost a
decade, the United States has begun some limited reengagement because of
its own perceived national interest in combating international terrorism. 58
As an outgrowth of the new attempt to establish relations with Somali lead-
ers that would allow the United States to monitor and engage would-be ter-
rorists, the United States has, since the fall of 2002, been participating in
negofiations designed to lead to the reestablishment of an internationally
recognized Somali state.”? Peace talks sponsored by IGAD in 2002, with
UN, EU, Arab League, AU, and US backing, conlinued in the Kenyan town
of Eldoret. The talks included not only political elites, but alse a record
number of women, youth, and civil society organizations, The United States
is a signatory to the Eldoret Framework, providing not only observers but
also financial assistance for the talks. Given the unstable politics of the Per-
sian Gulf and Middle Eastern countries, the United States now realizes that
political stability and peaceful social relations in the Homn are essential to
international security.5¢

However, the inclusion of Somalia in the counterterrorist agenda in
earty 2002 indicates, once again, that the United States seeks engagenment
without necessarily having a clear picture of the motivations of state and
nonstate actors in the Somalia(s). Tellingly, the congressional hearing of
Febroary 2002 summarized US goals as follows:
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The short-term goal of course is to remove the terrorist threat that might or

might not exist in Somalia, . . . A mid-range goal, but one we are starting to
work on now, is looking at how Somalia threatens the region and the neigh-
borhood. The third area is . . . long-term challenges and long-term gover-

nance issues. Where is Somalia going to be in 4, 5, 6, 10 years from now?76

“What is to become of Somalia and Somalis?” was the question asked by
the anticolonial Somali religious leader Muhammad Abdille Hassan—
dubbed the Mad Mullah by the British more than 100 years agof2.—and is
now being asked by the United States. Although the United States stepped
in to fill the vacuum left behind by the Soviet Union in 1977, the emphasis
was on shori-term access (o counter the loss of disengaging in Ethiopia,
without replicating the investment of resources that had gone to building a
political and economic relationship. The more recent engagement of the
United States in the 1990s—the first in the Horn after the Cold War—
demonstrated the untested policy of multilateral intervention and the use of
force in the fulfillment of humanitarian objectives.

US policymakers’ tendency to view US-Somali relations as secondary
to its other relations in the Horn has led to a miscalculation of Somalia’s
importance to the stability of the Horn. The notion that the recalcitrant
Somalis (first as “primitive pastoralists,” then “irredentists,” and lastly,
“terrorist-hosting warlords™) can only be handled through regional proxies,
such as Ethiopia, Djibouti, or Eritrea, must be reassessed to understand the
consensus of Somali leaders that anarchy is preferred to subordination to
neighboring states.53 While the attention of the world was riveted on the
exodus of frustrated US and UN forces, the northern part of the country
quietly seceded from the defunct Somali state, triggering annexationist
impulses from Djibouti and Ethiopia countered by Eritrea and Sudan.64

Sudan: To Disengage or Reengage?

In contrast to Ethiopia, US pelicy in the Sudan has historically rested
squarely on its utility as a geostrategic base to defend US interests in the
Middle East. US policymakers were constantly frustrated in their efforts to
end the North-South conflict by Sadig-al-Mahdi, who implemented sharia
law and initiated a rapprochement with Libya. Despite the numerous inter-
nationally and regionatly sponsored peace initiatives to resolve the North-
South conflict, the Khartoum government remained impervious to any U§
ultimatum or enticement until 2000. Nevertheless the United States main-
tained a steady but low profile in the efforts to ensure open channels for
humanitarian aid supported by a domestic faith-based constituency, which
lobbied strongly on behalf of southern Sudanese victims of Khartoum’s pol-
icy of “arabization and Islamization.”
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The “blinders™ in this part of the Horn were the inability or unwilling-
ness of US policymakers to acknowledge the grievances of the non-Arab-
ized and non-Islamic communities inhabiting both the North and South.
Inadequate US attention to the SPLA leader, John Garang, reflected an
unbelievable degree of indifference to the outrage felt by southerners as
well as the Nuba and Fur communities, stigmatized by the experience of
slavery and treated as second-class citizens. The victims of Afro-Arab
racism were united by their desire for sociceconomic and political equality.
They were also divided by their religious beliefs that made any idea of rule
by a non-Muslim anathema to some. Garang's insistence on a secular and
multiethnic, united Sudan did not receive the attention it deserved. Rather,
Garang’s articulation of these democratic principles—which reflect the
emphasis on multi-partyism and secularism—were treated with disbelief
both by Northerners and Southerners.®

To date, despite the protocols and agreements leading up to the wide-
ranging Comprehensive Peace Agreement (December 2004),5¢ US policy-
makers have emphasized the religious divide while skirting the “racial
divide” separating opponents and supporters of the Khartoum regime.
Whether it was out of deference to domestic sensitivities or blindness to the
existence of an ideology of Afro-Arab supremacy over those populations
claiming only Africanness, US policymakers could oniy reiterate the need
for negotiations and humanitarian aid. SPLA’s American Christian support-
ers appear to be filling the gap by portraying the conflict as both a spiritual
and racial struggle for the emancipation of Africans from their bondage to
Mushim Arabs. Debates about self-determination and contentious issues
such as ownership of oil resources, while looming large in the backaround,
remain muted.

Notwithstanding the Comprehensive Peace Agreement, both the regime
in Khartoum and the SPLA and associated allies inside and outside the
country must still contend with their domestic and foreign political oppo-
nents. The failure of the avowedly 1slamic National Islamic Front (NIF) led
by the strongman Gen, Omar Bashir, the president of Sudan, and the in-
scrutable intellectual Hassan al-Turabi to impose a radical Islam in Sudan
has led to social unrest as well as growing dissent and instability. The NIF
regime’s open support of Iraq during the 1991 Gulf War cost the Sudanese
government dearly—both diplomatically and financially. It joined the list of
rogue states and its loan applications were rejected—although the closure
of the US Embassy in Khartoum in January 1991 was rescinded in March
1991 after the NIF indicated willingness to normalize relations. In
response, US policy did not become more proactive and provide direct sup-
port for the SPLA. Rather, the United States opted to use its regional allies
to encircle it and ostracize it in regional dealings.t” The older framework of
containment put in place to combat the spread of communism in Africa was
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reconfigured to tackle the new threat to US interests—Islamic fundamen-
talism. Although the “freezing out” of Sudan by the Ethio-Eritrean alliance
worked for five years, the eruption of the border war between the two erst-
while allies led to a rapprochement between Sudanese and Ethiopian lead-
ers, effectively breaking the earlier isolation. The Clinton administration
and its “new breed of African policymakers” pursued a policy of isolating
the Sudanese regime and rewarding the Ethiopian and Eritrean regimes.68
The discovery of oil in southern Sudan, where American economic interests
coincided with the Bush administration’s quest for a diplomatic victory in
Africa, led to a pursuit of a dual policy of selective sanctions and economic
tinkages. The giant of the Horn—which had always taken second place to
Ethiopia in US policymakers’ hierarchy-—thus emerged into the twenty-first
century as owner of resources considered valuable by the United States.

‘The Comprehensive Peace Agreement has provided hope for a peaceful
resolution of this long conflict. The agreement has been praised for
addressing both parties’ primary concerns, laying out the principles agreed
to and a framework for a transitional process, and further elaborating on
two contentious issues in the negotiations: relations between the state and
religion and the right to self-determination for the peoples of southern
Sudan.6% In particular, it acknowledges that Sudan is a multiethnic, multi-
racial, and multireligious society, providing a legitimate framework for the
exercise of freedom in the articulation of diversity in the political and
socioeconomic spheres of the New Sudan envisioned in the postconflict
period.”™® Equally important, six years following the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement, the negotiated peace plan allows for an internationally moni-
tored referendum for southern Sudan to decide on self-determination,”!

Revenue-sharing was agreed to by the two major participants in the
peace process—namely the government of Sudan and the SPLM/A—in May
2004.72 The identification of the two beneficiaries of the revenue-sharing
arrangements—which excluded other political actors, such as the rival
groups in Darfur—triggered violent clashes between the Khartoum govern-
ment and marginalized groups both in the West and East. The National
Democratic Alliance, a constellation of opposition groups embracing tradi-
tional sectarian parties and armed groups with headquarters in neighboring
Eritrea, was excluded as was also the Umma Party, which had withdrawn
from the NDA. The armed groups in Darfur—the Sudan Liberation Move-
ment/Army (SLM/A) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM)-—were
mired in their own internecine fighting, which led to the signing of separate
peace agreements relating to reforms in the structures of governance.” The
Abuja talks of July 5, 2005, led to a possible compromise based on the
establishment of a “regional autonomy,” which would protect minorities’
landownership rights. These talks were followed by agreements for recon-
ciliation by the leaders of the SLM/A and JEM.74
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The key lesson US policymakers learned in Sudan is that unilateral
efforts—whether in the military or diplomatic arena—rarely succeed while
mutltilaterat efforts, which combine both regional and international media-
lors, have a better chance of doing so. Only the Sudanese government can
determine to adhere o the agreement or renege on it. But its signing of the
Comprehensive Peace Agreement provides a basis on which 1o possibly
build a sustainable peace. The issue of choice—a democratic exercise—is
the lynchpin of the agreement.

Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

LIS policy in the Horn {1941-1991) reflects four decades of a “hands-off”
policy with “blinders on,” except where it was determined that vital US
national interests were at stake. For example, to secure a listening post in
Eritrea in a worldwide land-based communications network, the United
States adopted Ethiopia as a client for more than two decades. Also, when
the Soviet Union attempted to establish a beachhead in Ethiopia based on
the Brezhnev Doctrine, the United States pursued its encirclement strategy
to counter the Soviet Union in the Horn. The latest shift occurred in the
fifth decade of US involvement in the Horn, and coincided with the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. From 1991 to 2001, the United States pursued a
new policy of selective reengagement, based on its own perceived strate-
gic needs. This hands-on policy has succeeded in breaking the tradition of
uncenditional support for repressive client regimes but has yet to be crowned
with success.”s

The United States’ inability or unwillingness to either entice or enforce
compliance with its ultimatum of “no democracy, no aid” must be urgently
examined, amended, or excised if the credibility of US policymakers is to
be preserved in the Horn. The question that will be addressed in the near
future as the United States embarks on the next phase of its war against ter-
rorism is whether democracy will be a casualty of the new era. To date, it
appears that US policymakers are cautiously seeking to maintain a balance
between the linkage of democracy and development aid without necessarily
sacrificing national interests. However, the United States’ declaration of the
Sudanese government’s brutal repression of the rebellion in Darfur and the
targeting of civilians as “genocidal” without necessarily taking the steps
required by the Genocide Convention points to another troubling continuity
of selective engagement.

The resistance of key actors in the international community-—the UN,
the AU, and the EU—to this new US role as both a “peacemaker” in one part
of the Horn—-southern Sudan—while waging a war of unilateral intervention
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in Iraq indicates that the decade of America’s uncontested hegemony is
under challenge by both traditional allies and outspoken enemies. How US
national interests will be defined globally will thus lead to either the con-
solidation of the new hands-on policy or its replacement.

The question that the countries of the Horn must ask is: What is in it for
us if we engage the United States in the region? Particularly in this era of
globalization, avenues have to be found by local policy elites to clearly artic-
ulate their interests not only in terms of their individual national interests, but
also in terms of regional security needs. The United States should be ready to
respond positively to clearly articulated plans to strengthen the African Union
as well as IGAD in their capacity to keep the peace in the region, o mediate
effectively when disputes occur, and to strengthen democratic institutions and
national and regional economies. For the countries of the Horn 1o be suc-
cessful in negotiating a fair deal with the United States, they are going to
have to be led by a bold, visionary, transparent, and honest leadership class
that puts the popular will ahead of individual or narrow group interests.
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