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SUPERCLIENTS AND SUPERPOWERS

Cuba:Soviet Union/Iran:United States
by

David F. Ronfeldt
The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California

There are "superclients" as well as superpowers. Cuba and Iran
are superclients of the two superpowers, the Soviet Union and the
United States. This paper suggests that the two power-client relation-
ships may be quite analogous, despite some major differences.

The superclient, far from being a weak dependent satellite,
manages to exploit mutual dependence and its own resources in order
to magnify its intermational roles, gain 'reverse leverage'" with the
superpower, and at times influence the latter's international roles.
The end of the Cold War era, and the emergence of "hot detente' offer
Cuba and Iran new opportunities to conduct military diplomacy as super-
client nations that superficially resemble superpower proxies.

The cases of Cuba and Iran suggest that becoming a superclient,
that is, a regional power closely tied to one superpower, depends
largely on having strong leadership in a centralized regime (an
internal determinant) that succeeds in exploiting the geopolitical
interests of the patron superpower (an external determinant). Indeed,
Fidel Castro and the Shah of Iran have quite similar leadership styles
and security perspectives, while the Soviet Union and the United
States exhibit rather similar geopolitical and military interests in

KN

their Cuban and Iranian allies.

*
This paper builds upon my earlier Rand research activities. T

originated the main ideas during 1975-76 while engaged in simultaneous
research projects concerning Cuba and Iran. The ideas reflect a
broader interest to understand international leverage and bargaining
practices that affect U.S. security. ) o -

I am grateful to Rand colleagues (including Edward Gonzalez,
Paul Langer, Joseph Large, Nathan Leites, and Richard Solomon) who
provided helpful comments on an earlier draft.



Of course major differences characterize Iran and Cuba. One is a
large country, the other small. One is Middle Eastern, the other
Latin American. One has a pro-Western monarch, the other a Communist
dictator. One has great ethnic diversity, the other has little. One
exports a strategic energy resource, the other an agricultural commod-
ity of less importance. One has many linkages to multinational corpor-
ations, the other to Communist international organizations. Yet Cuba
and Iran have much in common--while both have often seemed different,
even anomalous, compared to their neighbors in Latin America and the

*
Middle East.

BASES FOR MUTUAL INTERESTS AND CLOSE ATTACHMENTS

The geopolitical-security interests of the superpowers and the
intense nationalism of the superclients account largely for their
close attachments. This nationalism, as it changes and strengthens
over time, ultimately leads to exploitation of the superpower's

security interests, which change quite slowly and depend on fixed

geography.

Geopolitical and Military Significance to the Superpowers

Geography, more than any other consideration, explains the attrac-
tiveness of Iran and Cuba to the United States and the Soviet Union.
Unlike most client states, each fronts on the southern border of a
superpower, well below the traditional track of war but in critical
locations nonetheless. Major sea lanes for shipping petroleum and

other commodities pass both states. The United States in particular

*Background material on Cuba comes mainly from Gonzalez and
Ronfeldt, Post-Revolutionary Cuba in a Changing World, (The Rand
Corporation, R-1844-TSA, December 1975); and Gonzalez, "Relationship
with the Soviet Union" in Carmelo Mesa-Lago (ed.), Revolutionary
Change in Cuba, (University of Pittsburgh Press, 1971).

Some current information on Iran may be found in Shahram Chubin,
Iran's Military Security in the 1980s, (California Seminar on Arms
Control and Foreign Policy, #73, September 1977), which also contains
a useful bibliography.

An interesting general discussion of international bargaining
practices is provided by Robert O. Keohane, ''The Big Influence of
Small Allies," Foreign Policy, No. 2, Spring 1971, pp. 161-182.



relies greatly on that ocean transport traffic. Whereas Cuba is an
island astride overseas access to the Panama Canal, Tran blocks the
Soviet Union from potential overland access to a warm—weather port.

Because of the locations, the superpowers have displayed interests
in locating military facilities, bases and weapons in their respective
clients. The Soviets have used Cuba for the positioning and/or support
of medium-range nuclear missiles, nuclear-armed submarines and other
warships, long-range reconnaissance and transport aircraft, boats for
electronic intelligence-gathering, eavesdropping antennaes aimed at
the United States, and communications facilities including via
satellite. The United States has relied on Iran to provide "forward
defense'" against the Soviet Union, and recently for defense of the
Persian Gulf. Iran has provided a useful location for intelligence-
gathering purposes as well as for overflight and stopover rights
extended to the United States. Some U.S. naval and air exercises are
supported by Iranian facilities.

While neither Cuba nor Iran has figured large in the strategic-
military calculations of either superpower, the emergence of detente
has not lessened their geopolitical interests in those peripheral
locales. 1Indeed, these appear to have increased: for the United
States in Iran given the British withdrawal from the Persian Gulf in
1971 and new U.S. interests in an Indian Ocean presence; for the Soviet
Union in the Caribbean as it develops a global presence with a blue-
water navy and airlift capacity. During the early 1970s the Soviets
moved to expand their Cuban naval facility to support missile-armed
nuclear missiles—-until U.S. objections halted the expansion. Both
Iran and Cuba have remained important for communications, electronic
intelligence, stopover, and overflight. They have become valuable
components of the international "infrastructure" (including treaties,
bases, facilities, etc.) that a major power requires for projecting
its military capabilities.

The superpowers' economic interests in their respective clients
have lesser importance than the security interests. U.S. military

interests in Tran antedate the currently major petroleum interest, and



the United States has alternatives for the latter but not the former.
Such a resource interest is not matched in Cuba--although sugar, which
Fidel strains to call "white gold," is a major product on the world
market.

Both superpowers have subsidized the economies of their clients.
Thus the Soviets have purchased Cuban sugar far in excess of Soviet
domestic requirements. Ever since the Shah gained the first pricing
victory for OPEC at the Teheran Conference in January 1971, with U.S.
acquiescence, costly U.S. petroleum imports from Iran have in effect
subsidized the Shah's military and economic ambitions.* Meanwhile,
the Soviets as well as the Americans have tried making successful
showcases of their economic aid programs. These economic programs
were ultimately intended to foster political stability and internal
security in order to protect the superpowers' broader security

interests.

Intense Anti-Colonial/Nationalism of the Superclients

, Cuba and Iran have often served as client states of foreign
powers. Moreover, both countries have suffered unwanted military
occupations by the neighboring power in this century.

Iranian leaders have long feared Russian encroachment, seeking
to avoid it in part by attachment to distant powers. The British
colonial presence dominated the first half of this century. Subse-
quently, Iranian leaders sought to counterbalance both Soviet

encroachment and British colonialism. During the 1930s the Shah's

*Both the Soviet-Cuban and U.S.-Iranian situations are reminiscent
of past U.S.-Cuban relations. During the 1950s, the United States
purchased the lion's share of Cuba's sugar exports, paying large pre-
miums that sometimes approached nearly twice the world-market price
for Cuban sugar. In exchange, Cuba offered investment opportunities
and tariff preferences to the United States, and obtained most imports
there. The U.S. sugar quota allotted to Cuba greatly benefited U.S.-
owned sugar companies in Cuba. '"The political power that the United
States wielded on the quota issue put the Cuban government at the mercy
of the U.S. authorities. The U.S. government secured this negotiating
advantage partly through this 'subsidy' paid by the North American
consumer to the Cuban sugar industry." From Cole Blasier, "The ,
Flimination of United States Influence," pp. 54-55 in Mesa-Lago (ed.),
op. cit.



father, Reza Shah Pahlavi, chose to build close relations with Germany,
which was then a leading source of technology and thus fulfilled some
functions currently served by the United States. Immediately after
World War II, Britain and the United States prevented a Soviet satel-
lization of Iranian territory, and the United States soon became the
predominant ally and the Shah's chosen protector.

The Cuban story is simpler. At the turn of the century the United
States succeeded to the Spanish colonial presence, and no other foreign
powers were sufficiently interested to challenge this change. Various
Cuban leaders resented the American presence but did not (indeed could
not) try to forsake relations until the Revolution.

Since the early 1960s, as Fidel Castro took command and the Shah
became his own man, both Cuba and Iran have had visionary leadership
strong enough to work for national independence while choosing and
cultivating close relations with a distant foreign ally. The Shah
stayed with the United States over the neighboring Soviet Union, while
Castro, motivated by ideology as well as nationalism, switched from
the near to the distant superpower.

Viewed from a comparative perspective, intense nationalism
accounts largely for the cultivation of close relations with the most
distant superpower. Indeed both Fidel and the Shah share nationalistic
ideals that are fairly similar in many respects. They seek indepen-
dence, security, and development on a grand scale for their countries,
following political and economic models that are alien to the neigh-
boring superpower. Nurtured on anti-colonialism, this nationalism
necessitates strict limits on the local presence and influence of that
neighbor.

Largely because of the geopolitical situation and the weakness of
Iran and Cuba as nation-states, neither leader saw a workable option
to invite relations with both superpowers and balance one with the
other. Local coexistence would only lead to trouble: only regional
powers that did not border on a superpower, such as Egypt, India,
Indonesia and Peru, could afford to risk such balancing acts or periodic

swings in relations. Thus by 1960-61 Castro decided that Cuba had to



let one superpower or the other predominate--and moved into the
Soviet camp. The Shah, as he evolved from a weak monarch of dubious
ability into the very personification of Iran, meanwhile strengthened
Iran's and his own personal ties to the United States.

At first, this intense nationalism required that the small nation
not be a client-state or satellite of the neighboring superpower.

Thus it lead to accepting the risk, if not the fact, of becoming a
client-state of the distant superpower as the lesser violation of
nationalism. Over the long run, however, as the client has developed
a secure state and stable economy, the latent quest for national
independence has aroused requirements for ending dependent client-
state status. The nationalism has evolved to require hard bargaining
with the patron power for independent objectives, and a new turn
toward normalizing relations with the neighbor--while still retaining
close relations with the patron power. Thus nationalism in its mature
stages has required exploitation of the superpower's investment, while
its geopolitical interests have necessitated preserving the investment
even at high cost. The recipient seeks to establish itself as a
partner-ally, rather than a client-ally. Military diplomacy as a
superpower proxy becomes one way of articulating these objectives.

In sum the geopolitical interests of the superpowers and the
intense nationalism of the superclients account largely for their
close attachments. The geopolitical interests of the superpower lead
to large security as well as economic investments, which may become
hostage to the client's nationalism. Client knowledge of the inter-
minable nature of the superpower's geopolitical interests, of its
stake in the military investments, and of the unacceptability of local
economic failures for security reasons, open some bargaining room for
the client leadership to acquire reverse leverage. So long as the
superpowers view each other as implacable rivals, the allied superpower
is unlikely to risk a lessening of its local power and presence, a

damaging of the image of partnership, or a turning away by the client



toward the other superpower. Under such circumstances, the presumably

dependent client may become a superclient.

THE ORGANIZATION OF RELATIONS

The geopolitical interests of the superpower, and the nationalism
of the superclient, lead to institutional consequences that affect the
exercise of influence and leverage. For both Cuba and Iran, one con-
sequence is that the superpower ally makes a large bureaucratic commit-
ment to develop and defend its client. Another consequence concerns
the highly personal style of leadership in the Cuban and Iranian

regimes.

Bureaucracy as Commitment and Hostage

The United States and the Soviet Union have made very large
bureaucratic commitments to aid the development and defense of their
respective clients, Iran and Cuba. Large programs to transfer tech-
nology, and provide advisory services and training, while stationing
field offices and numerous civilian and military personnel in country,
express these commitments. They are designed to routinize support
for the client regime, mold dispositions favorable to the superpower,
help form new elites who will continue cooperating with the superpower,
and create dependencies for exercising political influence and lever-
age if need be, especially regarding military matters. The resulting
bureaucratic presence and assistance programs also symbolize the
credibility of the patron's commitment to its client ally, and thereby
help deter possible hostilities from the neighboring power. A part
of the superpower's institutional presence consists of military facili-
ties that directly augment its capabilities for force projection,
whether against the enemy superpower or elsewhere in the region. To

a great extent, these latter military facilities represent the major

*While I am not concerned in this paper to define the terms
"client" and "superclient,” "regional power'" and "foreign power,"
"influence" and "leverage," some formal definitions will appear in
subsequent writings by Ronfeldt and Gonzalez.



pay-off for the other programs assisting the client. Automatic
commitments to defend the distant client are avoided, except possibly
in case of a direct attack by the adjacent enemy superpower.

National development motivates the superclient regimes to invite
large assistance programs, preferably providing the best technology
and training available. The Shah has gained reknown for his fascina-
tion with advanced technology--and Iran has the money to pay for it.
The Cubans have expressed interests in acquiring "vanguard" technology
from the West, as a requirement for future economic progress. But
lacking the necessary foreign exchange, they have settled for inter-
mediate technologies from the Soviet Union, while complaining occa-
sionally about its provision of obsolete machinery. Fidel's and the
Shah's ambitions for national progress have frequently exceeded the
local availability of skilled manpower (in part because significant
portions of the most educated population sectors have moved abroad,
many in exile). Thus these leaders require that the superpowers locate
numerous advisers and trainers in their countries.

Their desires for economic progress aside, Fidel and the Shah seem
acutely sensitive to how the superpower's local presence may affect
security roles and bargaining relations. Superficially at least, the
varied technology, training, and advisory programs should create
dependence and serve to leash the client. But one man's dependence
is another man's interdependence. And the patron's leash may become
the client's tether.

Thus the Shah and probably Fidel operate so that the superpower's
large bureaucratic presence represents a surrogate defense commitment
that may become a kind of hostage in the bargaining relationship with
the superclient. The superclient's leadership requires a large
presence not only for assisting national development, but also for
visibly symbolizing military commitment as a deterrent to hostility
from the neighboring superpower. The superclient's leadership sees
the economic and military assistance programs as representing payment
for allowing the allied power to establish its own military facilities

and operations in the country. The superclient's leadership surely



considers that a large bureaucratic presence may well increase the
likelihood that the superpower will support the local military in

case it becomes involved in hostilities with some lesser enemy. Indeed,
the Shah protests that the private American presence in Iran does not
represent a hostage force, because the U.S. Government has a commit-
ment to defend Iran anyway, at least against a Soviet attack. Indeed,
it appears that a major power is likely to defend a client where it

has located a major bureaucratic presence, even more so than one in
which it has major economic interests.

While security interests dominate these relationships, U.S. eco-
nomic interests in Iran greatly surpass Soviet economic interests in
Cuba. The scale of U.S. private investment and commercial trade rein-
force strong U.S. relations with Iran. Thus the Shah can depend on
having a supportive business constituency within the United States.

In contrast, there is probably little support inside the Soviet Union
for close relations with Cuba, apart from the military and some
ideologists. Thus Fidel must appeal to a narrower, security-minded
constituency—-—and the Soviet govermment may have greater leeway in

how it treats Cuba.

Leadership Over Institutions

Strong, determined leadership is essential to a superclient regime.
The Shah and Fidel are fairly similar leaders. Adjectives applied to
one often fit the other. They are both visionaries who see their coun-
tries as playing critical roles in regional and global struggles. Both
draw strength from epic events in their national histories. Both have
extravagant confidence in the future of their countries, whose actual
and prospective accomplishments they constantly highlight as beacons
for the world. Both leaders believe they are in the vanguard of things
to come, Fidel as a revolutionary, and the Shah as a progressive mon-
arch. They are world-class leaders on quests to build world-class
nations worthy of their leadership.

Both Fidel and the Shah have run very personalistic regimes—-
indeed, one-man regimes. They are often called egomaniacs. Few details

have been too minor for their personal touch and decision. DPolicymaking
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and administration are highly centralized. Both leaders have great
difficulty in delegating decisiommaking to others, and neither has had
confidence in bureaucratic or technocratic processes. While both
lament the lack of well-trained manpower as a great national problem,
they have also feared that technocratic elites might resist, if not
oppose, their personal styles and decisions. Fach retains a small
coterie of personal favorites.

Both leaders rely on the army and other security forces as the
main institutional pillars of their regimes. Both leaders talk about
the political party system as another institutional pillar--but in
years past they have done more to restrain than to promote the insti-
tutionalization of strong mass parties. Indeed, neither leader trusts
the masses to comply with his visions without his dictatorial leader-
ship. Even the armed forces, as the potential sources of a coup
attempt, are kept under highly centralized controls.

Both leaders have resisted foreign efforts at institution-building
in their countries. In the case of the Shah and probably Fidel as
well, foreign advisers have sometimes criticized the extreme person-
alization of decisionmaking, as well as the inefficient procedures
and developmental problems that seem to result. Fidel and the Shah
have feared, however, that their foreign benefactors intended to mod-
ify and constrain their personal regimes by means of institutional
reforms and the advancement of new elites. Thus, as the Shah moved to
assert his dominion over the Iranian government in the early 1960s,
he objected to the advocacy of institution-building that emanated from
the Kennedy administration, and displaced certain Iranian officials
who seemed to be U.S. favorites. TIn Cuba during the 1960s, Fidel
slowed the full development of a Soviet-style party and engaged in
two purges of Cuban officials (the Escalante affairs) who were deemed
Soviet agents.

Simple ambition for power and prestige does not account for the
reactions of Fidel and the Shah. Rather, their nationalistic fear of
foreign influence has moved them to resist the establishment of strong,
bureaucratically impersonal institutions of political rule. Their

personal experiences suggest that leaders are more important than
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institutions for guarding national independence, and that party and
governmment structures may hinder rather than help accomplish that
objective.

The centralization and continuity of decisionmaking power in one
individual enhances the bargaining capacity of the client-state.
Authoritarian personal rule in the client-state, rather than represent
the imposed preference of the foreign power, may instead serve the
defense of natiomalism. Centralized rule helps the ruler identify
potential trade-offs among issues, and make credible claims to jeop-
ardize the stakes of the superpower in case it is not forthcoming.
Moreover, authoritarian personal rule helps prevent an outside power
from playing upon bureaucratic or sectoral differences within a
client-state. Conversely, where its ruler has been in power for a
decade or more, he and his regime may gain considerable experience at
playing upon bureaucratic politics within the foreign power in order
to manipulate or lever a favorable response on some issue. Thus over
the mid-term, one-man government may represent more a strength than a
vulnerability for the client-state.

Over the long run, the institutionalization of decisionmaking in
the client-state should strengthen its independence. However, the
early stages of institutionalization (which Cuba has entered, more so
than Tran) may open opportunities for the foreign power to influence
the client-state, particularly if personalist tendencies weaken,
internal elite coalitions become fluid, and bureaucratic innovations
create new access points for the outside power.

Leaders like Fidel and the Shah seem fully aware that personal
dictatorial rule has served their nationalist interests in having a
bargaining capacity with the superpower and in controlling the advance-
ment of new elites who might become rivals. Indeed, both leaders have
helped create, and exploited, a belief that they personally offer the
best leadership alternative for keeping their countries together.
They may emphasize the domestic discontent potential in order to in-
crease their bargaining position as indispensable leaders. The Shah
in particular can play on the prospect that, without his monarchy,

Iran might fall under a pro-Soviet regime led by adherents of
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ex-premier Mohammad Mossadegh, whose attempted coup d'etat in 1953 led
to a U.S.-backed counter-coup that reinstated the Shah's rule. Cuba
without Castro, however, would probably remain Communist. Only
recently have Fidel and the Shah, sensing their own mortality, become
somewhat concerned to facilitate the gradual formation of political
parties that may serve the nation beyond their deaths.

A momentary:major failure of leadership appears to provide the
occasion for acquiescence to institutional reforms. In Cuba, Fidel
staked so much on his ambitions for a ten million ton sugar harvest
in 1970, that the failure to achieve this target dislocated the entire
economy and discredited his wisdom. As a result, he allowed con-
cessions to decentralize and rationalize economic planning, and boosted
the organization of the Communist party as the sovereign ruling insti-
tution in Cuba. These changes circumscribed his decisionmaking author-
ity. Nonetheless, the trend toward institutionalization surprisingly
strengthened his power base, mainly because his concessions assured
support from new elite elements. Subsequent economic recovery also
won him renewed popular support.

The Shah has not yet experienced a similar failure of leadership.
However, if his ambitious goals for the economic and technological
development of Iran result in failure and disorganization, the Shah
may also become exposed to pressures from national elites and super-
power advisers who advocate institutional reforms. Though he has
feared any sharing of power and authority, Castro's experience suggests
that institutionalization could strengthen his reign among loyal elites

%
and popular admirers.

NATIONAL SECURITY CONCEPTIONS

Fidel and the Shah share fundamentally similar conceptions of

national security. Both regard national security as the basis for

*While the Shah might try publiely to blame any major failures on
the United States, the Cuban analog suggests that this is not very
likely. TFidel did cast some blame on Cuban technocrats for the harvest
failure, but ultimately aceepted it as his own. Though in the past he
had blamed the Soviets for some lesser difficulties, doing so in the post-
harvest situation would probably have risked exposing him to internal
criticism from aspiring pro-Soviet elites.
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national development. The Shah in particular is noted for insisting,
whenever U.S. officials claim his arms purchases may jeopardize eco-
nomic development, that his security programs must take priority or
else nothing will remain to develop.

Both Fidel and the Shah often herald the imminence of external
threats, to a degree that often appears exaggerated. Threats from
the neighboring superpower initially took priority, for Iran in the
1950s and Cuba in the 1960s. More recently, however, their security
conceptions have emphasized regional threats from neighboring Third
World governments or terrorists, possibly acting indirectly as super-
power proxies. The Shah continually reiterates his regional threat
perceptions——and at first during the 1960s U.S. officials had great
difficulty accommodating his shift away from the potential Soviet
threat.

Both Fidel and the Shah show acute consciousness that national
security, as well as economic development, require an exceptional
commitment from their favored superpower. They constantly argue that
their countries require very high status as aid recipients, and
deserve the best technology and training that the superpower can pro-
vide. In addition, both Fidel and the Shah exhibit great dismay at
any signs of lowering commitment or priority for their countries. For
example, when it appeared that the Allende government in Chile might
receive preferential treatment from the Soviets, the Cubans began
urging the Soviets to allocate their resources selectively in favor
of the "truly revolutionary" countries. The Shah, emphasizing the
geopolitical importance of his country, has frequently expressed con-
cern whenever some other U.S. client received a particular equipment
item or credit arrangement that was not first made available to him.

As a further reflection of the priority their countries deserve,
Fidel and the Shah also watch for signs of flagging superpower support
for other major clients. Thus during the 1960s both leaders often
worried that their patrons would abandon or even sacrifice their
respective allies in the Vietnam war. The Shah constantly refers to
the lack of U.S. support for Pakistan, a CENTO ally, during its two

wars with India as a sign that the United States may prove unreliable
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at honoring its commitments. The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia
reassured Fidel somewhat that his Soviet ties were reliable--though
he continued to question whether the Warsaw Pact countries would
protect Cuba.

Both Fidel and the Shah have grandiose security conceptions.
Each believes that his country's security is vitally important to the
patron superpower and even affects world history. For Fidel, the
Cuban Revolution represents an earth-shaking process. In the early
1960s the Shah claimed that since CENTO lay at the center of the
NATO-CENTO-SEATO alliance structure, and that since Iran represented
the center of CENTO, therefore Iram was the keystone for the entire
Western alliance. Now he points out that Iran provides the only
secure territory between NATO-Europe and Japan. Meanwhile his roles
in OPEC have profoundly affected international security conditions.

The grandiose security conceptions espoused by Fidel and the
Shah reflect larger senses of history and the future. They share a
belief that the Western world is suffering a decline and loosing its
capacity to resist communism. The Shah worries aloud that the United
States, traumatized by Vietnam and Watergate, will prove militarily
unreliable. While U.S.-Iranian relations are better than ever, he
sees the U.S. Govermment as adrift and directionless, as only reacting
to events while the Soviets are planning way ahead. 1In contrast, Castro
feels he is riding a winner. Both leaders seem to share a further
sense that the decisive struggles will be fought in the Third World,
for the U.S.-Soviet strategic competition now appears stable and
unlikely to initiate nuclear war. Both Fidel and the Shah also seem
to believe that they know how to guide decisive developments in Third
World areas, more ably than can the superpowers.

Regional powers often view security in extra-regional terms. In
keeping with their grandiose conceptions, both Fidel and the Shah have
progressively expanded their nation's defense perimeters--as well as
their moral jurisdictions—-into new areas of the Third World. Cuba's
perimeter has moved beyond the Caribbean Basin to include South
America--and to a degree Africa, although Cuba's interventions there

correspond more to revolutionary paladinism, serving Soviet interests,



15

than to military defense on behalf of the homeland's security. Iran's
defense perimeter has moved beyond its borders to embrace first the
Persian Gulf area, then the Indian Ocean, and recently the Horn of
Africa and the Red Sea area. The Cuban and the Iranian defense
perimeters now intersect in the Somali-Ethiopian war, far from either
homeland.

In Fidel's and the Shah's views, natiomal security requires mili-
tary activism. They insist on developing highly armed military forces
that possess capabilities to make aggressive responses to territorial
threats. These forces constantly parade and practice their operational
readiness under the benevolent watch of their commanders in chief, who
repeatedly tout their intentions to repel likely threats. The Shah's
quest for lessening military dependence on the United States is moti-
vated in part by his concern that the United States will prove
unreliable.

More importantly for this paper, their activist conceptions of
national security encourage interventionist policies toward Third
World areas. Indeed, the more secure Fidel and the Shah feel at home,
the more willing they seem to intervene abroad--Fidel more so than the
Shah to date. Sometimes this interventionism has assumed indirect,
non-military forms, as in the Shah's financing of Yemeni royalists
opposing pro-Nasserist rebels and Egyptian soldiers in the mid-1960s,
and Fidel's financing of guerrilla insurgents in Latin America and
elsewhere also during the 1960s. During the 1970s their intervention-
ism has become directly military, as in the Shah's dispatch of some
Iranian troops and equipment to Oman, while Castro has provided combat
assistance to Syria, Angola and Ethiopia. Since the emergence of
detente seems to inhibit the enemy superpower from directly attacking
the Cuban or Iranian homelands, their leaders feel reasonably secure
to use some military forces abroad without fearing direct retaliation.

Special regional-defense arrangements, exclusive of superpower
participation, seem to have increasing appeal for the Shah as well as
Castro. Since about 1970, the Shah has declared a readiness to pro-

vide military assistance to any Gulf state facing a threat, and he
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has proposed that the Gulf states agree to establish a Gulf defense
pact that would rely on local resources. So far only Oman has proven
responsive, The Shah has further suggested that both superpowers
should be excluded from having military forces in the Gulf. While
Fidel has not made similar proposals regarding the Caribbean Basin,
it would not be surprising if he too should eventually seek to estab-
lish regional-defense arrangements with sympathetic local governments.
The superclient's influence with its patron superpower benefits
from these security conceptions. They help justify demanding large
transfers of sophisticated weaponry, even as threats of direct attack
decline. They help magnify the superclient's importance to the super-
powers. They help gain bargaining leverage with the superpower. And
they justify military diplomacy that affords both superclients a way

to claim support and independence from the patron superpower.

MILITARY DIPLOMACY

Military diplomacy, an art of brandishing and applying military
force in order to gain bargaining leverage for diplomatic negotiation,

' used to be the common

sometimes in the form of "gunboat diplomacy,'
perogative of the major powers. Now the lesser nations increasingly
seek to practice the art, in dealing with the major powers as well

as with each other. Negotiable violence will surely continue being

a significant foreign policy instrument among Third World nations and
non-national groups.

The Shah and Fidel are leading practitioners of military diplomacy,
which represents for both leaders a significant instrument for exercis-
ing independence and gaining international leverage. In recent years
the Shah, having much greater resources at his disposal, has relied
more on financial and oil diplomacy. But he has applied the diplomatic

symbolism of his prestigious arsenal even while Iran has lacked demon-

strable operational capabilities and superpower permission to use its
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weapons for proxy War.* Fidel's moves have relied more on the actual
exercise of Cuba's military capabilities, and military diplomacy has
represented a leading instrument for his foreign policy.

Violence represents a major Cuban export, possibly the most
effective export for enhancing Cuba's international leverage. Whereas
Iran has petroleum, Cuba lacks the raw materials, agricultural or
industrial production that governments sometimes use as assets for
gaining influence and leverage. Instead, Cuba's security forces have
become a kind of export industry, tuned not only to spreading revolu-
tionary gospel, but also to gaining leverage with both the Soviet
Union and the United States.

At times military diplomacy makes the superclient resemble a
proxy, surrogate, or sub-imperial agent of its patron superpower.

Thus during the 1960s, the Cubans helped spread Soviet propaganda

and subversion. In the 1970s, they facilitated Soviet relations with
the Allende government in Chile and the Velasco government in Peru.
The Peruvian military purchased Soviet tanks after examining Soviet
weaponry in Cuba. Cuban military advisers, trainers, and combat units
have spread throughout Africa, as well as to some Middle Eastern
countries. Fidel has offered to provide Cuban military assistance in
Latin America, should a request arise.

The Shah's diplomacy, military and otherwise, has served to
stabilize regional security conditions, often to the benefit of U.S.
interests. He supported Israel and Pakistan, both U.S. allies, during
their wars in the 1960s. He sent a military medical team and trans-
ferred some F-5 fighter aircraft to South Vietnam--acts that pleased
the U.S. government. More recently, his military assistance to the
Sultanate of Oman, and his promotion of Iranian security roles in the

Indian Ocean, have proven compatible with U.S. interests.

%
Arms acquisitions, especially of prestigious advanced systems,

are often more significant for their diplomatic symbolism than for
their operational capabilities. A presentation of this hypothesis
appears in David Ronfeldt and Caesar Sereseres, Arms Transfers,
Diplomacy, and Security in Latin America and Beyond, The Rand Corpor-
ation, October 1977, P-6005, pp. 37-39.
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Sometimes the military diplomacy of the superclient runs against
the grain of the superpower's policies. Indeed, both Fidel and the
Shah sometimes turned publicly critical and even insubordinate toward
their respective ally during the 1960s. Thus Cuba's export of
guerrilla warfare, beside organization of the Tricontinental Conference
and the Latin American Solidarity Organization, posed ideological
deviationism, harmed local pro-Moscow parties, and interfered with
Soviet strategies to establish relations with existing governments
and to keep Cuba a low-risk investment in these back waters of the
Cold War during the 1960s. Fidel's efforts to export revolution,
partly for the purposes of ending Cuba's hemispheric isolation and
gaining some negotiable independence from the Soviet Union, ended with
Che Guevara's death in Bolivia in 1967.

The Shah's intentions, and sometimes his actions, have created
various disagreements with the United States. Most significant, he
proposed to transfer some U.S.-made weapons to aid Pakistan during
its 1965 and 1970 wars with India. The U.S. denial of permission in
1965 disturbed him profoundly, stimulating him to revise Iran's
foreign policy in favor of pro-Western nonalignment and to diversify
Iran's arms sources. Earlier in the 1960s, his aid to Yemeni royal-
ists reflected his resentment that U.S. policies were failing to
resist the spread of Nasserism and Arab socialism toward the Persian
Gulf. During the 1970s, the Shah's ambitions have frequently appeared
capable of resulting in independent military adventures that may run
counter to U.S. interests--although frequently he may posture for
diplomatic effect far more than from genuine intention.

Whether the superclient represents an ally or an albatross for
its patron superpower, Fidel and the Shah ultimately seek to promote
independent, national interests. This applies even to the strongest
example of paladinism at the service of a superpower: Cuba's combat
assistance to Angola and Ethiopia, in collaboration with the Soviet
Union. Following the death of Che Guevara in 1967, through the sugar
harvest failure in 1970, and until the Angolan intervention in 1975,

the Cuban regime lacked leverage with Moscow and resigned to
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increasing dependence on the Soviet economy. However, this temporary
subservience did not convert Cuba into a simple surrogate for Soviet
ambitions. Rather, Cuba's intervention in Angola has enabled Fidel
to provide his regime with new leverage as well as new prestige in the
Third World and, most of all, with the Soviet Union. Cuba's rewards
have included new Soviet weapons for the armed forces, and a five-
year economic and technical agreement that seems highly beneficial to
the Cubans.*

International paladinism not only gives Cuba bargaining leverage
with the Soviet Union but also creates a new bargaining situation
with the United States. As Cuba and the United States took cautious
steps toward normalizing relations in the early 1970s, Cuba was thought
to have nothing that the United States needed--and therefore no signif-
icant bargaining leverage. Cuba's sudden intervention in Angola, as
well as its minor support for the Puerto Rican liberation movement,
obstructed the prospects for a major improvement of U.S.-Cuban
relations, which now would require Cuba to retrench from its military
adventures. Yet Fidel has simultaneously created a potential bargain-
ing chip, whereas before he had none, to exploit in negotiating
improved U.S. relations in the future, should he so desire.**
Certainly the United States has responded to such military diplomacy
elsewhere, for example by seeking to provide trade, technology, and
possibly weaponry to Egypt in exchange for its temporization of hos-
tilities with TIsrael. Unlike the case with Cuba's covert subversive
exploits in the 1960s, the United States cannot readily protest Cuba's
resort to conventional military assistance. It represents a legitimate
form of state-to-state relations, similarly exemplified by Brazilian

aid to the Dominican Republic in 1965 or South Korean aid to South

*The "paladin" interpretation of Cuba's international performance,
and its fit with recent changes in Fidel's domestic and international
situation, is provided by Edward Gonzalez, "Complexities of Guban
Foreign Policy," Problems of Communism, November-December 1977, pp. 1-15.

o5

Possibly leading to what Nathan Leites suggests terming 'white-
mail,”" that is, offering not to do something considered good in exchange
for certain concessions, as distinct from blackmail, which involves
offering not to do something considered bad in exchange for certain
payments.
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Vietnam during the U.S. interventions in those countries. Moreover,

a direct U.S. military threat against Cuba, attempting to coerce
termination of its military operations abroad, would likely result

in an unwelcome strengthening of the Soviets' nuclear and conventional

forces in the Caribbean Basin.

COLD WAR AND HOT DETENTE

Close relations with a superclient convey both major benefits and
significant risks to the superpower. To date, the benefits have
exceeded the risks. The benefits have derived mainly from the military
location of the superclient on the borders of the enemy superpower.
Other benefits have derived from the support that the superclient can
provide regarding the regional interests and objectives of the super-
power. At best, the superclient may serve as an obedient and effective
proxy for the superpower. The risks, now increasing, relate mainly to
the superclient's potential for conducting military diplomacy that
might involve a superpower confrontation. At worst, the superclient
might indulge in a local adventure that the allied superpower origi-
nally had no intention of supporting, but that becomes internationalized
because it involves a local client of the rival superpower. A less
significant risk is that close relations with a superclient may jeo-
pardize the opening or maintenance of relations with other neighboring
countries in which the superpower may also have significant interests.

During the Cold War, bipolarity governed threat perceptions and
military requirements. Aggression by the enemy superpower posed the
leading threat against one's client. Thus the superpowers emphasized
improving the territorial security of their clients—-even though
either superpower would have experienced great difficulty in defend-
ing its client against an attack by the adjacent power, which would
enjoy conventional superiority. At the same time, both superpowers
concentrated on using their clients as forward military positions.

The Soviet presence in Cuba probably represented a greater threat
to U.S. interests than did the American presence in Iran for Soviet
interests. Certainly the Soviet appearance in the Caribbean provided

a startlingly new international development, whereas the American
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presence in Iran dated from 1941, succeeding to the British imperial
presence on the Soviet borders. Moreover, the Bay of Pigs invasion,
the October missile crisis, and U.S. counterinsurgency programs in
Latin America attested to U.S. fears of Soviet penetration through
Cuba. No similar developments highlighted Soviet reactions to U.S.-
Iranian ties, which the Soviets may have tolerated partly because the
Shah proved much less belligerent as a neighbor than did Fidel.

Both superpowers reacted to the enemy's presence at the borders
by seeking to strengthen their own influence in the surrounding
regions. Thus the United States promoted large military and economic
assistance programs to Latin America in the 1960s. The Cuban Revolu-
tion fostered the Alliance for Progress--with the Communist intrusion
stimulating a higher U.S. attention to Latin American problems than
might otherwise have resulted. The growth of U.S.-Iranian relations
corresponded in time to the strengthening of Soviet assistance to Irag,
Afghanistan, and other Middle Eastern countries--though of course Iran
did not figure as the leading element in Soviet intentions and plans.

As the enemy superpower spread its influence in the surrounding
region, the client regime's leadership perceived a mounting indirect
threat and proceeded to argue in favor of increased assistance commit-
ments from its superpower ally. Hence, the Shah has perennially
worried that Arab radicalism represented a Soviet indirect threat that
validated his arms requirements. Many observers have argued that U.S.
actions throughout the Western hemisphere pushed Castro deeper and
deeper into becoming a Soviet satellite. 1In any case, these processes
helped assure the superpowers that their clients would remain quite
dependent and reliable as allies.

The superpowers probably have greater influence with each other
than either has with the other's client. The United States certainly
wields no significant influence over Cuba. Indeed, following its
intervention in Angola, Fidel remarked to a journalist that, "The

United States no longer has any weapons to use against usj it has
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employed them all, without success."* The Soviet Union also appears

to lack leverage with TIran, on which it will become increasingly reliant
for gas and oil. The Shah remains very wary of possible Soviet pres-
sures. As a result, each superpower has counted that the other will
help constrain its superclient from high-risk behavior. Moreover, the
October missile crisis indicated that the superpowers would manage a
confrontation over the heads of either superclient, much to the chagrin
of its leadership.

Times have changed. The world has evolved beyond the Cold War into
a new era of hot detente. Strategic tensions between the superpowers
have relaxed somewhat. But conflict potential remains high in many
Third World areas, where emerging regional powers—-including not only
Cuba and Iran, but also Indonesia, India, Saudi Arabia, Israel, Egypt,
Nigeria, South Africa, Brazil, Venezuela, and possibly a few other
countries——promise to play larger roles in international security
affairs than do the smaller European powers.x* The apparent weakening
of NATO and the growth of Soviet global capabilities may compound the
importance of regional powers as allies for the United States.

This new context has affected the superpowers' objectives toward
the two superclients, Cuba and Iran. Both superpowers continue to
develop their clients as valuable, forward elements of the global
infrastructure required for intelligence gathering and force pro-
jection. Yet neither superpower still senses an urgent need to defend
its client from a direct attack by the adjacent superpower. Instead,
each superpower sees new opportunities for its own client, as well as
its rival's client, to serve as a regional ward and as a surrogate for

fighting proxy wars. For the superpowers, such services would represent

*From CORRIERE DELLA SERA, January 17, 1976, pp. 1, 2. But Cuba's
actions do entail some opportunity costs (e.g., negation of U.S. trade
prospects). And Fidel's view assumes that Cuba will not engage in
high-risk military behavior that directly affects key U.S. interests
(for example, in the Caribbean Basin).

**A framework for future U.S. security policies might be based
on three elements: NATO/Europe and Japan as traditional allies, a
subset of emerging regional powers (including Iran), and a new concept
of North American interdependence with Canada and Mexico.
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pay-offs for their earlier large investments (whereas for the super-
clients, such services would represent new currency for magnifying
their independent importance and acquiring international leverage).

The temptation to use the superclients as regional proxies will
need balancing against the challenge to keep them under control, as
they become regional powers having independent objectives. So far the
Soviet Union has succumbed to the temptation and managed the challenge
more clearly than has the United States. The operations in Angola,
combining Cuban troops transported by Cuban and Soviet aircraft, with
Soviet equipment arriving from other directions, proved quite success-
ful as a logistics exercise and for its combat results. Iran's earlier
intervention in Oman, using Iranian troops and their own equipment,
was much smaller in scale and did not directly involve the U.S. mili-
tary. Both the Angolan and the Oman interventions proved safe in the
sense that they did not foster a superpower confrontation. The insti~-
gation for both interventions apparently originated with the super-
client, not the superpower.

A better test for proxy war, and a much more serious problem for
U.S. policy, has developed in the Horn of Africa. The Somali-Ethiopian
war there involved so many participants that it resembled a kind of
Third-World War, a surrogate Arab-Israeli war, and a proxy war for the
Soviet Union and NATO countries. The Cubans, with strong Soviet
support, have had thousands of advisers, trainers, and combatants in
Ethiopia for months--their presence validated by the fact that Somalia
was the aggressor, having initiated the war by illegally seizing
Ethiopia's Ogaden territory. The Shah meanwhile implied a conditional
willingness to provide combat assistance to Somalia, should the Cubans
or Ethiopians in turn invade Somali territory. In the interim, he
provided some light arms of non-U.S. origin, ostensibly because of
U.S. prohibitions against third-party transfers of U.S.-supplied
weaponry. And in collaboration with the Saudis, he reportedly helped
finance some Somali arms purchases and pursued an active diplomacy
urging the United States and other NATO powers to back Somalia. The

Carter administration, reacting to the illegality of Somalia's initial
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aggression, preferred to seek a negotiated settlement of the conflict,
and moreover the administration looked more to Saudi Arabia (another
kind of superclient) than to Iran for local influence. Thus questions
remain moot whether Tran would, even could, provide significant combat
assistance, and whether the United States could effectively conduct
proxy war with Iran. But meanwhile the Soviets, by giving rein for

the Cubans to play glamorous roles as an armed vanguard, have evapor-
ated accusations of great—power imperialism and created a fog of
revolutionary legitimacy and solidarity around their military diplomacy.

The specter of Fidel's military and the Shah's encountering each
other in some distant land, such as Somalia-Ethiopia or possibly next
South Yemen, may strike some observers as bizarre. But probably
neither Fidel nor the Shah would lightly dismiss that possibility.

In many respects it would represent a supreme event, the culmination
and test of many central ideas. Each represents what the other hates
and has spent his life struggling against.* Military engagement in

an area adjacent to vital petroleum resources and shipping lanes
essential to the Western alliance, would validate their personal senses
of destiny to play globally critical roles, and would confirm their
similar views that the Third World countries, not the nuclear super-
powers, represent the decisive battleground of world struggle. Fur-
thermore, each leader would probably treat such a situation as a major
test of his patron superpower, of its reliability and the support it
could offer. Thus the superclient's quest for power and security could
lead to limited confrontation between the superpowers——or at least to

a sensitive problem of imposing restraint.

Detente has served to intensify Soviet competition in third areas
—-not mute it as the United States originally expected. As noted
previously, detente helped to liberate the Cubans to use their military
abroad, as in Angola and Ethiopia to date. While this structural
linkage between superpower detente and third-area competition has
become apparent, we have also found it to be not negotiable. Both

the Ford and Carter administrations objected that Soviet actions in

*
Indeed, the Shah has shown concern about possible Cuban sub-
version within Iran.
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Ethiopia and Angola were inconsistent with the objectives of detente.
During 1976, Kissinger moved and failed to link progress toward a
SALT agreement, with a requested withdrawal of Soviet-supported Cuban
troops in Angola. During 1978, Brzezinski tried a similar ploy regard-
ing SALT talks and Soviet—Cuban actions in Ethiopia--but his words
only opened a split within the Carter administration regarding the
validity of linkage concepts, while the Soviets denied that any such
linkage could exist. The U.S. Government did register its objections
by slowing other talks with the Soviets regarding force limitations
in the Indian Ocean area. But no evidence shows that this tactical
measure affected Soviet actions in Africa.

The growth and demonstration of Soviet military capabilities has
elicited new fears that the Soviet Union and its allies will continue
to engage in proxy wars and may soon be ready to conduct coalition
wars.* Nonetheless, Angola and Ethiopia may yet represent special
cases rather than models, aberrations rather than trends. It remains
unclear whether they represent incidental targets of opportunity, or
phases in a long-term strategy being pursued by the Soviets as well
as the Cubans. Part of the answer will depend on the Cubans.
Certainly those observers who viewed the Angolan intervention as a
unique case have been proven analytically unprepared for the Ethiopian
operation. But recent events do not mnecessarily indicate that the
Cubans are aiming next to move their forces into high-risk areas, such
as South.Yemen. Castro may ultimately have in mind a political
calculus, one leading to such an enhancement of Cuba's prestige and
bargaining position that he can best negotiate a normalization of
relations with the United States while also strengthening Cuba's
leadership potential in the Caribbean Basin, quite independently of

the Soviet Union.

*For example, see Avigdor Haselkorn, "The Soviet Collective
Security System," Orbis, Spring 1975, pp. 231-54, and W. Scott
Thompson, ''The Projection of Soviet Power," The Rand Corporationm,
August 1977, P-5988.
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NORMALIZATION WITH THE NETGHBORING SUPERPOWER

The problem of normalizing relations with the neighboring super-
power has confronted both superclients. Once nationalism seems secure,
then the client regime may afford to halt rejection of relations with
the neighboring superpower. TIran managed the problem in the mid-1960s
(roughly between 1962 and 1968), while Cuba has just begun (roughly
since 1972). Certain factors in the Iranian case parallel some in the
Cuban case. This suggests that the former may provide some lessons for
the latter—-though the logic of prediction-by-analogy has limitations.

Marshall Tito of Yugoslavia is sometimes proposed as a model for
Fidel. If he were only a Caribbean Tito, the argument goes, striking
a non-aligned position between both superpowers, then Cuba's position
would be secure and the United States could be accommodating. How-
ever, Fidel could probably learn more from the Shah than from Tito.*

The Shah's steps toward normalization were timed to significant
changes in his assessment of domestic and international conditioms.

By 1962 he was acquiring confidence in the domestic stability of his
rule, following years of doubt. This sense of domestic strength
helped encourage the Shah to take new initiatives for the independence
and diversification of Iran's foreign policies during the mid-1960s.
In addition, the Shah recognized rather early that tight bipolarity
was coming to an end, that the Soviet threat was more potential than
immediate, and that relations with both superpowers could provide
more benefits (including for his internal power position) than would
exclusive association with the United States.

Fidel seems to be having similar experiences. While his internal
position weakened considerably following the failure of the 1970 sugar
harvest, recently his personal power and institutional security have
risen to a greater level than at any time since the mid-1960s. Thus
he seems emboldened to take new foreign policy initiatives, as in his
African interventions. In addition, Fidel has lately begun to take a
less bipolar or two-camp view of the world. He no longer treats the
United States as an immediate threat, and seems somewhat interested in

the potential economic benefits of normalized relatioms.

%
In turn, the Shah might take lessons from Fidel about preserving

strength through political institutionalization.
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Three steps describe the pattern of normalization between Iran
and the Soviet Union. It proceeded in 1962 from Soviet disclaimers
of aggressive intent, accompanied by the Shah's easy pledge not to
allow the stationing of U.S. medium-range missiles on his soil (which
the United States was not planning). Trade and investment deals came
second, with the Soviets agreeing to build Iran's first steel mill.
Finally, the Shah decided to obtain "non-sensitive" military equipment,
including anti-aircraft artillery, armored personnel carriers and
trucks from the Soviets, who also offered a wide range of advanced
weapons as well.

A similar pattern may characterize the case of Cuba. Since about
1972 U.S. officials have reassured the Cubans against any aggressive
military intentions and in one instance even provided intelligence
information regarding prospective para-military operations by Cuban
exile forces. Meanwhile, the Cubans were reducing their export of
revolution in Latin America. As the next step, the U.S. Government
made preliminary moves to lift the economic blockade; and the Cubans
expressed considerable interest in trade and technology from the
United States. Thus by about 1976, a normalization of economic
relations appeared under way. But Cuba's military ventures in Angola
and Ethiopia have presently slowed the process of normalization, and
Fidel has concluded that the U.S. Congress will not cope with Cuban
issues until after it settles the Panama Canal issues.*

The Shah obtained several important payoffs from the normalization
process. TFirst, it definitely strengthened his internal position and
gave him a new image of independence. Thus it disarmed domestic
leftist critics who suddenly saw Soviet leaders praising the Shah; and
it outwitted rightist reactionary opponents who were surprised to see
U.S. officials ultimately adopt a benevolent position toward the Shah's
moves. Second, his moves did not jeopardize U.S.-Iranian relations and

on the contrary enabled him to gain some reverse bargaining leverage.

*Should normalization regain momentum in the future, it does not
seem unreasonable to suggest that, as a late step, the Cuban government
might consider acquiring some defensive or non-sensitive military
hardware from the United States.
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Though disturbed by the uncertainty of the Shah's new moves, U.S.
officials soon realized that his normalization of Soviet relations
would strengthen his internal position, and reduce international
criticisms that Iran and the Shah were U.S. puppets. Moreover, U.S.
officials saw that the Shah's policies would reduce the potential
risks of a superpower confrontation in that area, and would not damage
Iranian relations with the Western alliance. For his part, the Shah
managed to exploit U.S. fears of Soviet military sales and training

in Iran, and thereby wrested the sale of extra military weapons,
especially F-4s, which the United States might otherwise not have pro-
vided at that time. Indeed, the continuing threat of recourse to
Soviet arms so helped the Shah to gain reverse leverage, that he
succeeded in greatly expanding U.S. military relations with Iran, even
while Iran gained ostensible independence.

Similar outcomes and payoffs seem quite possible in the case of
Cuba. A normalization of U.S.-Cuban relations would probably confirm
and strengthen the internal position of Castro--especially by increas-
ing support among elite elements who have long questioned close Soviet
relations. Moreover, as the Iranian case indicates, a normalization
of U.S.-Cuban relations would be unlikely to foster a lessening of
Soviet-Cuban relations, or to provide the United States with much
influence and leverage with Cuba, much less stimulate any reversal of
alliances. Instead, Soviet-Cuban relations might only become stronger,
in part because of improvements in Cuba's bargaining position.

The logic of such prediction-by-analogy should be qualified, how-
ever, by weighing some significant differences in the two cases. The
Shah's ability to take great advantage of the normalization process
owed in part to some special factors that are not operative in Castro's
situation. The United States tended to resist the Iranian normaliza-
tion, while the Soviet Union seems ready to welcome a Cuban normaliza-
tion., Iran was only moderately active in areas critical to the Soviet
Union during the 1960s, while Cuba remains very active in areas that
strongly antagonize U.S. sensitivites. Iran did not have significant
requirements for Soviet trade and technology, whereas it clearly

behooves the Cubans to begin re-acquiring U.S. trade and technology.



29

The Soviet Union had a need to import natural gas from Iran (and in
the future, petroleum), but Cuba can offer no strategic commodity of
importance to the United States. The Shah has had a greater range of
foreign policy instruments at his disposal, whereas the Cubans must
play their main instrument, military diplomacy, in close cooperation
with the Soviet Union. These differences combine to suggest that the Shah
has been in a much better position to play a Soviet option in bargain-
ing with the United States, than will Castro be able to play a U.S.
option in negotiating with his Soviet patrons. Moreover, the differ-
ences indicate that the Soviet Union can be more confident of its hold
on Castro, than could the United States be of its ties to the Shah.

In both cases, constraint on a great expansion of U.S.-Cuban or
Soviet-Iranian relations is local fear of contamination and subversion.
The Shah has shown great concern to keep large numbers of Soviet mili-
tary advisers and trainers from having contact with his troops, and
has also restricted civilian contacts. Castro likewise fears that a
large influx of U.S. technicians, businessmen, and tourists could con-
taminate his revolution and lead to ideological deviations—--although
he is presently allowing some visits.

In sum, normalization may neither damage nor diminish relations
between the superpower and its superclient. On the contrary, nor-
malization can serve to strengthen those relations, while changing
the terms of bargaining. The small nation can shed its client-state
image, to become more of a partner that has some independent bargain-
ing leverage. The client may better manage to obtain things from the
superpower that it would formerly not provide, especially in terms of
military arms. In the end, normalization probably benefits all parties
involved. However, while normalization may ease the superclient's
fears of a direct threat from the neighboring superpower, normalization
does not necessarily ease the superclient's perceptions of indirect
threats. Moreover, normalization does not necessarily decrease the
superclient's long-term proclivity for military diplomacy in Third

World disputes.
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