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A common concern harbored by many Americans regarding the current Middle
Eastern situation has been the ostensibly growing measure of Soviet influence over
Arab regimes In the area. While influence is an extremely difficult factor to measure,
evidence presented below would seern to suggest that the Soviets have paid dearly for
whatever influence they managed to gain among the Arabs and that such influence
may be of an exceedingly transitory nature,

THE SOVIET UNION

AND
THE MIDDLE EAST:

THE HIGH COST OF INFLUENCE

An article prepared

by

Dr. Robert O. FFreedman

INTRODUCTION

In the 26 ycars since the end of
World War It, the Soviet Union has
clearly cmerged as one of lhe major
powers in the Middle Fast.! Indeed,
scarcely a day passes without a scholarly
arlicle or a worried admiral acknowl-
edging this [act. Yet, while there has
been general agreement Lhat the Rus
sians now play an important role in
Middle Lastern affairs, no such con-
sensus exists ag to the Soviel Union’s
goals in the region. Some commenlators
conlend that the main Soviet goal is an
ollensive one—1o dominate the Middle
Fast in order Lo deny its oil, stralegic
communicalion roules, and other assels
to the United States and its allies. An
opposing view holds that the Soviel aim
is primarily delensive, to prevent the
region being used as a base for an attack

on the US.S.R. Other hypotheses place
Soviet objectives somewhere between
these two parameters.? Whatever the
altimate goal of Soviel policy, it is quite
evident that in the period sinee World
War I the Russians have been making a
determined effort lo increase their in-
flucnce in the Middle Bast. It appears
that the Russian leaders have hoped that
by extending large amounts of military
antl economie assistance, together with
diplomatic support, to a number of key
Middle Lastern states, they would be
able Lo signilicantly inllucnee, il not
control, the policies (both lorcign and
domestic) ol the states.

Inlfuence, however, is a very dillicult
factor for slatesmen (and political scien-
tists) to measure. The leaders ol all the
Greal Powers want the interests of their
nations 1o be seriously considered when
decisions are made in other countrics,
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Yet it is a truism Lo state thal “influ-
ence” and “control” arc not synony-
mous Llerms, Indeed, one nation must
have a predominant amount of infln-
ence over another helore il can be said
to control it. The speetrum of influence
which extends belween normal or even
good diplomatic relations on the one
hand and “conlrol” on the other is a
very broad one, as the Russians have
discovered in their dealings with the
nations of the Middle Fast,

In order to properly cvaluale the
Soviet position in the Middle Fast, it is
lirst nccessary to brielly deseribe the
dynamies ol Middle Easlern politics so
as to illustrate the problems conlronting
the Rnssian leadership.

THE CONTEMPORARY MIDDLE
EAST: A BRIEF OVERVIEW

From a political and economic sland-
point, the Middle East is perhaps the
most complex region on carth, Western-
style democracics, feudal monarchies,
and “socialist” military dictatorships are
all present, along with a nnmber of
other forms of government, Added to
the region’s complexity is its broad
speclrum of ceonomic systems which
range all the way [rom [ree enterprise
capitalism to stalc socialism. This cco-
nomic and political diversily, as we shall
see, poses a number of problems for the
Soviet leaders,

There are basically lwo [orms of
monarchy in the Middle LEasl. Some
nalions, such as Saudi Arabia and the
sheikdoms of the Persian Gulf, can be
termed [eudal monarchics, Others, such
as Moroceo, lran, and Jordan, whosc
rulers have initialed muajor social re-
forms and cconomic development proj-
ccls, may be termed “modernizing™ or
“progressive” monarchics, Democracics
in the region include Lebanon and
Leracl, although ihcse mnations difter
sharply as to economic structure, Leba-
non has a [rce enterprisc ceonomy,
while lsracl basically has a socialist one,

The “socialist™ mililary regimes of
the Middle Kast such as Fgypt, Syria,
Iraq, Libya, and the Sudan form an-
other major class of Middle FKaslern
governmenls, Although all call them-
aclves “Arab Socialist Republics” and
are called the “radical” Arab States by
Western  commentators, they differ
sharply among themsclves as to the
degree in which Lhey Lolerate Islam,
forcign investments, and private owner-
ship ol land and busincss, to mention
but a few imporlant categories.®

Sovict leaders, in attcmpting o
classily these varied nations according
to the doctrines of Marxist-Leniniat
ideology, have encountered serious diffi-
cultics and have often contradicled cach
other, According to Marxist-Leninist
ideology, which serves Lo legitimize the
rnle of the Soviet Communist Party as
well as provide a weltanschanung lor ils
lcadership, the nations of the Middle
Flast must be somewhere on the long
road to communism. The fact that a
nation may be a feudal monarehy one
day but proclaim itsclf an “Arab Social-
ist Repnblic™ the next, aller a coup
d’etat, presents a number of dilficultics
for Sovict ideologists. [iven more idco-
logically discomlorting is the fact that
the Communist Parties of some of thesc
Arab socialist countries (which theoreti-
cally should be leading them down the
path lo commnnism) remain as sup-
pressed under the new regimes as they
were under the old feudal monarchica.
Indeed, defining a role for the Commu-
nist Partics in the economic and politi-
cal tife of the Middle East has been one
ol the most difficnlt problems with
which Sovict leaders have had 1o
geapple. The Russians have had to de-
cide whether or not to give military and
cconomic support Lo non-Communist
“bourgeois nationalist” teaders such as
Nasser who, although they snppressed
the Communist Partics of their coun-
trics, nevertheless pursued  “anti-
imperialist” forcign policies often favor-
able to the Sovietl Union,*
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The almost innumerable eonfliets in
the Middle East present another serious
dilemma for the Russian lcaders. While
the Arab-Isracli conflict is perhaps the
most familiar one lo Americans, numer-
ous other conflictsa of almost cqual
intensily abound within the region, Irag
and Iran have been on the verge of war
over their Shatt-al-Arab River boundary,
and cach has accused the other of aiding
dissidenl movements within its bor-
ders.® Yet another factor embiltering
relations belween these two countries is
their struggle for power over the Persian
Gulf, a struggle which will sharpen in
intengily as the remaining British forecs
ar¢ withdrawn [rom the area. Further
complicating the power struggle in the
Persian Gull is the fact that Saudi
Arabia has its own claims in the area.

Another major conflicl, although
somewhat subdued sinee the June 1967
0-day war, is the one between Saudi
Arabia and Egypt over Yemen and
Southern Arabia. This conflict, which
threalened Lo break oul into a full-seale
war in 1963, could erupt again if Egypt
should atlempt to rebuild its waning
influence in Yemen., A sceond area of
tension  between Egypt and  Saudi
Arabia has been their competition for
leadership in the Arab world—a compe-
tition made wmore inlense by their
sharply differing lorms of government.®

A fourth major focus of conflict in
the Middle East lics in the relations
between Syria and her two smaller Arab
neighbors, Jordan and Lebanon, Sue-
cessive Syrian regimes have soughl lo
dominale these two nations and even Lo
incorporale them into a “greater Syria,”
The Syrians were on the verge of in-
vading Lebanon in December 1969 and
actually did invade Jordan during the
Jordanian civil war of September 1970,

Even the relations among the so-
called Arab “socialist™ regimes are not
devoid of conflict. There has been a
historic eompelilion for power in the
Middle East between lragq and Egypt
which dates back to Biblical times, and

the fact that they now have similar
governments has not lessened the con-
flict.” In recent years Syria has also
entered into the conmpetition with its
own claims for leadership among Lhe
radical Arab regimes.

Other conflicts in the Middle East
include that  between  Algeria  and
Moroeco (they fought a brict border
war in 1903); between Iraq and Kuwait,
which lraq tried unsuccessfully Lo annex
in 1961; and between Egypt and lran.
Confliets of a more recent vintage in-
clude the one between the Palestinian
guertillas and the Kingdom of Jordan
and  among the various Palestinian
groups themselves, Domestic conflicts
wilh scrious international repereussions
include the hostility between Christian
and Moslem Arabs in Lebanon which
erupled into eivil war in 1958; the eivil
war presenlly underway in the Sudan,
pitting the Arabs in the north against
the Blacks in the south, and the en-
demic conflicl between the Iraqgi Gov-
ernment and its large Kurdish minority.

These numerous conflicts pose a very
difficult dilemma for the Soviel Govern-
menk. In allempling lo increase their
imfluence in the Middle Fast, the Rus-
sians may be foreed, sooner or later, to
take a stand on some of Lhese confliets,
Although the Soviet feadership was sue-
cessful in mediating the Indo-Pakistani
conlfliet al Tashkent and thus preserved,
albeit temporarily, good relations with
both sides, the way of the mediator is
not an casy one, as the United States
discovered in altempling lo prevend its
two NATO allies, Greeee and Turkey,
from going to war over Cyprus. Thus,
one should nol rule oul a situation in
which a nation with elose relations with
the Soviet Union would turn to the
West {or aid in a luture eonflict where
the Russians cither mediated to ils
dissatisfaction or clse ook the side of
its uppouenl.s

Another Middle EFastern  problem
with which Lhe Russians have had to
conlend is the issue of Arab unity.
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Despile the numerous conllicls among
the Arab States, there has also been a
strong psychological drive for unity. Yet
even here confliel is present, sinee Lhe
Arabs have Dbeen unable to agree on a
political struclure on which to huild
their unily. The mosl serious attempt at
a union of Arab Stales Lo dale—Llhe
Syrian-Egyplian union—lasted only 3
years (1958-1961).° Nonetheless, Lhe
Araly drive for unily has posed yel
another dilemma for the Sovicl leader-
ship and al onec point brought Khru-
shchey inlo an open eonfronlation with
Nasger, The Tussians have vacillated
belween supporting the idea ol Arab
unity as part ol their emphasis on the
unity of all “anti-imperialist forces™ and
opposing it on Lhe grounds that a
unified Arab world might bloek Sovicl
pencteation of the Middle Fas,

These, Lhen, arc some of Lhe prob-
lems which confront the Russians in
their dealings with Middle Eastern na-
tions, Allhoagh Moscow’s ellorts
loward exerling influenec over cerlain
Middle Fastern nations have markedly
increased over the last 5 years, the
origing ol the modern Soviet Lhrust lic
in poliey decisions dating back to the
days of Stalin, Thus we should [irst
briefly oulline past Sovict moves and
the difficultics that these have en-
gendered when seen in the broader
contexl of Russia’s role in inlernalional
communism belore turning to & more
detailed cxaminalion of Soviect Middle
Faslern policy since the fall of Khru-
shechey.

THE EVOLUTION OF SOVIET
POLICY TOWARD THE
MIDDLE EAST SINCE
WORLD WAR II

In the period sinee World War 11, the
Soviel Union has lended o pursue once
line of policy toward the two northern-
most nations of the Middle Fast—lran
and Torkey (hereafler  called  the
“Northern Tier™-—and another loward

the other Middle Fastern states. Iran
and Turkey dilfer sharply [rom Lhe
other nations ol the region in three
important respects. Bolh nations have
long borders with the Soviel Union, and
both have fought numerous wars against
invading Russian troops in the last 400
years, As a result, both Iran and Turkey
have had a greal deal ol experience with
Russian imperialisin, and for Lhis reason
the Soviel leadership has had far greater
difliculty in cxlending Soviel influence
in Lthese nalions than in the other
counlrics of Lhe Middle East. Con-
versely, all the nations of what we shall
call the “Southern Tier™ have had bitter
cxpericnee with Pestern imperialism—
particularly that of Britain and France--
which dominaled Lhe rogion [roin Mo-
rocco to Lhe Persian Gull' in the interwar
period, It i precisely in this Southern
Tier that the Sovicl Union has scen Lhe
grealesl increase in its influence since
the end of World War 111 © Tt should be
noled, however, that the Russians have
cxpericueed a great deal of diflicultly in
cxpanding their mfluence Lo Lhe point
ol actual control in any nalion in lhe
arca,

Stalin’s foreign policy toward the
Middle Fast was a relatively uncompli-
cated atlempl at incrcasing Russian
sceurily by acquiring territory and mili-
lary bases al Lhe expense of Turkey and
lran. These relatively crude altempls al
territorial aggrandizement were counler-
produclive, however, and scrved only Lo
drive the nalions of the Northern Tier
into the arms ol the West.

Stalin’s policics toward the Southern
Ticr werc scarcely more productive.
Vicwing the world in terms of Lwo
camps, Communisl and anli-Commu-
nist, Slalin was cither unable or un-
willing o sec thal the leaders of what
we now call the Third World wished Lo
betong Lo neither camp, bat desired Lo
remain neutral instead, T'hus, if a Third
World leader was not a Communist, Lo
Stalin he was hopelessly pro-Weslern
ind should be atlacked as such. While
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the Soviet recognition ol the State of
Tsracl in 1948 and its diplomatic and
military support for il during the first
AralvIsracli conflict (1947-1949) scem
o have been aimed at weakening the
Brilish posilion in the Middle Easl,'!
this stance also weakened the Russian
position among the Arab States, while
the period ol good relations belween
the U.S.S.R. and Israel was of a very
short duration.* 2

The death of Stalin brought a [unda-
mental change in Soviel policy Loward
the Middle East—a change which be-
came readily apparent with the rise ol
Khrushchey in 1955, Khrushchey saw
the world as being divided inlo Lhree
main zones ot blocs—the rocialist bloe,
the capilalist bloe, and the Third World
which he hoped Lo win over Lo commu-
nism hrongh political support and large
doscs of cconomic and military aid,!3

Despite the fact that the Russians
gained influence in the Middle East
through Lhe sale of weapons, Lthey simul-
tancously Dbeecamne  immeshed in 2
dilemma which has persisted Lo this day.
Mere provision of weapons Lo a country
does not give the donor nation conlrol
over he policies of Lhe recipicnl nation.
Indeed, the supply ol advaneed weap-
onry may enable the recipient nation Lo
embark on a military adventure which
the donor nation considers undesirable.
Even worse, such a military adventure
might Lhreaten Lo drag the donor nation
itscll into a war which il docs nol wanl,
Thus, while the supply of weapons lo
military regimes may be relalively in-
expensive in lerms ol cosl Lo the Savict
cconomy, il one considers Lthe risk thal
the Russians could be inolved in a war
nol Lo their choosing s a resull of such
military assistance, Lhe potential cost of
such aid can be very high indeed, The
Russians beeame aware of this dangee in
1956 with the oulbreak of the Sinai
campaign and found themselves in an
even more dangerous predicament with
the outbreak of the 6-day war in Junc

1967.

Besides running the risk of dircet
involvemenl in an Arab-lsracli war, the
Russians faced yel another dilemma in
their dealings with Arab leaders. While
happily accepling large quanlitics ol
Soviel economic and mililary aid, as
well as support apainst the West [ollow-
ing hia nationalization ol the Suez Canal
in 1956 and during the subsequent Suce
crigis, Nasser declared Lhe Egyplian
Communist Parly Lo be illegal and kept
its leaders in prison, Indeed, he made il
very clear that he dilferentiated be-
tween the Soviel Unmion as a “greal
[vicnd” and the Egyptian Communist
Party which he considered a threat lo
his dictatorship. The role ol indigenous
Communist Partics proved to Dbe
troublesome for Khrushehev in his deal-
ings with Syria and Iraq as well (even
alter the revolution of 1958 which
brought aboul Iraq’s withdrawal from
the Baghdad Pact) when the concepts of
nationalism and Arab unily came in
conflict with one of Khrushehev’s goals
—Llhe promotion of communism
throughout the arca.

Khrushehev’s  policy loward  the
Northern Tier nations was [ar more
limited in scope. Since these two na-
Lions were military allics of the Uniled
States, Khrushchev was nol above ral-
tling Sovict rockels al them, and, as can
be imagined, Lhis was nol conducive Lo
improved relalions, The U.S.8.R.’s rela-
tions with Turkey remained quile cool
throughout Lhe period as a consequence
of Sovicl backing for Lhe Greek posilion
on Lhe Cyprns crisis. Russiun-Iranian
relations, however, did improve some-
whal as a resull of the Shah’s announce-
menl in 1962 that no loreign missiles
would be permitted on lranian soil, It
should be pointed out, however, that
Lhis was Lthe resull of a Persian iniliative
which was more the product of internal
dilliculties arising from the Shab’s land
reform program than it was the conse-
quence of [ruitful Soviet diplomacy.
Improved relations with the US.S.R.
was scen by the Shal as a usclul
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insurance policy to take out before
conccnl.ruling his attention on mternal
opposilion,"

In examining the Soviet Union’s posi-
tion in the Middle Fast at the time of
Khrushchev’s fall in Octoher 1964, one
cannot but conclude that it was con-
siderably betler than when he came Lo
power, Perhaps most significantly, the
Baghdad Pact hud been all but de-
stroyed by the withdrawal of its one
Arab member, Iraq. 1n addition, the
Russians bad succeeded in cstablishing
diplomatic relations with almost all the
states in the Middle Fast and had given
many of them militury and cconomic
aid, The Middle East was clearly no
longer the Western sphere of influence it
had been at the time of Stalin’s death,
yet the Soviet position in the Middlce
East was far from being dominant.

The Brezhnev-Kosygin Era, When the
impulsive and energetic Khrushchey was
replaced by the conscrvative and rather
phlegmatic duo of Brezhnev and Ko-
sygin, Western obscrvers called  the
changeover in leadership “the Ltrinmph
of the burcaucrats.” As burcancrats
cverywhere, they were tired of the
constant administralive reorganizations
of the Khrushchev cra, along with his
impulsive actions in forcign policy.'®
Unlike Khrushehey, who tried to spread
Sovict inflluence everywhere in  the
wotld al a rapid paee, the new leaders
appear to have decided to coneentrale
Soviet energies and resources on he-
coming the dominant power in the
Middle East, whilc adopting a much
more  gradualist policy toward the
growth ol Sovicl power in other parts of
the non-Communist world. The Soviel
drive for power and influcnce in the
Middle East becamne increasingly evident
in 1965 and 1966, both in the Northern
Tier nations which became the recipi-
enls of large doses of Sovict cconomic
aid and in the Arab States of Egypt,
Syria, Iraq, and Algeria. By carly 1967
the new Soviet poliey was in high gear,

and one can lay at leasl part of the
responsibility for the June 1967 Arab-
lsracli war at the door of the U.S.S.IR.
which was exploiting the Arab-sracli
conllict to increase its own influence
among the Arab States.

While the lsracli victory in the 0-day
war was a temporary sctback for the
Russians, one conscquence of the Arab
defeal was a marked decline of Ameri-
can influence in the radical Arab States
of the region.!” As a result, the Rns-
sians redoubled their cfforts Lo oust
Western influence from the Arab States,
while cementing their newly improved
relations with lran and Turkey. Yet, by
becoming more involved in the Middle
East, the Soviet leaders have cncoun-
tered a numbher of serious problems, and
although hy May 1971 (the time of
wriling) Sovicl influence had reached its
highest point since World War 11, the
Russians were still fur from controlling
the region, Indeed, they were paying a
far higher price than cver before in
terms of cconomic und military aid,
while running an increasingly scrious
risk of war with the United States, The
allermath of the 6-day war bronght yel
anolher problem with which the Rus-
gians had to decal—-the Palestinian guer-
rillas, and tbe Soviet leaders haye not
yet found an adequate way Lo deal with
this newest Middle Eastern phenome-
non. Onc could well ask, “Who is
cxploiting whom in the Middle Kast?”

In surveying the Soviet posilion in
the world after they took power in
1964, Brezhney and Kosygin scem 1o
have reached the conclusion that lurther
expansion of Sovict inllucnce in West-
ern Furope and Latin America was, at
least for the time being, out of the
queslion, sinee these arcas were of vital
importance to the United States. U.S.
delerminalion Lo assert its mililury
superiorily in crisis situations in these
regions was amply demonstrated to the
Soviets in the carly sixtics. Similarly,
the aelive hostility of the Chinese Com-
munists had confronted the Russians
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with a clear danger as well as an obstacle
to the spread of their influence in South
and Southeast Asia, While the U.S.S.R.
sLill had several importanl footholds in
Africa, the Sovicl leaders cvidently de-
cided that, beeause of Lthe serious prob-
lems facing the Soviel cconomy, they
should begin Lo concentrate their mili-
tary and cconomic assistance in the
Middle Last, an area contiguous Lo the
USSR, and one holding greater possi-
bilitics for Sovicl gains, '8

The growing influenee of the Russian
military, with its call for an expanded
navy, probably was a contributing fuc.
tor Lo this decision, The key naval
communication routes which run
through the Middle Last and the Rus-
sian need to cope with American mis-
gile-carrying Polaris submarincs, which
were already  cruising in the Mediter-
rancan al the lime of Khrushehey's fall,
made the region a particularly impor-
Lant one for the Soviet military.!?

A second contributing factor 1o the
Sovicel decision was Lhe increasing in-
stability in the region itsell, Nasser’s
prestige had begun o wane, as his
regime was hesel with increasing ceo-
nomic and politieal difficultics, not the
least of which was the failure of the
Egyptian intervention in the Yemeni
civil war. Egypls rclations with the
United States algo began to deteriorate
badly in the 1965-66 period.?? In addi-
tion, the endemic Arab-Isracli conlliet
had begun lo worsen; the [requently
changing Syrian and Iraqi regimes were
unable to cope with internal dillicultics;
and the British were hard pressed lo
mainlain  their position in riol-lorn
Aden. All ol these developments must
have templed the Russions into greater
involvement,

The Soviel leaders”™ attempl to gain
increased influence in the Middle East
was also aided by a number ol events
oceurring clsewhere in the world in the
1965-06 period. Perhaps the most im-
portant was the American  Lroop
commitment in 1965 to Vietnawy, This

was o major honus to the Russians for a
numnber of reasons. Nol only did the
Viclnamese war causc  inercasing in-
ternal turmoil in the United Slates
itscll, il also served amolher major
Soviel goal—the containmenl of Com-
munisl China, For with a hall million
Amcrican troops Lo ils south, a hostile
India (supported by both the United
States and the Soviet Union) 1o ils
southwest, and 32 Russian divisions
along ils northern border, China was
indeed “contlained”—from the Ilussian
point ol view, Lhal is. Another impor-
tant consequence of U.S. policy in
Vietnam was that it tended to diverl
American energy and atlention from
other parts of the world, including the
Middte East, thus enabling the Russians
Lo operale more freely there,

A sccond major bonus for the Sovict
Union was China’s so-called Cultural
Revolution which oceurred in 1960,
This elfectively removed China from
compelition with Russia in the Third
Waorld and greally reduced Chinese in-
fluence in the international Communist
movement as well. Not having Lo com-
pcte cconomically with China for influ-
ence throughoul the Third World freed
the Russians to concenlrate their re-
sources in the Middle East.2! 1t should
be added that the Culwaral Revolution,
much like the U.S, involvement in Viet-
nam, lended to divert Chinese atlention
from the Middle East,??

Yet another bonus for the Russians
came wilh Britain’s cventlual deeision Lo
pull out of Aden (now the Repuldic of
Southern  Yemen) on 20 February
1966.** This, Logether with increasing
discussion in England about the neees-
sily for pulling out of the Persian Gnlf
as well, musl have given the Russians
the impression that a major power
vacuum was opening up along the sou th-
ern  and  castern  periphery ol the
Arabian  peninsula—a  power  vacuum
which the Russians could [ill. The fact
that Western unily also scemed 1o be
breaking down, as evidenced Ly De
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Gaulle’s 1960 decision to take French
military forces oul of NATO, must also
have been encouraging to the Russians,
This T'rench move, coupled with the
British decision to pull out of Aden,
made it appear very unlikely that the
Western Powers would develop a joint
policy to confrout the Russians in Lhe
Middle East.

Soviet laiturea elsewhere in the Third
World may also have served Lo sharpen
the Russian drive into the Middle East,
The fall of Sukarno’s regime in Indo-
nesia in Oclober 1965, a regime in
which the Russians had invested nearly
$2 billion in military and economie aid,
wag a Dblow to the Russians. Four
months later, in February 1966, came
the fall of Nkrumah’s government in
Ghana, and the Russians lost their in-
vestment of nearly a hall-billion dollars
worth of military and economic aid,
Both pro-Russian regimes were replaced
by pro-Western ones.?? Another blow
to the Russians during this period was
the overthrow of Ben Bella by a military
coup in June 1965. While his suceessor,
Boumadicne, did not heecome pro-
Western as did the leaders of the new
regimes in Indonesia and Ghana, he was
considerably less friendly o the Rus
giana than len Bella had been, In
addition, he removed Communists (rom
their government jobs and imprisonced a
number of Communist teaders,

These events must have made the
Russians prize cven more highly the
good relations Lthey still had with a
numher of Middle Eastern nations, par-
ticularly the regimes of the “radical”
Arab States, in which they had similarly
invested extensive ceonomic and mili-
Lary assislance, This was particularly
truc of the Syrian regime which look
power alter a coup d’elat in February
1966 and announced ils intention o
undertake a major “socialist Lrunslorma-
tion” in Syria as well as work for
improved rclations with the Soviel
Union, The faetl that this regime ook
power so soon aflter the overthrow of

Nkrumah must have been heartening (or
the Russians; even more hearlening was
the new regime’s decision Lo permit the
Syrian Communist leader Khalid
Rakdash Lo return from his 8-year exile
in Furope.?® Yel the Russians were Lo
find that their initial enthusiasm lor the
new Syrian regime was Lo become a very
costly one, for il was this regime, with
its encouragemenl of the Palestinian
guerrillas, which was Lo help precipitate
the June 1967 Arab-lsracli war.,

New Policy Initiatives. The deci-
sion of Brezhnev and Kosygin Lo make
the Middle Fast a primary arca ol Sovicl
interesl meanl Lhal the new Russian
leaders would have o come Lo grips
wilh some of the dilemmas lel1 unsolved
from the Krushchev era. Most important
ol Lhese was Lthe role the Communist
Parties ol the Middle Uast were Lo play
in the political and economic life ol the
countries in which they operated. While
Khrushchey had been generally ambiva-
lent about this, the Brezhnev-Kosygin
leadership adopted a clearer position,
They no longer entertained much hope
that any of the Communist Parlics of
the region wonld seize power; indeed,
confronted by a hostile Communist
China, the Russian lcaders must have
wondered il il was Lo their beneliv if
any more countrics were laken over by
independent Communist Partics. In any
case, the new Russian leaders began to
emphasize the importanee of good state
rclations with the nationalist leaders of
the Middle liast and generally let the
Comrmunist Partics of the region lend
for themselves, In the ecase of the
Northern 'Tier slales, Lhe Russians victa-
ully disregarded the Communist Parties;
in the casc of the radical Arab Stales,
the parlics were urged Lo disband and
their members urged W join the large
stale parties ol Lheir countries, such us
Egypt’s Arab  Socialist Union  with
which the Ruassians, in another poliey
change, were now lrying lo develop
party relations.?®  While continued
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perscculion of Communists by the
nationalist leaders was decricd, this was
done in a proforma manner and did not
seriously affcel the U.S.S.R.’s relations
with any nation of the region. Indeed,
other than oceasional arlicles in Pravda
urging the radical Arab leaders, particu-
larly the fraqis, Lo broaden their regimes
by ineluding some “progressives™ (Com-
munists),27 it appeared that the Rus.
gims had generally lost interest in the
fate ol the Communists of the region.
Yel the Russtans were not lolally
successful with their new policy toward
the Communists of the Middle Bast, To
be sure, some partics followed the
Sovict dircelives; this was Lthe case in
Egypt where the Egyptian Communisl
Party officially dissolved and many of
its members joined the Arab Sociulist
Union.2® Other partics, however, cither
rejected the Soviet policy or else split
into factions which followed Sovicl,
Chinese, or independent policies, The
Communist Parlies of the Middle East
have, in fact, beecome somewhal ol an
embarrassinent o Lhe Russiane in recent
years. Al the 23d Congress of the CPSU,
which took place in 1960, there was a
serious strain in Algerian-Russian rela-
tions when the Algerian FLN, inviled as
a friendly (albeit non-Communist)
parly, walked out rather than see the
Algerian Communist Party (which was
illegal in Algeria and which had refuscd
to dissolve on Sovict orders) scated as
an official delegation.?® This was a casc
where the new Russian lcaders ran into
anotber dilernma. In seeking to develop
close party tics with the non-Commu-
nist statc parlics of the radical Arab
States, they invited the Algerian LN to
the conference; yet, because of the
Sino-Soviet conflict and [or rcasons of
domestic legitimacy, they had to invite
the Algerian Communist Party us well.
The Soviet goal to remain the leaders of
the international Communist movement
had onee again come into contlict with
its Middle Dastern policies, Unfortu-
natcly for the Russian lcaders, this

parlicular conflict was to occur again.>°

[n addition o deemphasizing the
importance of the Middle Bastern Com-
munist Parlics and attempling to de-
velop close parly lics wilh Lhe national-
ist partics ol the radical Arab States,
there wus another policy change under
Brezhnev and Kosygin. This involved a
revised cstimatle of the desirability of
Arab unity. While Khrushchev was am-
bivaleul on the issue of Arab unity and
oceasionally  opposed . because  he
feared that it would be a barrier to the
spread of Russiun and Communist influ-
ence, the new Russian leadership has
given it almost unqualificd endorse-
ment, Thus, in a revealing artiele in
Pravda on |1 November 1970, the
Soviel commenlator Aleksei Vasilyev
stated, in deseribing a mecting in which
the leuders of Libya, Fgypt, and Lhe
Sudan were working out the plans for a
tederation of Lheir countrices:

... This eventl is concrete cvi-
denee of the Arab people’s will
toward unity, so that they can
oppose imperialist plans Lo divide,
fraginent and weaken the national
liberation movement in the Near
and Middle East,

Whal scrves as the true lounda-
tion lor rapprochement. . . ig the
similar progressive social and ceo-
nomic measures within cach of
the three countrics, these coun-
trics’ anti-imperialist course in
forcign policy, and their policy of
strengthening cooperation  with
the Soviet Union and the other
soeiglist countries,

This conference of leaders
from the UAR, Libya, and the
Sudan has dealt a blow to the
calculations  of the aggressive
cireles in Israel and that countey’s
protectors Lo weaken the will of
the Arabs in the struggle against
imperialism.®" | Fmphasis added. |
The significance of the Russian cn-

dorsement of Arab unity lay in its
“anti-imperialist’  emphasis, The
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Russians, beginning in 1965-66 and con-
tinuing to the present, have been trying
to forge a quasi-alliance of the “anti-
imperialist” forees of the Middle Kast
under their leadership. The fact that
perhaps the only issue on which all
Arabs can agree is opposition Lo the
State of Isracl has led the Russians to
brand Isracl as the “imperialist wedge™
in the Middle East and to elosely link
the Arab struggle against Israel with the
“gstruggle against imperialism. 32 By be-
coming the champion of the Arab States
against leracl, the Rnssians hope to align
the Arab States against the West as well,
Yet this poliecy, while it has paid some
dividends to the Russians, is also a very
dangerous one. It almost got the Rus
sians involved in the Junc 1967 war and
may yet involve the Russians in a war
with the United States. A more detoiled
trecatment of the dilemmas inherent in
such a policy will be given below.

Soviet Policy Toward the North-
ern Tier under Brezhnev and Kosygin.
When the new Russian leadership began
to step up the Sovict drive in the Middle
East, their attention was first turned to
the nations of the Northern Tier. A
deliberate cffort was made to improve
relations with Turkey, and the Russians
shifted their position on the Cyprus
issuc to gain Turkish support. Kosygin
visited Ankara in Scptember 1966, and
a $200 million Sovicet loan was worked
out in which the Russians were com-
mitted to construct a steel mill and
several other industrial projeets. Inter-
estingly cnough, the agreement stipu-
lated that the Russian loan could be
repaid by the shipment ol eertain types
of Turkish products—products which
had a difficult time finding markets in
the West,??

Soviet relations improved even more
rapidly with Iran. In July 1965 the Shah
paid an official visit to the Soviet
Union, snd in January 1966 the Rus-
sians gave Iran a $288.9 million loan for
a scries ol industrial projects,®* Of

greatest diplomatie importance was the
Soviet-lranian agreement reached at the
same Lime whereby the Russians would
provide Iran with $110 million worth of
military equipment, primarily small
arms and transport equipmentl, in return
for lranian gas. While some Western
eommenlators stated that the Russians
were now making dangerous inroads in
Iran, it appearcd that the Shah was
utilizing the Soviet arms for several
purposes of his own. The [irst was Lo
persuade the United States to scll Iran
more sophisticated weapons, including
antiairerall equipment, under the im-
plicit threat that Iran would otherwise
urn lo the U.S.8.R.25 Perhaps more
important, however, was thal the
1.5.5.R., in supplying arms to Iran, had
implicitly strengthened the Shah in his
dealings with Iraq, a nation with good
relations with the Soviet Union and one
with whieh Iran was continuously in
eonfliet. In any case, the Russians cvi-
dently fonnd their rapprochement with
Iran to be a most satisfactory one,
beeause in April 1968, in another visit
to lran, Kosygin offered still another
loan, this time for $300 million.?®
Thus, by the summer of 1968, the
Brezhnev-Kosygin leadership had agreed
to provide no less than $788.9 million
in cconomic aid to the nations of the
Northern Tier along with $110 million
in military aid. Yet, what had the
Russians obtained in return? Relations
had improved eonsiderably with both
Turkey and Iran, but both remained
within the Western allianec system, and
any thoughts of a drilt voward neu-
tralism scem to have been aborted by
the Soviet invasion of Czeehoslovakia in
August 1968, Soviel ships now visit
Iran’s Persian Gull ports (along wilh
Iraq’s), but this merely makes the Rus-
sian ehoice more dilficult in case of a
elash between the Persian Gulf powers.
Indeed, with the polities of the Persian
Gulf growing hotter with the British
withdrawal lrom Lhe region (to be com-
pleted in 1971), the Russians may well
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find that lran will exploit her newly
mmproved relations with the U.S.S. 1. to
achicve her own objeetives in the re-
gion.?""lr Similarly, although the Russians
cnjoy u larger degree of freedom of
mancuver through the strails us a resull
of their improved relations with Turkey,
the Turks remain quite independent, as
cvidenced by their refusal, despite a
greal deal of Soviel pressure, Lo return
the Lithuanians who had hijacked a
Russian planc Lo Turkey in Scplember

1970,

Sovict Poliecy Toward the South-
ernt Tier under Brezhnev and Kosygin,
The Russian leadership’s policy toward
the Arab nations and [srael since 1964
has been considerably more complex
than their policy toward Iran and Fur-
key. Mention has already been made of
the changed Soviel position on  the
desirability of Arab unity and the Soviet
cffort Lo promote close party relations
between the CPSU and the radical Arab
socialist parties of the region, Economic
and military aid continued to play an
important role in the Sovict-Arah rela-
tions, as il had done under Khrushchey,
but Sovict political support for the
radical Arab regimes, primarily Syria’s,
was perhaps even more important. The
Syrian regnne which had taken power in
February 1966 espoused not only the
need for a socialist transformation in
Syria and close coopceration with the
Soviet Union, but also military and
finaneial assistance [or the Palestine
Liberation Organization of Akhmed
Shukniry, which began a serics of terror-
ist attacks against leracl3® The almost
total Sovict support for the Syrian
regime, Soviet efforts to tic Egypt to it
through the SyrianEgyptian decfense
agreement of November 1966,3° and its
attempt Lo rally an anti-imperialist, anti-
lerael alliance among the Arab States
scem to have led a number of Arab
leaders to believe that they could count
on Sovicl support in the long-desired
confrontation with leracl, a confron-

talion which was lo come in June 1967,

The events preceding the June 1967
war are well known and necd not be
repeated here in any detail *2 All things
congidered, it appears probable that by
closing the Straits of Tiran and goading
Isracl into making the attack, Nasser
wenl well beyond Soviet wishes. In any
case, the lack of Soviel support during
the war together with Russian cfforls to
achieve a ccase-fire with lsracli troops
still  oecupying Arab terrilory were
bitter pills for the Arabs to swallow.
Yel, while the Russians probably never
wanled Lo see the 1967 war become
reality, they did move to profit from it
Indeed, a Soviet commentator on the
Middle Last, George Mirsky, in a New
Times arlicle noted:

... 1L is not o be exeluded that

the left socialist tendencies in the

Arab world may gain ground as a

rcsull of the rceenl evenls. A

broader base will thus be provided

for the establishment of genuine

Arab unity, which, as democralic

Arab circles emphasize, can only

be achieved along the lines of

anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist

social reforms, ., 4!

Immediately after the 6-day war, the
Russians moved to rebuild the defeated
armics of Syria, lraq, and Fgypt and
increase their influence in other Arab
eonniries as well. Hayving broken diplo-
matic relations with the United States
and Britain as a result of the war, the
radical Arab countries had nowhere clse
to lurn for sophisticated military equip-
ment, although De Gaulle, in con-
demning the Ieracli attaek, sought to
preserve a modicum of Western influ-
ence in these states, Nasser pnrged
Egypt’s army and civil service of those
particularly outspoken in their opposi-
tion to the Russians, and the Russians
increased their troop strength in Egypt
from about 3,000 men to 10,000. Nas-
ser’s continuing military difficulties, in-
cluding his inability to suecessfully wage
the “war of attrition” begun in 1969 in
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an effort to dislodge lsracl from the
Sinai, led to a much greater Soviet
military presenee, ineluding Sovict air-
men to fly combal missions against
laracli aireraft and the installation of
Russian Sam-2 and Sam-3 missiles,

Yel, despite the major inercase in
Sovict influenee in Egypt, the Russian
position there today is not without its
difficultics, The death of Nasser de-
prived the Russians of the one man in
Egypt so obsessed by his humiliation at
the hands of the lsraclis that he was
willing to give up a considerable amount
of Egypt’s sovereignty in an cffortl to
get revenge for his humiliation. The
accession of Anwar Sadal Lo Lgypls
Presidency, although it is as yet too
carly Lo make a conelusive jndgment on
this maltter, has presented the Russians
with a more independent personage
with whom to deal, a man uucnenm-
hered by Nasser’s past mistakes, Indeed,
the Sadal regime secms to be running its
own alfairs and, although there are
[requent consultations between Egyp-
tian and Russian offieials, it appecars
that at the time of this wriliug (May
1971) it is the Egyptians and not the
Russians who are running Egypt.*?

1f Sovict influence, although greatly
increased, is not dominant in Egypt, it is
far more limited in Syria and lraq, the
other primary recipients of large
amounts ol Sovict aid. The Russians
have been unable to  convinee the
Syrians cven to accept the Soviet-
backed 22 November 1967 United Na-
tions Resolution.®? Perhaps even worse,
from the Sovict standpoint, have been
the Syrian attempls to play the Russians
off against the Chincse. Indeed, in May
1969, less than 2 months after the
bloody Sino-Soviet border clash along
the Ussuri River, the Syriau Chief of
Staff, Lt. Gen. Mnstapha Tlass, went to
China at the head of an arms procurc-
ment mission {the Syrians having earlier
falled to get the desired arms from
Moscow), and allowed himself to be
photographed waving the famous little

Red Book of Chairman Mao's sayings.**
This must have been particularly galling
for the Russians, after all the Soviet
cconomie, military, and diplomatic sup-
porl for Syria.

The Russians also have had a greal
deal of wrouble persuading Iraq to fol-
low their policies. One case in point was
the ccasc-firc worked out belween
Isracl, Jordan, and Egypt in July 1970,
Iraq, along with Syria, opposed the
ccase-lire, and Pravda, in an article on 1
August 1970, called the Iragi opposition
to the cease-firc “incomprehensible™
and then went on Lo nole:

... the stand taken by the leader-

ship of the Iraq’s Baath parly is

surprisiug . . . Without warning,

Baghdad began saying Lhal “at-

tempts are being made to dispose

of the Palestine question™ and so
forth . . . the negalive atlitude of

Iraq’s Baath Party leadership

toward President Nasser’s inilia-

tive and toward the posilion of
the UAR government docs nol
eonlribule lo the actual struggle
against lhe aggressor and the
torces of Imperialism and Zionism
thal support aggression.®® [Em-
phasis added. |
The fact that the Russian lcadership
nsed the term “without warning”
probably indicates that they were nol
cven consulted by the Tragi regime on
this important policy statement. It is
inlercsling to note that even after an
Iragi delegation went Lo Moscow for
talks in carly August there was no
change in Baghdad’s position.*® This is
a clear indieation ol the very limiled
Soviet influenee in Baghdad. If, on such
erilical issues as the 22 November 1967
UN, Resolution and the July 1970
cease-fire, the US,5.R. was unable to
get political obedicnce from its so-called
“client states™ in the Middle Fast, then
on¢ must hegin to doubt the high degrec
of Soviet political inlluenee in the Arab
waorld so often Laken for geanted by the
Weslern press.
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Some commentators have indicated
that the radicalization of some of the
Arab regimes gince the June 1967 war
has been a major gain lor the Rus
sians.*? This may be true, but only to a
limited extent. To be sure, there was a
coup in the Sudan in May 1969, bring-
ing to power an cven more  anli-
Amecrican regime than the one which
had preceded it. Similarly, in Seplember
1969, a coup in Libya ousted the
pro-Western regime ol King Idris and
replaced it with a radical military regime
gimilar in many ways Lo the Syrian and
Iraqi.*® [t should e pointed out, how-
ever, thal merely because a regime is
anli-Western does not necessarily mean
that it has entered into the Soviet orbit,
Indeed, on 13 February 1971, the Suda-
nese strong-man Maj. Gen, Jaafar al-
Nimeri announced the smashing of a
“Communist plot™ dirceted against his
regime, One faction of the Sudunese
Communist Party had voiced strong
opposition Lo the planned federation of
Sudan, Libya, and Egypt, and as a result
Nimeri bad purged his regime of three
pro-Communist ministers on 13 Novem-
ber 1970, The gencral poliey of the
Sudancse Communist Party eould only
have embarrassed the Russians since
they had come oul in support of the
proposed federation,? althongh Nimeri
claimed that the smashing of the Com-
munist “plot™ in 1970* had not al-
fected  Soviet-Sudanese  friendship.®©
Such ineidents are but further manifes-
tations ol dillicultics arising [rom Sovicl
Middle East policy Tirst ilustrated duor-
ing the Algerian episode at the 23d
CPS1) Party Congress in 1966, where a
Middle LEastern Communist Party had

* Nimeri’s policy of cxeculing Sudanesc
Communists following the abortive Commu-
nist-backed coup in July 197) did lead Lo a
serious delerioration of Sovict-Sudanese rela-
lions. Ed. ]

seriously embarrassed the Soviet Union
in its relations with an important state
in the region.

The coup in Libya may be con-
sidered another limited victory [or the
Russians in that it hastened the termina-
tion of Amecrican control over (he
Wheelus Air Foree Base, Nonetheless, in
an age of 1CBM’s and Iolaris missiles,
the base had lost mueh of its military
usclulness and had beeome a politieal
liability for the United Stales in the
Arab world. While Libya has entered the
camp of the radical Arab States, the
new Libyan regime shows no more
intention ol becoming a ool of the
Russians than any ol the other radical
Aralb regimes. Willing to aceept both
weapons [rom the Soviet Union and the
general “anti-imperialist™ line of the
radical Arabs, the Libyans have none-
theless maintained a free hand in both
their domestic and loreign policics.

The Brezhnev-Kosygin Years—a
Balance Sheet. In assessing the success
ol the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime in its
drive for mflucnee in the Middle East,
one is struck by the [act that many of
the gains which it has achicved by May
1971 ean also be considered disadvan-
tages, Thus, Russia has acquired de
Jocto military bases in Egypt and port
rights in  Syria, Yemen, Southern
Yemen, Iraq, and Iran,®' The bases in
Egypl give air cover to the Soviet Fleet
suiling in the Mediterrancan, and thus
ar¢ parlial substitutes for the aireralt
carriecrs which the Russian Fleel does
nol ||0&%css.52 The presence ol these
bases is also an advantage for the Egyp-
lians, since the stationing of Soviel
together with Egyptian aireraft and war-
ships in these bascs tends to inhibit
lsracli attacks on them, Yet the large
military presence of the Russians in the
Middle East also contains a major risk
for the Sovict leaders. There are a
nutnber of Arabs who would like 10
involve the Russians in a war against
Isracl, irrespeetive of the international
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conscquences of such an action,® As the
Russian military presence grows in Lhe
volatile Middle East and as Sovict “ad-
visers” get more and more involved in
military activitics, the momentum of
events may foree the USSR, to be-
come involyed in a new outbreak of
war, [f this occurs, onc may scc a
repelition of the events of the carly
days of World War 1, where Russia’s
clicnt Serbia pulled the Cearist empire
into a world war which led lo its
destruction, Whether the Russtans have
lecarned the lessons of hislory and can
prevent “the Egyptian tail [rom wagging
the Rnssian dog™ remains to be seen.

Other than improving their military
position in the Middle East, there are
lew other concrele gaing the Russians
can point to from their expensive in-
volvement in the region. The Russiang
scem  to bave assumed the role of
mililary suppliecr and financicr ol the
ceonomically weak radical Arab regimes
of the arca and appear to be attempting
to buy inflluence in the Northern Tier
nations as well. Nonctheless, as Aaron
Klieman points out in his study of the
Soviet involvement in the Middic East:
“ ..In return for cnabling the Sovicts
to claim inflaence, the Arabs cxpeet
Moscow o supply loans, weapons, teeh-
mical advice, diplomatic support, and
favorable lerms of trade...”™? Again,
the obvious question—who is cxploiting
whom in this relationship?

Onc Middle Eastern problem which
Khrushchey did nol have to worry
about was the Palestinian gucrrillas who
now posc a scrious dilemma to the
Breshney-Kosygin leadership. Although
divided into a number of competing
groups, the guerrillas posc much morc
of a Lthreat to the existing Arab regimes,
including the radical oncs, than they do
to lsracl. A number of the guerrilla

*Nasscr appears to have tried to involve
the Russians in the 1967 war by claiming that
the United Slales and Britain had parlicipated
in the air attacks on Egypl.

groups arc extremely leltwing in charae-
ter and are under Chinese influcnce.®*
Some of these groups even proeclaim
that the “road to Jerusalem leads
through Amman, Cairo, and Damascus,”
The Soviet dilemma lies in the [act that,
il they neglecl the Palestinian guerrillas,
Chinesc influence in Lheir organizalions
will grow, yet il the Russians support
the guerrillas, they jeopardize Lheir ex-
pensive investment in a numbher of Arab
regimes,”® Although the guerrillas arc
presenty (May 1971) weakened follow-
ing their deleal in the civil war in
Jordan, they have the potential for
again becoming a very potent foree in
the Arab world. The creation of a
Moscow-dirccled guerrilla  force Al
Ansar, in March 1970, was an attempl
by thc Russians Lo gain a degree of
influence in the goerrilla movement
without damaging Lhe Soviel posilion in
the existing Arab regimes. Whetlier or
not Lhis proves to be possible remains Lo
be seen.

In concluding this analysis ol Sovicl
policy in the Middle East, it is also
necessary to brielly diecuss the position
of the United States which is the Soviet
Union’s main eompetilor in the region.
Although there has been some dis-
enchantment with the United States in
both Iran and Turkey in recent youars,
hoth nations remain U.8. allics, and the
military takcover in Turkey in March
1971 seems o have moved Turkey a
little eloser Lo the United Stales. Tsracl
remains closely tied to the Uniled Stales
Loth for rcasons of ideology (hoth are
demoeracics) and because il still relies
on the United Stales for sophisticated
weaponry and to deter a Soviet-backed
Arab attack,

Even in the Arab world, where the
U.5. position reached a low point in
1967, some U.S.-sponsored iniliatives
have been partially suceessful in recent
years, The Rogers plan,®8 which was
first announced on 9 December 1969,
was a faclor in preventing the Arab
summit confercnce which convened at
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Rabat, Morocco, a few days later from
issuing an anti-American statement, as
had been rumored in early December.
The cease-fire between Israel, Egypt,
and Syria which began in July 1970 was
an American initiative, and although it
was violated by Egypt (Israel received
partial compensation for this by in-
creased delivery of American weapons),
it nonetheless seemed to set the climate
for substantive peace negotiations.
American support for King Hussein’s
regime when Syria invaded Jordan in
September 1970 helped restore a great
deal of American influence in that
country (and in Lebanon as well), and
Secretary of State Rogers’ recent trip to
the Middle East—the first for an Ameri-
can Secretary of State since 1953—was
another indication of the restoration of
an American role in the Arab world.
While the net effect of all these actions
may still be small, the fact that the
United States seems to be willing to
agsist the Arab States in regaining at
least part, if not all, of the land lost to
Israel in 1967 (something the U.S.S.R.
has been unable to do by diplomacy and
is still unwilling to do by force) may yet
lead to a general improvement of rela-
tions between the United States and the
radical Arab States, with a subsequent
decline in the relative infloence of the
U.S.S.R. throughout the Arab world.>?

CONCLUSIONS

There are five major conclusions
which can be drawn from this brief
study of Soviet policy in the Middle
East. The first, and perhaps the most
important, is that while Soviet influence
in the region has sharply increased since
the death of Stalin, it is nowhere domi-
nant, and the regimes of the area have
retained their freedom of maneuver
both domestically and in foreign policy.
Secondly, it has been shown that the
Russians have paid and will continue to
pay a high price for the degree of
influence which they have achieved in

the Middle East. It can be expected that
the radical Arab States, with their al-
most limitless needs, will continue to
demand economic and military assis-
tance from the Russians, while the
nations of the Northern Tier may be
expected to continue to cash in on the
Soviet desire to maintain their good
will. There is a real question as to who is
exploiting whom in this relationship.

Next, it has been demonstrated that
by increasing their involvement and
influence in a Middle East riven by
conflicts, the Russians are increasingly
likely to find themselves forced to
choose when two nations with whom
they have good relations, such as Iraq
and lran, are locked in conflict. Such a
situation is not conducive to main-
taining a high degree of influence with
both sides.

A fourth conclusion which may be
drawn from this study is that the
Communist Parties of the Middle East
have become liabilities rather than assets
in Soviet dealings with the nations of
the region. Unable to control all the
Communist Parties of the Middie East,
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but as the avowed leaders of the interna-
tional Communist movementl stll at
least partially responsible [or their ac-
tions, the Russians may be cxpected to
continue to bec embarrassed by such
incidents as the Sudancse Communist
Party’s opposition 1o an Arab federation
which the U.S.8.R. had endorsed.*
Finally, although the Russians have
greatly improved their military position

]\EOIWZS [1972], No. 1, Art. 4

of de fecto bascs in Lgypl, even Lhis is
not an unmixed blessing. The presence
of large Sovicl forece may lempt some
Arab radicals lo involve the USSR, in
a war nol of the Soviet Union’s
choosing, Since June 1967 Lhe Soviels
have sharply incrcased their military
presence in Egypt; it may be far more
difficult for them to avoid direet partici-
pation should another major conflict

break out.

lu summalion, the Middle East has
been, iz now, and will be a very difficult
arca for any Great Power to control,
and the Russians may one day decide
that the cfiort was not worth the costs
and risks involved,

in the Middle Fast with the acquisilion

*[The Kheartoum regime’s slaughter of
Sudanese Commnnists in retaliation for their
support of (he anti-Nimeri coup was even
more cinharrassing, Ed. ]

FOOTNOTES

1, Although geographical designations of the Middle East vary, for lhe purposes of Lhis
study the nalions of he region will inelude Turkey, Iran, Israel, and the Arab Stales (including
the Afriean ones),

2. For general surveys of the Soviet invelvement in Lhe Middle East, scc Waller Laqueur,
The Struggle for the Middle East (New York: Maemillan, 1969); and Aaron Klicman, Soviet
Russia and the Middle Fast (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970). For an analysis of lhe
Russian interest in Middle Eastern oil, see Robert I'. Hunter, The Sovief Dilemma in the Middle
Fast, Part I: Oil and the Persian Gulf (London: Institute for Slrategic Studies, 1969). For
general diseussion of possible Soviet objeetives, see A.S, Becker and A L. Horelick, “Sovict Poliey
in the Middle East,” 11-504-FT (S8anta Moniea, Calif.: 1970), p. 63-64.

3, For a useful taxonomy of the governments of the Middle East, see J.C. Hurewits, Middic
East Politics: the Military Dimcnsion (New York: Praeger, 1969).

4. In the 1920's, the Soviet leadership faced the same dilemma in its relations with
Ataturk’s regitne in Turkey and Chiang Kai-shek’s regime in China, In both instanees, Russian
support was given to the “bourgeois” nationalist regime rather than to the Communists. For an
analysis of these events, see Adam Ulam, Expansion and Coexistence: the History of Sovict
Forpign Policy 1917-J967 (New York: Pracger, 1968), p. 167-81. For an overall analysis of the
twists and tums in Soviet ideclogieal formulations about the 'Third World, sec Ishwer C, Ojha,
“The Kremlin and Third World Leadership: Closing the Circle?” in W. Raymond Dunean, ed.,
Soviet Policy in Developing Countries (Waltham, Mass.: Ginn-Blaisdell, 1970), p. 9-28 and R.A.
Yellon, “Shifta in Soviet Policies Toward Developing Areas 1904-1968,” in the same volume, p.
225.86.

5. The Iragis aceuse the lranians of aiding the Kurds in their drive for autonomy, while the
Iranians aceusc the Iraqis of aiding an Arab separatist movement in Khnzistan, For a recent atudy
of Iranian-Iraqi relations sce J, Gaspard, “The Eastern Arab Front,” The New Middle East, July
1969, p. 22-26.

6. For a recent analysis of Saudi Arabian-Egyptian relations, see J, Gaspard, “Ueisal’s Arab
Alternative,” The New Middle East, March 1969, p. 15-19. For a description of American
attempts to reduee the dangers of war in 1963, see John Badeau, An American Approach to the
Arab World (New York: Harper & Low, 1968), p. 128-48,

7. The Sino-Soviet confliet is a similar example, since China and Rusasia have been at odds
irrespective of the faet that both have Communist governments.
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8. In the Morocean-Algerian war of 1963, Ilussia was caught in just such a quandary. Prior
to the conflict, Khrushchev had supplied both mibtary and technical assistance to both countries.
During the war, however, the U.S.5.R., gave tacit support to Algeria, and the end result was a tum
toward the West by Morocco,

9, At the time of this writing (May 1971), anothcr attempt al Arab unity is underway, this
time belween Syna, Egypt, and Libya, The participation of the Sudan in the proposed union is
presently in doubt, (See below, footmote 51.) For a very uscful discussion of the inherent
difficultics in any union of Arab States, sce Maleolm Kerr, The Arab Cold War 1958-1967
{London: Oxford Universily Press, 1967), p. 30-34,

10. For an analysis of Soviel policy toward the Middle East between 1917 and 1945, see lvar
Spector, The Soviet Union and the Mustim World (Seattle: Universily of Washington Press,
1956). This book also eontains a uscful survey of Czarist foreign policy toward the Middle Fast
from 1552 Lo 1914. For an analysis of Soviel poliey toward the Conanunist Parlivs and radieal
movements of the Middle East in the interwar period, see Walter Laqueur, The Soviet Union and
the Middle Fost (New York: Pracger, 1959), p. 1-134. For an excellent treatinent of Western
involvenient in the Middle East, sce William R. Polk, The United States and the Arah World, rev,
ed. (Cambridge: Ilarvard University Press, 1969),

11, According to Khirushehev's memoirs, Stalin considered the Near East part of Britain’s
sphere of influence and felt that Russia did not have the power lo ehallenge Uritain there
dircctly. See Strobe Talbott, ed., Khrushchev Remembers {Boston: Little, Brown, 1970), p, 431.
Sovict support for the ouster of Uritish and French troops froin Lebanon and Syria in 1946
seems to have been motivated by the same considerations as its cady support for lIsracl, A
colleetion of Soviet docnments pertaining Lo its relations with the Arab world from 1917 to 1960
is found in SSSR i Arabskie Strany (The USSR and the Arab States) (Moscow: Government
Printing Office of Political Literature, 196(). The documents pertaining to Soviet support of
Lebanon and Syria are found on pages 87.96 of that volume.

12. For a detailed analysis of the U.8.8.R.s relalions with Isracl, see Avigdor Dagan, Moscow
and Jerusalem (New York: Abelard Schuman, 1970).

13. In the 1955-50 period, whie there were already some siraing in Sino-Soviet relations,
Russia was still the unguestioned leader of the “Socialist Bloc.” In addition, the rapproehement
between Yugoslavia and the U.S.S.R. which took place at the time seemed to many observers to
bring Yugoslavia back into the Soviet sphere of influence, [ Yugoslavia had been ousted from the
“Socialist Bloe™ Dy Swlin in 1948 and had subscquently turned to the West for aid.] Thus
Khrushchev apparently counsidered that any state which became Conmnunist would automaticully
come under Soviet leadership, This situation was 1o change radically with the onset of the
Sino-Sovict conflict several years later.

14. For a more detailed description of the Shah’s problems, see Laqueur, The Struggle for
the Middle East, p. 30-35.

15. For a deseription of the new Soviet leadership and its policics, sece Sydney Ploss, “The
Risc of Brezhnev,” Problems of Communism, May-June 1970, p. 1-14.

16. For an cxecllent analysis of the factors, both domestic and forcign, which led to
Khrushehev’s fall, scc Carl Linden, Khrushchev and the Soviet Leadership 1957-1964 (Baltimorc:
Jolins Hopkins Press, 1966).

17. For a deseription of the 1).8. position in the Middle East at this time, sce Polk, chap.
XIX,

18. An examination of Soviet poliey toward sub-Saharan Africa during the carly years of the
Brezhnev-Kosygin leadership is found in Robert Levgold, “The Soviet Union’s Changing View of
Sub-Saharan Afriea,” in Duncan, p, 62-82,

19, For an analysis of Soviet military thinking during the period 1965-1969, see Thomas W,
Wolle, Soviet Power and Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), chap. XVI,

20. Badeau, p, 158.

21. The eonmpelition was becoming very expengive, us indicated by a large number of Soviet
loans to Afro-Asian countrics in the 1963-1965 period. Thesc loans appear to have been
motivated, at least in part, by the Soviet effort to gain admission to the Seeond Dandung
Conference of Afro-Asian states whieh was scheduled to lie held in Algeria in 1965, The Chinese
Communists strongly opposed the admission of the U,5.5.1%. lo the eonferenec and offered loans
of their own in an effort to prevent it. A very useful chart comparing Chinese and Soviet loans to
Afro-Asian eountrics in the 1963-1965 period is found in Marshall Goldman, Soviet Foreign Aid
(New York: Pracger, 1967}, p. 190.

There is some indicalion that Nusser was able to sccure a Soviet promisc to accelerate the
construction of the Aswan Dum in return for supporting Sovict adinission to the conference. On
this point, sec Sevine Carlson, "*China, the Soviet Union and tlic Middle East,” The New Middie
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East, Deeember 1970, p. 34, In addition, the Soviet decision te give a quarter billion dollars
worth of loans to Algeria during the 1963-1964 period may have heen motivated by the same
considerationa.
22, Interestingly enough, however, the only Chinese Ambassador not to be called home
during the Cultural Revolution was Huang Hna,China’s  Ambassador to Egypl.
For & useful survey of Commnnist China’s policies toward the Middle East until 1904, sec
Malcolm Kerr, “The Middle East and China,” AM, Ialpern, ed., Policies Toward China: Views
from Six Continents (New York: MeGraw Lill, 1965), p. 437-56. For a more reeent analysis, see
Carlson, p. 3240,
23. Kerr, p. 145,
24, A delailed analysis of Soviet poliey toward Sukarno’s regime is found in Uri Ra’anan,
The USSR Arms the Third World (Cambridge: MIT P'ress, 1969), pt. I, For a case study of the
Soviet expericnee with Nkrumah, sec W, Scott Thompson, “Parameters on Soviet Policy in
Africa: Personal Diplomacy and Economie Interests in Ghana,” in Dunean, p. 83-106.
25. 1 appears that this deeision was a ploy to get Soviet support for the narrowly based
regime. Whatever the reason, the Russiuns pledged in April 1966 to help build a large Euphrates
Dam and extend the Syrian railroad network. (Laqueur, The Struggle for the Middle East, p.
89-90.)
20. [For a deseription of the Brezhneyv-Kosygin poliey toward the Communist Partics of the
Middle East, sec ibid., chap, [X,
27. Sec Y,A, Yodfat, “Unpredictable Iraq Posges a Russian Problem,” The New Middle East,
October 1969, p. 17-20.
28. As the Egyptian Communists themselves admitted, however, their power and influcnce
was limited. In an intervicw in Jeune Afrique on 1 October 1967, one Egyptian Communist
commented:
... We have eommitted major errors, we have been “drooling” so much during the (last
few) years beeausc Nasser permitted us to participate in national life and had given us
posts in editorial offices and the university, that we have let oursclves become
embourgeoiscs. We have lost all contaet with the masses and these, ubandoned to
themselves, are eompletely disorganized. The truth is that we are tired and not at all
prepared to return to prison . . .

{Cited in Jean Pennar, “The Arabs, Marxism and Moseow: a Historical Survey,” The Middle East

Journal, September 1968, p. 446, ]

29, T'or u deseription of this event, see Yellon, p, 258, It is interesting to note that ncither
the FLN nor the Algerian Communist Party reccived official grectings at the 24th Congress of the
CPSI), Sinee delegations from other Arab States sueh as Egypt, Iraq, Syria, and the Sudan
reccived official mention, it is douhtful whether the FLN would have been officially overlooked
had it attended. It appears, therefore, that the I'LN failed to attend, and this is turther evidenec
of a cooling of rclations between the U.S.8.R. and Algeria. It is not clear, at the time of this
writing, whether or not the Algerian Communist Party actually attended the Congress. The list of
those Communist and “friendly” partics which attended the 24th Congress of the CPSU is found
in Prawda, 31 March 1971 (translated in CDSP, 20 April 1971), p. 3;18-19).

30. It was the Syrian Communist Party’s turn to embarrass the Russians in 1968, During the
Budapest Consultative Conferenee of Communist Partics, the Syrian delegate, Khalid Bakdash,
attacked Rumania’s position on the Arab-leraeli confliet, ealling the Rumanians “tools of the
Zionists,” and even went so far as to claim that the Bumanians were “putting themselves outside
the Communist movement,” [t is doubtful that the Russians, who had convened the eonference
in an ectiort to garner support for the expulsion of the Chinese Communists from the
international Communist movement, wished to provoke the Rumanians to such an extent, and
Bukdash was eompelled to retract his remarks. Nonetheless, the Rumanians waltked out anyway.
A detuiled deseription of the conference is found in World Communism 1967-1969: Soviet
Efforts to Re-establish Control (Washington: U.5. Govt., Print, Off., 1970), p. 63-91, l'or an
exeellent study of the effcet of the Arab-leraeli conflict on Soviet relations with Eastern Europe,
see Andrew Gyorgy, “Kastern FEuropean Viewpoints on the Middle Kast Conflict” (paper
delivered to the National Meeling of the American Association for the Advancement of Slavie
Studies, Denver, Colo., 25 Mareh 1971),

A general diseussion of the problems the U.S.S.18. is having with the Communist Parties of
the Middle East is found in Lawrence L. Whetton, “Changing Soviet Attitudes Towards Arab
Radical Movements,” The New Middle East, March 1070, p, 20-27 and A. Yodfat, “The USSR
and Arah Communist Parties,” The New Middle Eost, May 1971, p. 20-33, See also M.S. Agwani,
Communisin in the Arab Fast (London: Asia Publishing House, 1969).
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31. Translated in CDSP, 8 December 1970, p. 17-18.

32, Investio of 7 November 1960 carvicd an article ex pressing this view and also condemning
King I'eisal as a “reactionary™ who cooperated with ““the peddlers of Neocolonialism in the Arab
East.” For a translalion of this arlicle, sce CDSP, 30 November 1966, p. 17.

33. Laqueur, The Struggle for the Middle East, p. 30. For the importance of this type of
agreement for a devcloping country, sec Robert O, Freedman, Economic Warfare in the
Communist Bloc (New York: Pracger, 1970), p. 50,

34, Kurt Mueller, The Foreign Aid Programs of the Soviet Bloe and Communist China (New
York: Walker and Co., 1967), p. 224,

35. For a description of Western speculation on this point, sce Lagueur, The Struggle for the
Middle East, p. 40, There is also evidence that both Moroeeo and Jordan used thc same ploy to
acqnire morc military cquipment from the United States,

36. Klieman, p, 51.

A7.In a recent interview, the Shah candidly discussed Iran’s policy teward the gulf, See
Alvin J, Coltrell, *“Shah of Iran Concerned Over Saudi Arabia’s Iuture,” The New Middle East,
April 1971, p. 21-23.

30. Kerr, The Aralr Cold War, p. 1062,

39. Ibid. Pravda, 22 November 1966, had the¢ following cotment aboul the treaty: “. .. The
defense treaty signed by the UAR and Syria is called upen to play an cspecially important role in
rebuffing the intrigues of imperialism and Arab reachion , . .”" (Translated in CDSP, 14 Deeember
1966, p. 27.)

40, Perthaps the best study of these cvents is fonnd in Walter Laqueur, The Road to
Jerusalem (New York: Macmillan, 19683, Scc alse Charles Yost, “The Arab-Isracli War: How It
Began,” Forcign Affairs, Jannary 1068, p. 304-20. For a collection of Arab viewpoints on the
June war which tends te minimize the role of the U,S.S.R, in the cutbreak of the conflict, see
Ibrahim Abu-Lughod, ed., The Arab Isracli Confrontetion of June 1967: An Areb Perspective
(Evanston, 11l.: Northwestern University Preas, 1970).

41. George Mirsky, “lsracli Aggression and Arab Unily,” New Times, 13 July 1967, p. 6.

42, For a preliminary analysis of the Sadat’s approach to fereign policy, see J. Gaspard, “The
Kremlin without Abdul Nasscr,” The New Middle East, November 1970, p. 17-19. For a
description of Nasser’s cfforts to prescrve his freedom of action in his last years, see Klietnan, p.
81,

At the time of this writing (May 1971), Sadat scems to have strengthencd his positlion by
eliminating his rivals, including those with particulardy close relations with the Russians such as
Ali Sabry and Shasrawi Gomaa. Whether Sadat will be able to eonsolidate his position still
further remains in doubt, as does the effect of the govermmental shakeup on Soviet-Egyplian
relations, Should Sadat be able Lo consolidate his position, however, he will emerge in a stronger
position vis-d-vis the U.S.5.1., since the Rnssians will then be less able to faetionabize in the
Egyptian Government against hiwn,

43, The Syrian regime which took power after a coup d’ctat in November 1970 has
continued to officially oppose the U.N. Resolulion, The new Syrian leader, Gen, llafez Assad,
during his visit to Moscow in FFcbruary 1971 made no mention of the resolution, although
Kosygin, in a welcoming speech, did. Foer a iranslation of most of the specehes, as well as the
final communique, see CDSP, 2 March 1971, p. 1-6.

44. Klicman, p, 80. Assad is reported Lo have said at the time: “Why shouldn’t we boycott
the Soviet Union and its supporters inside the country® I we do so, we ean foree them to review
their stand, Either they give us what we wanl and whal is neecssary or they lose onr friendship.”
Jerusalem Post, 11 April 1969, cited in Whetton, p. 25.

45. Translated in CDSP, 1 September 1970, p. 10.

A46. The New York Times, 13 August 1970,

47. Klicman, p. 57-.

48, For an analysis of the new Sudancse regime, sce . Gaspard, *The Sudan Revolution:
Why Lt Happened,” The New Middle East, August 1069, p. 23-27. For an indication of the
problems facing the new Libyan leadership, sce J. Gaspard, “The End of the Libyan Revolution:
What Next?”” The New Middle East, Junc 1970, p. 36-38,

49, John Coolcy, in a eolumn in the Christian Science Monitor on 13 March 1971, gives a
useful survey of recent developments in the relations between General Nimerd and the Sudanese
Communist Party.

50. Ibid. I'ollowing thesc events, Nimeri New to Moscow, probably to seck Soviet support in
pressuring the Sudanese Communists into giving up their opposition to Sudan’s parlicipation in
the proposed federation. The Russians, however, were cither nnwilling or unable to bring
effeclive pressure to bear on the Sudanese Communists, and the report of Nimeri's visit in New
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Times, 28 April 1971, p. 16, said nothing about the Sudanesec Communists or the federation, The
end result was that the Sudan pulled out of the talks on the federation, and it waa not a signatory
to the preliminary agrecement signed in Cairo on 17 April 1971.

51, A detailed discussion of the military positions the Russians have aequired in the Arab
world is found in Klieman, p. 60-62.

52, The Ruesian Fleet possesses ships eapable of carrying helicopters but not fighter
bombers.

53. Klieman, p. 78.

54, For a deseription of Chinese influenee on the Palestinian guerrillas, see Carlson, and R,
Medzini, “China and the Palestinians: a Developing Relationship,” The New Middle iast, May
1971, p, 34-40,

55, IFor an analysis of the Soviet dilernma in dealing with the Palestinian guerrillas, see Y. A.
Yodfat, “Moseow Reeonsiders Fatah,” The New Middle [fast, October 1969, p, 15.18; and John
Cooley, “Moseow FFaees a Palestinian Dilernma,” Mid East, June 1970, p. 32-5.

56. An official deseriplion of the Rogers plan, which basieally calls for the withdrawal of
Isrucli forces from all but “insubstantial’ portions of the territory eaptured in 1967 in retum for
a binding peace settlement, is found in 1.3, Dept. of State, United States Foreign Policy
19691970: a Report of the Secretary of State {(Washington: U.S, Goyt. Print. Off., 1971).

57. For further diseussion of this point and for an analysis of possible future Soviet policies
in the Middie East, sce Beeker and Horelick, pt. L1

]/

The allies we gain by victory will turn against us upon the
bare whisper of our defeat.

Napoleon I: Political Aphorisms, 1848
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