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Sinee the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, the Soviet Union has maintained a sizable naval
foree in the Mediterranean as a politieal counterweight to the 6th Fleet, Although
the Western Powers control the narrow entrances to that sea, the restricted
geography aof the area offers many paossibilities for a mixed force of submarines,
land-based bombers, and missile ships, Russia and the West both have legitimate
interests in the Mediterranean area, and their naval rivalry will probably become the
dominant feature of those waters in the coming decade. The greatest danger
presented by the new situation, however, is the possibility that a dispute over
seeondary issues, lorgely out of the confrol of the major powers, may nevertheless

escalate into a nuclear confrontation,

RUSSIA AND THE WEST

IN THE MEDITERRANEAN
PERSPECTIVES FOR THE 1970'S

A research paper prepared

by

Lieutenant Commander Gary G. Sick, U.S. Navy
School of Naval Command and Staff

Background. The Mediterrancan Sca
has always played an important role in
European strategy. Since the days of
Homer, it has provided an invaluable
highway for the movement of goods,
idens, and invading armies. Although the
sca itself has remaincd essentially un-
changed over the centuries, it has as-
sumed a varicty of forms in men’s eyes,
depending on their vantage point and
ambitions. Thus, with the opening of
the Suez Canal in 1869 and the subse-
quent oceupation of Egypt, the Mediter-
rauean came under the domination of
the British, who saw it as a vital segment
of the maritime highway which
stretched from England to lndia and
beyond. This vicw of the Mediterranean
as the gateway Lo the lands beyond Suez,
persisted  through the Second World

War. Then the postwar deeline of British
power witnessed the transfer of domi-
nant naval power in the area to the
United States—the first wholly external
power to command the Mediterranean.

The Amecrican view of the Mediter-
rancan, as might have been expected,
rescmbled that of the Hritish, whose
mterests were sgbsumed under the
rapidly expanding U.3. sphere of protec-
tive responsibility. The U.S. 6th Fleet
beeame a potent and flexible instrument
of U.S. power in the Mediterraneau and
played a major role in a varicty of crises
from Greeee in 1947 to Lebanon in
1958, In addition, the nuclear strike
forees of the two U.S, earriers, and later
the Mediterranean patrols of Polaris
submarines, added a new strategic
dimension to the Mediterranean as a
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link in the chain of military power
surrounding the Sovict Union as part of
the containment policy. The U.S. 6th
Flect was designated to become a
NATO command in wartime, and the
Mediterrancan came to be viewed as the
southern flank of NATO.,

During the decade of the 1960, the
U.5.5.R. challenged Western dominanee
of the Mediterrancan by introducing a
permanent naval foree inte those
waters, Although initially of modest
proportions, this naval presence was
important as a symbol of Sovict deter-
mination to establish its influence in a
formerly Western preserve. It was a
lonely and difficult busincss for the
Soviet sailors who sailed their ships
from one anchorage Lo another, always
remaining in international waters nnder
the intense serutiny of Western surveil-
lance and virtually never putting foot
ashore, bul the political dividends were
large. The naval squadron was visible
cvidenee that the Soviet Union could
offer its Arab elients more than moral
support, and the increasing boldness of
Soviet naval operations in the Mediter-
rancan paralleled the growing warmth
and mntnality of interests between Mos-
eow and Cairo,

By the end of the decade, espeeially
in the aftermath of the Arab-Isracli war
of 1967, the Soviet Union was emerging
as a lrue Mediterrancan power. No
longer would the waters of the Mediter-
rancan be considered hostile territory.
The close political tics which the
U.8.5.R. developed with the Arab States
insured the availability of friendly ports,
while al the same time the Western
navies were findiug themsclves jucrcas-
ingly unwelcome in many Mediter-
rancan harbors, Sovict influcnee in the
Middle East was au established fact, and
the Soviet Mediterrancan  squadron
began to rival and even surpass the 6Gth
Fleel in sheer numbers. By the end of
1969 it was clear that the attitudes
developed over a eentnry of Dritish and
NATO domiuance were no longer

rcliable puides. A reasscssment was in
order.

The purpose of this paper is to take a
fresh look at the Mediterrancan in light
of the Soviet challenge. What is the
nature of the Soviet naval presenec? s it
a credible military force or simply a
political showpicee? Haz the Soviet
naval incursion affccted the ability of
the Western navies to perform their
traditional functions, and if so, how
muech? What are the Soviet objectives in
the arca? Arc they compatible or in-
compatible with Western interests? All
of these questions arc ecentral to an
understanding of how the Mediter-
rancan of the 19705 is very different
from the familiar sea of the preceding
decade.

The Naval Balance. The geographie
and polilical realities of the modern
Mediterrancan establish the setting for
the naval rivalry which will probably be
2 dominant feature of those waters in
the coming decade, This rivalry, though
frequently visualized in purcly military
terms, cannot be separated from the
political and geographic environment in
which it ocenrs, Navics arc ucver truly
isolated from the land. The logistic
umbilical cord which pumps lifegiving
supplics to afloat forces is firmly
tethered  ashore, and [or acceptable
cfficicney it should not be too long,
Men, regardless of their equipment, can-
not exist forever on a diet of salt water
and steel decks, Therclore, to perform
at top cffectiveness over long periods of
time, a naval foree should have friendly
ports within reasonable proximity. And
this has been the fortnnate position of
U.S. naval forces in the Mediterrancan.

At the end of World War 1T in 1945,
the Mediterranean was a Western lake,
surrounded on the north by Western
Allics and on the south by their colonics
and elients. The effcet of this friendly
environment was Lo enable the U.S. 6th
Fleet to function in support of Western
political objectives without scrious
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political or mililary constraints. Tt
scrved equally Lo insure Lhal Soviel
naval forees would have to operate al a
serious disadvantage in the same walers,

Within 10 ycars, howcever, this had
begun to change. The nationalist rebel-
lions along the southern rim ol Lhe
Mediterrancan croded the base of West-
ern power in that arca, and when Egypt
tnrned to the US.S.R. for arms in 1955
as an alternative to the arms embargo by
the West, it becamne elear that Western
predominanee was nol Lo go un-
challenged, The conspiracy of Britain,
France, and lsracl Lo atlack Fgypl over
Suer in 1050, the landing of United
States and British forees in the Levant
in 19538, and the prolonged bitterness of
the Algerian war with France firmly
established  the Weslern nalions  as
“enemics” in the eyes of the nalionalist
leaders of Lthe southern Mediterrancan
littoral. At the same Lime, the USSR,
identified itsell with the nationalist
regimes, providing arms and political
supporl, This may have been an in-
cevilable progression of events, bul il was
[acilitated by Western policies and alli-
tudes. Hans Morgenthau has pointed oul
that,

cooin large parts of the world
there exisls Loday an objeclive
revolutionary  situation.  This
revolulionary  siluation  would
exisl even if Communism had
never been heard of, and is in
good measure a response lo the
Weslern Leachings and  examples
ol nalional self-determinalion and
social reform. That Lhese national
and social revolulions are largely
identlified with Communism is
primarily the result of the West’s
failure te identify  with them
morally and Lo support them
matcriel]ly.l

Whatever Lhe reasons, il became in-
creasingly obvious by the mid-1960
that the Wesl no longer enjoyed a

predominanl  position among the
nations on the southern rim of the
Mediterrancan  and that the Soviet
Union found itsell increasingly weleome
there, This change in the political en-
vironment coincided with the develop-
ment of a large Soviel Navy capable of
operating [ar [rom the coasts of the
U.5.5.1%., and it was not long belore the
Russian T'leet began  regular deploy-
ments Lo the Mediterranean.

Soviel desires Lo become a Mediter-
rancan power have been lraced by some
wrilers Lo Lhe time of Peler the Great,
and there were certainly ample evi-
denees of sneh ambitions in the lale
[8th century. However, recenl Soviel
naval expedilions Lo the Mediterranean
began only in 1958 when the USSR,
eslablished a submarine base in Vlone,
Albania. This venture ended in 1961
when Albania sided with Communisl
China in the [irst puhlic airing of the
Sino-Soviel dispule. As a resolt, the
U.S.S.1. lost Lhe use of the base and lelt
lour of its submarines in Albania where
they have remained cever sinee.? Afler
retiring Lo lick their wounds for several
years, Lhe Soviels returned in 1903 1o
introduce modest forees of surface ships
and submarines inlo the Mediterrancan
once more,

These ecarly deployments  were
probably  designed primarily to  test
Soviel naval capabililics as a sclf-sus-
Laining force far from any {riendly bases
or porls. The caulious nature ol Lhis
new deparlure for the Soviet Navy was
shown by its scasonal llucluations, for
the Soviet ships [iltered in during the
spring, reached a peak in the summer,
and by Christmas had mostly returued
home.? 1n the carlicst days, Sovict ships
and submarines remained almost cn-
tirely in anchorages in internalional
walcrs, mostly off Tunisia and in the
castern Mediterrancan, with only oc-
casional Llimid sorlies. As Lheir self-
eonfidenee inereased, they expanded
their operalions, with submarines be-
ginning Lo conduet longer submerged
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patrols and surface ships trailing U.S.
forecs, Intelligence collection ships be-
came familiar companions to the Oth
Fleet sailors. Still the overall numhers
remained small, and, despite oceasional
port calls, the Soviel presence was more
a nuisance than a threat,

In 1967 the implied challenge to
Western navies became a reality. Dnring
the Arab-[sracli war and thercalter, Lhe
Soviet foreec rose Lo unprecedented
nombers. In mid-1967 the Soviel [orce
included two cruisers, 15 destroyers,
and 12 or more snbmarines with a large
hody of support ships and even a few
amphibious ships.* Although the num-
hers have varied and the composition of
the foree has taken varous [orms, the
Sovict Navy has remained in strength
ever sinee, and it munsl be assumed thal
iL is now a permancnt featnre of the
Mediterrancan scenc.

In its periods of peak deployment,
the Sovicl sgqnadron is not dissimilar in
numbers and composition Lo the 6th
Fleet, with two exeeplions: the Sovicl
lack of carriers and the presence of a
very large Soviet submarine foree, These
two variations arc inlerrelated and in-
structive.

The Soviet Union has no airerafl
carriers. There is evidence Lo suggesl
that the eonstruction of aireraft carricrs
was favored hy at least some elements
of the Soviel power structure al onc
time, bul the notion was abandoned,
possibly [or economic reasons, al an
carly stage in Soviet post-World War 11
planning,” Whatever the desires of the
Soviet Navy may have been, however,
the decision (1956-1960) to rely on
submarines as the prineipal striking
foree of the navy, snpporled by missile-
cquipped surflace and air forecs, clearly
rejeeted the concept of a carricr navy.
The appearance of the Moskva class
helicopter earrier does nol indieale a
change of philosophy, for this sbip
appears to be designed nol as an attack
earricr, hnt as an antisnbmarine ecom-
mand ship.® Although this class of ship

might also be used as an assault ship for
helicopler-borne  troops or provide a
platform for vertical takeolf and landing
aireralt, thus endowing it with a limited
strike capability, cmployment to date
indicates that this type of ship probably
represents  the logical end resolt of
Sovict recognition in 1964 that the U.S.
Poleris snbmarine constituted the pri-
mary naval threat to the Soviet Union.”
This ecvaluation is borne out by the
aclivities of Lhe Moskva during ils vari-
ous deployments to the Mediterranean,®

Following the Kgyptian sinking of
the [sracli destroyer Eilet by missiles in
October 1967, Sovicl ships moved into
Port Said and Alexandria on a perma-
nenl basis, oslensibly Lo interpose them-
sclves  hetween  the Egyptians and
sraclis and thus ward off the expeeted
rclaliation.” Presumably this ralionale
was sulficienl Lo overcome President
Nasser’s long-slanding antipathy toward
forcign bases on Arah Lerritory, for the
Sovicts have, in facl, enjoyed the use of
Egyptain ports ever sinee. They do not
have a land basc in the traditional sense
of the word; but they have imported a
complex ol support ships, some of
which are nol even eelf-propelled, and
have catablished them as a floating
gupport complex in Alexandria Harhor
where their ships and submarines may
come and go at will, including visits of
unclear snbmarines,'

This has translormed the nature of
Soviet submarine operations in the
Mediterrancan. Whercas in the past
Soviet submarines were almosl con-
stantly in rotation from their home
fleets in the Baltic and North Scas with
relatively short lours in lhe Mediter-
rancan, the abilily to put inlo Alexan-
dria for rest and essential repairs now
permils  mueh  longer  deployment
periods with a correspondingly greater
pereenlage of the deployment speut on
patrol. The uet effeet for the Soviets is
to reduce their scheduling complexities
while significantly inereasing their readi-
ness and flexibility, Thus, at any given
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time, and particularly at a time of crisis,
the Western navies should expeet to find
themselves confronted in the Mediter-
rancan with a large force of Sovict
submarines on palrol stations.”! In a
true crisis which had been preceded by a
visible cscalation for several weeks, the
submarine population in the Mediter-
rancan would simply be a matter of
choice for the U.8.5.R. and could casily
go as high as 20 submarines, including
nuclear-powered  attack and  missile-
equipped boats, all of which would be
operaling in waters familiar Lo them
from previous deployments.

Of potentially cqual significanee has
been the introduction of Soviet long-
range homhers opcral;mg oul of Egypl
with Egyplian insignia.” * To date lhcsc
aircrafl have limited their operations
largely to reconnaissance of the 6th
Fleet, but nothing would be more short-
sighted than to ignore the capability of
the U.5.5.R. Lo augment this force with
a squadron of missile attack bombers.
Such a capability was clearly demon-
strated by the U.S.5.R. in December
1967 when 10 Soviet TU-16 hombers
flew Lo Egypt and Syria on a “goodwill
mission’’ which included live bombmg
excrcises in the Egyplian desert.!

Sovicl naval doctrine calls for attacks
by esubmarines, aircraft, and surf.lcc
ships against an cnecmy naval force.’
All of these units are considered pri-
marily as delivery systems for a varicty
of antiship cruisc missiles which can be
launched from various dlatanccs up to
450 miles from a target.'® Maximum
cffcetiveness is obtained in a mass
missile attack employing submarines,
aiccraft, and surface unils which can
attack  simultaneously from various
ranges and azimuthe with missiles em-
ploying a varicty of flight profiles. In
the past, primarily because of limited
shorc-based aircralt ranges, the Soviel
Navy has had the capability to mount
this type of massed attack only in Lhe
sea arcas relatively near ils own coasts,
such as the North Atlantic. But loday,

with the potential addition of missile
alttack homhers operating out of Egypt,
the Western navies face the same type of
threal in the castern Medilerrancan. In
fact, the dangers of such an attack may
be even greater in the Mediterrancan
due to the restrictive geography. There
is no point in the Mediterrancan which
is more than 200 niles from land,
making it difficult lo conceal the loca-
tion of a large naval foree, and the
profusion of strails and channels which
scparate the major sea basine favors the
use of submarine warfare,

The cffeclivencss of such an altack
must also, of course, depend on the
nalure of Lhe opposilion, which in this
case would presumably include the
enormous concentration of fircpower
embodied in the modern atlack carrier
force. There has never been a naval
battle between massed missile striking
forees and an attack carricr foree, and
the outcome of such an encounter
would revolve aboul such factors as
missile reliability, readiness condition of
the lwo forces, and the whole panoply
of cleetronic warfare, The point here is
simply that the Sovict forees fu at least
the castern end of Lthe Mediterrancan
represent a mililacy thrcat which cannol
be lightly discounted.”

Having bricfly cnumcrdtcd the sinews
of Sovict naval strength in the Mediter-
rancan, a distinetion must be made as to
how that strength might be used. 1t
should be cvident that in a protracted
shooting war the vast naval power
avallable to the NATO Allies in the
Mediterrancan, together with their stra-
Llegic  advantages of geography and
cnormous industrial potential, would
eventually prevail over almost any force
which the U.5.5.R. mighl choosc to
throw against them in those restricted
waters, Hlowever, in such a war, which
would prcsumably involve a nuclear
exchange, the Mediterrancan would be
of only marginal significance. The
batllegrounds for such a war are else-
where, and the true importance of the
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Sovict presence mnst be assessed in
sitnations short of gencral war. In times
of peace or at least “peacclul coexis
lenee,” the Soviet Navy in the Mediter-
rancan must be viewed primarily as an
instrument of Soviet forcign policy, and
to be successfnl in such a rolc it must
offer a eredible conmterweight to West-
Crh power.

The 6th Fleet is not the only Western
navy in the Mediterrancan, but in silua-
tions shorl of general mobilization, it is
the ungnestioned military representative
of Western policy in those waters. In a
long scrics of criscs, ils ability to make
its presence felt on shore has had a
stabilizing cffect which permitted West-
crn diplomaey o function more effec-
tively. In 1946 the battleship Missouri
was nsed to retnen to Istanbul Lhe
remains of a Turkish Ambassador at a
time when Soviel pressure on Turkey
over the strails was partienlarly intense,
and shortly thercafter a large naval
conlingeni was moved inlo Greek
walers in what was considered Lo be a
snceessinl  show of force.'” The
presence of the flect and its ability to
react rapidly played a significant role in
a scries of crises in the years that
followed, including the dramaltic inter-
venlion in Lebanon in 1958,

It might be instenclive lo cxamine
the 1958 Lebanese inlervenlion within
the context of anolher scenario. Let us
assume that at the time President Fiscn-
hower was making the decision for the
6lth Fleet to land marines, he was
informed that a Sovicl crniser, two
destroycers, and an unknown number of
anbmarines were operating off the Leba-
nese coast, and the Soviel Ambassador
to the United Nations had announced
that any ontside interference in the
internal affairs of an Arab Slate would
be considered prejudicial to the stability
of the entire region. The point is not so
much that the decision would be diffcr-
cnt, but rather that the decision would
be taken on entircly different gronnds.
The actual decision to intervenc in 1958

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss6/8

was presnmably based on the determina-
tion that it wonld promote stability and
Western inflnence in the arca, A similar
decision today would have to be hased
on a determination as to whether or not
the stakes in Lebanon were snfficiently
important to justify a head-lo-hcad con-
frontation with the U.S.5.R.

Thus, during the confrontation be-
tween the Government of Lebanon and
the Palestinian guerrillas in October and
November of 1969, the United States
was conslrained to limit its role to that
of a econcerned oulside observer. While
officially expressing “great concern”
that the independence and intelgrity of
the country be maintained, & the
United States took pains to discount
any intentions of intervention or other
interference in the cvents as they pro-
gressed,’® The Soviet Union, on the
other hand, made politieal eapital out of
the cvenl. A slatement by T'ass took a
strong stand apainst possible outside
intcricrenee in Lebanon and attacked
even the mild American statement as
“reminiscent of the old colonial prae-
tice™ of intervention.?? Meanwhile, the
Soviet Ambassador to Beirul was ac-
tively involved in ncgotiations and in
forthering the desired image of the
Soviet Union as the prolector of the
Arabs against the West, After a long
meeting with Ambassador Azimov, crst-
while Premier Rashid Karami  was
quoted as saying, *“The Soviet Ambassa-
dor cmphasized to me that the Soviet
Government not only will not intervene
here but will also forbid others from
intervening in our affairs,”!

This decline of American ability to
influence cvents in the Middle Tast is
obviously the rcsult of a complex of
events which transcends the change in
naval balance in the castern Mediter-
rancan; yet, the loss of leverage cxperi-
cnced by U.S, policy in this arca is at
least parlially due to the inherent
dangers of provoking a eonfrontation
with the U.8.5.R. over a nonvital issue,
and this facl was recognized by U.S.
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officials in the 1969 coniliet between
the Lebanese Government and Arab
guerrillas??  These cvenls, in  [acl,
marked the end of the Weslern mo-
nopoly of power in Lhe castern Mediler-
rancan  and illustrated some of the
dangers and constraints lo be encoun-
tered by Western diplomacy as it op-
crates within the new balance of forees
there.

The presence of Lhe Soviel Fleel also
inevitably adds a new dimension 1o the
conduel of inlernalional relations in the
region. The Soviet naval faclor las
appearcd as a burgaining counler, as o
stimulus Lo the ineipicul neutralism of
gome Mediterrancan nations, and as a
cause for high-level coneern among
those nations who have traditionally
relied on the Oth Fleel for Weslern
military supporl. In November 1968, in
a conversalion with Scerelary of Stale
Rusk during negoliations of 1.8, basc
rights in Spain, the Spanish Foreign
Minister proposed that both Lthe Uniled
Stales and the Soviel Union withdraw
their fleets from the Medilerrancan.?®
This remark paralleled o similar proposal
made by President Tito of Yugoslavia
during an inlerview Lhe  previous
month.2* The Spanish proposal was
scconded in February 1909 by Foreign
Minister Debré of France who, during a
visit to Madrid, agreed thalt il was
“excellent in principle” but added that
“the current crisis [in the Middle Bast |
makes it difficalt to pul into praclice
immcdialcly.”25 President  Habib
Bourguiba of Tunisia staled during an
interview in Waslington that the Soviet
naval presenee in the Medilerrancan was
undermining the “balance of . . . forees”
which he felt was Lthe busis for peace in
the area.2® In short, it is apparent that
the permanent presence of Soviel naval
forces has introduced a new dynamic
factor into political relationships in the
arca which will provide a continuing
challenge to Western diplomacy. By the
catablishment of a political alternative
o U5, power in the Mediterrancan, it

has alrcady ultered the way in which
many slalesinen in the arca view the Gth
Fleel.

The 6th Fleet currently f{inds all of
the Arab ports in the easlern Mediler-
rancan closed Lo il. There have been no
visits by any U.S. naval unils to any of
the Arab Stales in Lhis area since the
1967 war. This is in conlrasl to regular
visils Lo Beiral prior lo that time and
cven a visit by two destroyers to Port
Said in Seplember 1966. The situalion
in Turkey is even more significanl, In
the period following World War 1T, when
Sovicl poliey toward Turkey was one of
threats and demands, Turkey became
one of Lthe slaunchest Weslern Allics in
the Medilerrancan as a member of
NATO and as the calalyst for the
crealion of the Baghdad Pact. Subse-
quently, as the ULS.S.R. modificd its
policy loward Turkey Lo siress coopera-
tion and “peaceful coexistence,” Tur-
key reciprocated by soflening ils own
position. At the same Lime, Sovicl naval
power was growing in the castern Medi-
Lerrancan, beaving Turkey as the only
member of NATO with sizable Soviel
military forees on more than one of her
borders, One of Lhe effects of Lbis new
combinalion of faclore was the change
in Turkish atlitudes toward visits ol Lhe
6Lh Fleet, During a fleel visit to 1stanbul
in 1968, anli-American demonstralors
atlacked U.S, sailors on shore leave, and
a subsequent visit in February 1969 had
to be carried oul under extremely heavy
seeurily  precautions.?”  Under these
circumstances, the capability of the 6Lh
Fleel to perform its useful funetions of
personal diplomacy has been sceriously
impaired.

The other castern Medilerranean
nation, Grecee, conlinues lo welcome
U.S. Fleet visits, which the military
rulers inlerprel as tacil U.S. approval of
their  legitimacy, Despite U5, dis-
claimers of any such inlentions, the
fleet visils to Grecce have been cx-
ploited as ammunition wainst the offi-
cial U.S. policy of disapproyal Loward
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the military government.

The incrcasing hostility of the cast-
ern Mediterrancan has also heightened
the dangers of miscalculation—not only
the danger of confrontation with the
Sovict Union, but also the political
danger of being misunderstood, The
cvents of the 1967 Arab-lsraeli war
provide a easc in point.

As the crisis began 1o develop in the
spring of 1967, a reporter asked lsracli
Premier Levi Eshkol whether or not he
could expeet Western help in Lhe event
of an Arab attack. He replicd,

I would surely expeet such help,
cspecially if [ take inlo considera-
tion all the solemn promises that
have been made to lsracl. We get
these promises when we ask the
United States for arms and are
told: “Don’t spend your money.
We arc here. The Sixth Fleet is
here.” My reply Lo this advice is
that the Sixth Fleet might nol be
available fast enough for ome
rcason or another, o lsracl must
be strong on its own,>®

This statemenl was ucver officially con-
tradicted by the U.8. Government and
was later reflected in Arab statements.

In mid-May the Syrian delegate to
the United Nations charged that a “Suex
type” crisis was brewing and that Lhe
6th Fleet was involved.”® On 18 May
the U.A.R. and Lchanon refused to
accepl port visits of 6th Tleel uuits,3®
On 24 May, as the ecrisis beeame acute
afler the closing of the Tiran Strait, the
carrier  UL5.8. Saretoga and other 6th
Flect units were moved inlo the castern
Mediterranean.®'  On 25 May  the
United States reportedly issned a private
warning to the U.AR. that the closing
of the Strait of Tiran was an “act of
aggression” and that the Uniled States
would eonsider the use of foree Lo break
it il ather means failed.??

On 29 May President Nasser replied
to these moves by staling that the

E REVIE

U.A.R. was prepared to face eventnal
military intervention by the United
States over Aqaba and speeifically re-
ferred Lo the possibility of 6th Fleet
assistanee Lo laracl.’® On 31 May a
second U.8. carrier, the U.8.5. America,
joined the Saratoge in the Sca of Crete
after sailing from an excreise area off
Spuin.“ On 1 June it was reported that
the Uniled States was allempting lo
form a naval foree Lo contest the closing
of the Strait of Tiran** On the same
day, the U.S.S. Intrepid, a third carrier,
transited the Suez Canal en route to
Victnam afler haying been retained
briefly in the Mediterrancan on a con-
tingeney basis,

On 3 June the British carrier H.M.S,
Vietorious and a group of cecorts were
reported  conducling maneuvers  off
Malta where o battalion landing team of
U.S. Marines were on shore leave,®®
while the America was reported to have
moved eloser to Llgyptl south of Crete
and a T.5. dcsl,m)’(cr transited south
through the canal.®” Ou the morning of
5 June the war broke out with a sudden
air allack by lsracl. The only U.S. planc
in the vicinity was a carrier-based A-3
aircraft which was condueting recon-
naissance at a distance of 100 miles
from the Fgyptian coast.*® On 6 Jnne
President Nasser announced that
“cvents and econelusive cvidenee proved
the participation of the United States
and British Governments. . . throngh
spreading a strong air umbrella over
encmy territory and actual participation
iu air operations agaiust Jordan on a
large secale, using U.S. and British air-
eraft carriers in the Mediterrancan . .. >
and simullancously broke diplomatie
rclations with the United States.®®

There was, of course, no U.S. partici-
pation in the June war, a fact which has
subscquently been coneeded by the
Arab leaders. However, the available
evidence indicates that the Arabs be-
liecved that such intervention had oc-
cured, and the chronology of eveunts
serves to demonslrale why Lhey were so
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quick to jump Lo conclusions. American
policy was designed to use a military
show of foree Lo convince Nasser that
he should rcopen the Strait of Tiran and
defuse the mounting tension in the arca,
This was Lo be accomplished by a serics
of careful moves and “signals” to the
Egyptain Government.?® The moves
were indeed obscrved by Lhe Arab gov-
crnments, but the signals were mis-
interpreted in the stmosphere of tension
and distrust. As shown by the Syrian
statement carly in the erisis and by
President Nasser’s reference to Lhe Gth
Flect, the Arabs strongly suspecled an
attack by U.S. forces and tlended Lo
disregard relatively subtle evidence Lo
the contrary. Thus, the American policy
did not succced and, in fact, provided
the grounds for making the United
States Lthe scapegoat for a situation it
had tried desperately to prevent, L is
very doubtful that such an eventuality
could have been forescen by American
policymakers, bul it docs provide a
tragic example of the dangers of pres-
sure diplomacy in the eastern Mediler-
rancan loday.

Several conclusions can be drawn
from this analysis. First, the Sovict
Union has introducced an importanl new
foree into the politics of the Mediter-
raucan region, Taking advantage of the
nationalist forees at work on the
southern rim of the Mediterrancan and
the desires of Arab nations for political
and military supporl by a greal power,
the U.8.8.R. has established itself as a
major inlluence in a region whieh was
once a Weslern preserve, The nost
important symbol of this new dy-
namism is the Sovicl Navy. By eom-
biniug a large submarime foree with
migsile ships and aireralt, the U.5.5.R.
has ercaled a eredible counterweight Lo
Western power in the area. Although
this power would not be able 1o com-
mand the Mediterrancan in a prolonged
confliet, il is capable in silualions shorl
of gencral war of supporling Soviel
policy objectives in the region, This

change iu the naval power equation has
introduced a new dimenston iuto Medi-
terrancan  politics, cspecially  in the
Middle East. By providing an allernative
to the former Western monopoly of
power, it has fostered a tendency among
some of the Mediterranean nations Lo
adopl a more neutralist stance. The
Soviet counterweight also provides a
powerful lever which may be ased by
third parties secking LIS, military assis-
tance, These phenomena are direet out-
growths of the Soviet presence and will
remain for as long as that presence is
sustained.

The sccond broad observation is that
Western ability to act decisively in the
Mediterranean region has been seriously
impaired by the shift in comparative
naval power. Whereas in the past Lhe
United States operated in a friendly
cnvironment with an assured monopoly
ol power, loday the castern Mediter-
rancan can only be considered bostile to
the West, and the excreise of power has
been reduced to what Marshall Shulman
describes as the limited adversary re-
lationship.™ ' In such a relationship,
aclion i8 nol forsaken, bul il must be
preceded by a carcful cxamination of
one’s own inlerests and a realistic ap-
praisal of the objeclives and inlentions
of one’s adversary.

The Strategic Interests. In his forcign
poliey report Lo the Congress in Febru-
ary 1970, President Nixon stated:

Our objeclive ... is to sapport
our interests over the long run
wilh a sound foreign policy. The
more Lhat policy is based on a
realistic  asscssmenl of our and
others’ interests, the more elfce-
tive our role in the world can
be....We will regard our Com-
munist adversarics first and [ore-
mosl as nations pursuing their
own interests as they perceive
these inlerests, just as we follow
our own interests
them.??

a8 wWe  8see
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There is probably no arca of American
foreign policy where such an approach
is morc appropriatc or morc critical
today than in the Mediterrancan and
Middlc East,

The resourecs of the Middle East and
North Africa, particularly oil, arc essen-
tial to Western Europe. At the present
time, Western Furope absorbs more
than half of the total il ontput of the
Middle Last and ncarly all of the north
African produetion, and Enropcan de-
mand has been inercasing cach year. In
1963 Europcan demands for petroleum
producte increased by over 14 percent.
By 1966 this rate had diminished to
approximalely 8.5 percent, indicating
that the increasc in demand has been
leveling off.*® Tlowever, the combina-
tion of steadily imcrcasing cnergy re-
quircments and the proximity of rela-
tively inexpeunsive Middle Fast and
north African oil supplics suggests that
Weslern European nations will continue
to rcly on these sources for many
decades Lo come. Conversely, any pro-
longed denial of these resources would
probably resnlt in scrious cconomie
dislocalions in Europe.

The stake of lhe Uniled Stales in
Middle Eastern oil is far less and re-
volves about two issucs: American in-
vestment and eoncern for European
sceurity. Privale American companics
have investments of about $2.3 billion
in Middle Eastern and Libyan petrole-
um.** This investmenl, when taken
together with shipping and other allicd
intereats, is very substantial; however,
when compared to a Lotal U.S. overseas
petroleum  investmeut of nearly $19
billion, it is not of eritical proportions.
This is not Lo deny the significance of a
source of revenuc which contributes up
to $1.5 billion cach yecar to the U.S.
balanee of paymentls in the form of
gross income on U.S, investments. How-
cver, from a strategic vicwpoint, the
United Slates is primarily concerncd
with insuring an nuninterrupted flow of
petroleam  to its allics w Western

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss6/8

Europe. Even this concern, however, is
first and foremost a Europcan problem;
it is an American interest by proxy, and
its importance lics in the degree of
interdependence between Buropeau and
American sceurity.

The relationship between Western
Europe and the oilficlds of the Middle
East and north Africa is a symbiosis.
Nol only is Europe dependent on
Middle Eastern oil, but, cven more
imporlantly, the oil-producing nations
derive 90 pereent or more of their
forcign exchange carnings [rom the sale
of oil. The energy demands of Furope
and Japan cstablish oil production
gnotas and thus indircetly determine
the size of the nalional prodnet in such
onc-product cconomics as Kuwait and
Libya. The abortive Arab boycott of oil
to the West in 1967 threatened to
change the shape of markeling patterns
aud thus deprive many Arab nations of
their very lifeblood. 1L was a lesson in
cconomics that will not soon be for-
gotten. There are only two ways, in
fact, that Middle East oil can suddenly
be denied Lo Western Europe: either by
cconomie  strangulation and  virtual
national suicide on the part of the
oil-producing states, or by a massive
shilt in marketing patterns that would
cstablish new clients for Arab oil. Thus,
if a third nation such as the US.S.R.
should [ind itsclf able and wish to
conducl ceconomic warfare with the
West while avoiding financial destruc-
tion of ils client states, it would have to
be prepared to pick up the bill for such
a venture, the cost of which could run
as high as $1.5 billion per ycar. In such
an cvent, it is doubtful that the damage
done to Western Europe wonld be any
greater than that inflicted on the Soviet
economy itself. The interdependence
between oil producers and consumers
therefore snggests that any radical trans-
formalion in the pattern of petroleum
marketing is likely to eceur in incremen-
tal readjustments rather thau sudden
massive shifts in direction or quantity.
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Western interest in Middle Fastern oil
cenlers primarily on the availebility of
petroleum produels, nol on the conces-
sional arrangements atlendanl to pro-
duction. Western investment in Middle
Fastern and north Alrican oil, as indi-
eated above, is very greal, and the
ceconomic benefits are nol Lo be lightly
dismissed. [Yul, however desirable these
concessionary  arrangemenls may  be
from an economic point of view, they
must ultimately be viewed as private
undertakings which are subject Lo the
[luctuating cnvironmenl  of national
aspirations and cconomic development
in which they exisl. Changes in the
patlern  of concessionary  investments
are  probably inevitable, and such
changes arc a malter of legitimale con-
cern in the formulation of American
policy; bul viewed [rom Lhe broader
perspeclive of Weslern sccurity  inler-
ests, sueh changes conslitule a thecat
only insofur as they affcct the con-
tinucd availability of cssential re-
sources.*®

X X X X X

In 1951 General lisenhower was able
o remark of the Middle East that, “So
[ar as Lhe sheer valoe of lerrilory is
concerned there is no more sl.rul,egicallg
important area in the world ... i
Time and technology have seeved to
qualify that judgment, The development
of intercontinental missiles has obvialed
the necd [or Western airbases on Lhe
southern [lauk of the Soviel Union, The
stralegic mobility of Lhe Soviel Navy
and the success ol Soviet political
initialives in the arca have nculralized
Western hopes of a political contain-
ment of the USS.R. through such
devices as the “Northern Tier™ concepl
of the Baghdad Pacl. The developmenl
of supertankers and Lhe increasing re-
liance on gianl container ships have
greally reduced the importance of the
Suez Canal. Vritish withdrawal of Lheir
military presence casl ol Sucz will

further reduce the imporlance of the
arca as a vilal line of Weslern communi-
cation. And military planncrs have al-
ready had to face the very rcal possi-
bility that overflight rights of the arca
for military aircraft may be denied in
times of crisis. Nevertheless, so long as
the Weslern nalions relain significant
commercial and political interests in
South Asia, the lands of Lhe castern
Mediterrancan will retain Lheir impor-
Lance as rcal estate, [or the shortest and
mosl clficient roules Lo the lands of the
Indian Ocean will always lic across the

Arab land bridge.
X X X X X

Prolonged naval contact between the
00.5.5.R. and Lhe West in the Mediter-
ranean is made extremely dangerous by
the polarization of the Arab-Tsracli dis-
pute, in which the great powers tend Lo
supporl opposile sides of a bitler con-
fict among third partics in a highly
unstable environment. This same po-
larizalion is evident in the eonlest for
political supremacy in the nations of the
Third World along the soulhern rim of
the Mediterrancan and  within  those
nations such as Turkey and lran who
once enece were slrongly  orienled
toward the West, All of these slales now
find themselves inercasingly atlracted
by the opportunitics of détente and
cooperation with the Soviet Union,

The entire arca of Alfrica, the Middle
Fast, and South Asia is in a state ol
flux, and any Sovicl [orcign policy
designed Lo increase the level of Sovict
influence in these arcas is destined Lo
clash repeatedly with Western policies as
the emerging slales grope for a new
political balance in the posteolonial
world. Such clashes are incvitable, and
nol all will be resolved in [avor of Lhe
Wesl. lowever, both Western and Sovict
leaders have made it clear that they wish
to avoid the kind of head-lo-hecad con-
frontalion which risks escalation to
nuclear war over issucs that are of only
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sceondary importance. The most impor-
tant task of Western diplomacy in the
coming decades will be Lo devise
methods of competing with  the
U.8.5.R. for political influecnece and
advantage at a level which minimizes the
risks ol nueclear confrontalion.

X X X X X

An analysis of Sovict objectives must
always be nndertaken with a large mea-
sure of humilily. Sovict leaders are not
given to inlrospective commenlary on
the motivaling (aclors in Lthe formula-
Lion of their forcign policy, and policy
pronouncements are ollen so obascured
by idcological jargon that any non-
gpecialist must approach them with
trepidation, ‘Sull, policy demands
action, and by measnring obscrved ac-
Lions againsl printed ambiguilics it
should be possible to discover those
underlying themes which cstablish the
direction of forcign policy.

The determination of the Soviet
Union lo be recognized as a Mediler-
rancan power is onc of the leasl ambigu-
ous aspeets of its [oreign policy, When
Tito and the Spanish Forcign Minister
advanced their recommendations in
November 1968 that both the United
States and U.S.S.R. withdraw their
fleets from the Mediterrancan, the
Soviet [Inion responded with a veritable
barrage of statements which said, in
cffcet, that it was all right to ask the
Americans lo withdraw, bul that the
U.S.S.R. had an inalicnable right to
operate there as a Mediterrancan power
in its own right. Vice Admiral Smirnoy
wrole in Red Star, “Our stale is, as is
well known, a Black Sca, and therefore
a Mediterrancan power. .. 7 'The
depuly editor of Pravda wrote, “As o
Black Sea, and in this sense, a Mediter-
rancan power {the U.S.5.R.) is closcly
connected with all problems involving
the interests of the peoples of this arca
of Furope, Africa and Asia.”™® There is
also no doubl that in the eyes of

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss6/8

Moscow the prineipal guarantor of
Soviet regional influence is to be the
new Soviel Navy.,

The corollary to this Sovict view ol
their manifest destiny is the drive 1o
reduee the inflluence and cflectivencss
of the U.S. 6th Fleet and thus end the
predominance of American power in the
area. Prior Lo the buildup of the Soviet
Fleet in the Mediterranean, the U.S.5.R.
was limited Lo making periodie demands
for the withdrawal of the 6th Fleet.
After the Soviel T'lecl had arrived there
in strength, however, this position
changed from sterile demands for with-
drawal to an allitude of increasing
self-reliance on their own ahililics to
counter the influence of the 6th Tlect.
In late 1968 Admiral Smirnov could
remark that,

Until the Sovict ships appcared
the American Sixth Fleet consti-
tuted the only “balance of
forces™ ... Already the very
presence of the Soviet ships in the
Mediterrancan does not allow the
American Sixth Flect to carry out
the aggressive idcas of the Penta-
gon with impunity. They cannol
throw their weight around so un-
ceremoniously  as  before. The
presence of our ships serves as a
definite guaranice of peace and
sceurily in that arca,*®

This sense of purpose and confidenee
in the Soviet Navy as an cffeclive
instrument of Sovict foreign policy is a
new phenomenon, It makes an interest-
ing conltrast with the situation in 1948
when Stalin reportedly remarked,

The uprising in Greeee has to
fold up...What do you thiuk,
that Greal Britain and the United
States—the United States, the
most powerful slale in the world
—will permit you [Yugoslavia] Lo
break their line of communication
in Lhe Mediterrancan Sea! Non-

12
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sense. And we have no navy, The
uprising in  Greece must  be
stopgcd, and as quickly as pos-
sible*®

X X X X X

If it is truec that “trade follows the
flag,” it is equally truc that the flag
accompanics trade; and the Soviel
Union has become a significant commer-
cial power whose maritime Lrade routes
lic across the Medilerrancan, On any
given day there are at least 250 Soviet
merchant ships in the Mediterrancan in
addition to a large number of fishing
vessels,” ! This repreaents approximately
10 percent of all shipping in the Medi-
terrancan. Clearly, the US.S.R. has a
legitimate interest in the Mediterrancan
as its primary maritime outlet to Asia,
Africa, and southern Europe.

The Suez Canal has a very special
importance for the U.S.S.R.5? Between
1960 and 1966 (the last year for which
complete figures are available), 1he
Soviet Union was the fastest growing
customer of the Suez Canal except
Japan. During that period, the U.S.S.R.
rose from 13th to scventh place among
canal users; Soviet tonnage through the
canal inercased fourfold, whilc that of
all other nations rosc by only 44 per-
cent. In 1966 Soviet cargo ships repre-
sented 7 percent of the total cargo
tonnage through the canal, reflecting an
incrcase of ncarly 300 pereent in 7
years, comparcd Lo un inerease of only
22 pereent for all other nalions.

These enormous growth rales are
generally consistent with the overall
increase in the size of the Soviet mer-
chant fleet which increased by 295
pereent in the same period; and very
relisble data indicate that Soviet mer-
chant tonnage will continue to rise very
rapidly through at least 1980, when the
Soviet merchant flect is expected to be
among the largest in the world, 1t is
therefore reasonuble Lo expeet thal
Sovict usage of the Suez Canal would

also have continued to rise propor-
tionately over the same period. Also,
the Soviet Fleet tends to be composed
of small ships which are ideal for canal
use, while much of the rest of the
world’s shipping is turning inercasingly
to very large bulk and container ships
which cannot transit the canal even
when empty. Thus, total Suex Canal
transits by Western nations would not
be expeeted to grow very rapidly and
could even reach a point of deeline
unless the size of the canal were in-
ercased enormously, whercas Soviet
commitments Lo South Asia and the Far
East could logically be expeeted to
continue to expand,

If we accept thal Soviet shipping
through the canal would have eontinued
Lo rise had the canal remained open, it is
then important to ask what price the
U.5.5.R. i8 being forced to pay as a
result of the closure of the canal, In
order Lo cstimate this cost, a simple
model of “typical” Sovict shipping has
been adopted which assumes average-
size [freighters of 6,000 Lons making a
serics of round-trip voyages between
Odessa in the Black Sca and Bombay,
India. This voyage, whieh represents a
useful midpoint between the nearer cast
Afriean ports and the more distant ports
of the Far East, can be measured in at
least two ways: voyage days or op-
crating costs. In terms of voyage days, it
requircs 16 days for a ship to travel
from Odessa 1o Bombay via the canal
and 41 days via the Cape of Good Hope
when the canal is closed, i.c., an addi-
tional 25 days in transil time, excluding
any port visits en roule. American
shipping coneerns estimate that it costs
approximately $2,500 per day to op-
cralc a cargo ship of this size. No
comparable figures are available for
Soviet merchant shipping, but a com-
parison of wages on Soviet and Western
ships of approximalely the same sizc
shows that Western wages are approxi-
matcly 2.5 times higher. 1f this differen-
tial is applied o the lotal operating
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TABLE I-ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST OF CANAL CLOSURE TO U.S.5.R. 1966-1880
{excluding tankers)

1966 1973 1980
Voyaga $ Voyage $ Voyage $
Days million Days million Days million
Canal closed 32,800 33-82 131,200 132-330 369,000 370-925
Canal open 12,800 18-40 61,200 70-160 144,000 200-360
Differential 20,000 15-42 80,000 62-180 226,000 170-5656

costs of a ship, il would indicate a daily
operating cost of $1,000 for a Sovict
merchant  ship. This latter figure is
considered Lo be quile conservative, but,
nevertheless, it should be uscful in
providing a lower limit. The cffeels of
the canal closnre are summarized in
tzblec L

The greal increase in voyage days
with the canal closed 1s, of conrse,
dircetly related to ship availability, At
shipping levels cqual to that of 1966,
for example, the Soviel commitments
south of Sucx could theoretically have
been fulfilled by operaling full-time
with 57 ships; to do the same job with
the canal closed would require the
full-time services of at least 133 ships.
Av projected 1973 requirements, 229
Soviet ships would he required with an
open canal and 533 ships with the canal
closed. By 1980 it could take an esti-
mated 643 ships if open and 1,500 ships
il clogsed to fulfill Sovict shipping nceds
south of the canal. At the beginning of
1967 the USSR, merchant fleet con-
sisled of 1,343 ships of all types. Thus,
over a period of time, the effect of the
Suez elosure will be cither to force a
much higher propottion of the Soviet
Fleet into the South Asia trade or else
to reduce commitments as the pressure
on ship availability becomes Loo intense.

The dollar figures in tahle 1 measure
only the operating expenses of Soviet
cargo lratfie. They do nol include any
eslimate of the added costs incurred by
redneed ship availability, and there is no
eslitmale of the porl [ees and expenses
for necessary port stops on Lhe longer
route, Sucz Canal tolls have been added

to the transiling unils, Lhus raising their
operating costs and redueing the dif-
ferential figure accordingly. However, it
is very probable that the U.S.5.R. is able
to discount its canal tolls against the
cnormous debt which Egypt owes Lo the
Soviet Union, thus increasing the attrac-
tiveness ol the Suez roule beyond that
gshown. Morcover, the table does not
inelnde any of the Soviet tanker traffic
which has been virtually eliminated by
the canal closure. This traffic was
largely conducted by small vessels on
rclatively short runs and cannot be
sustained cconomically with the canal
closed. Although impossible Lo mcasure
with any degree of aceuracy, many of
these hidden cosls are more significant
than the mere operaling costs of the
ships themsclves. Thercfore, al a con-
servative cslimale, il secms probable
Lthat the closure of the Sucx Canal cost
the U.S.S.R. $50-§150 million iu the
first year; that by 1973 the cost will
have risen Lo $150-$400 million annu-
ally; and by 1980 the eosl could theo-
retically bave grown Lo well over half a
billion dollars. per year, Although the
peculiaritics of Communisl  market
economies may well conceal the magni-
tude of these figures from cven Soviet
economists in the carly years of the
canal closure, the pressure on shipping
resources and the rapidly growing cosls
of Sonth Asian commerce will even-
wally be felt in the form of unpleasant
ceconomie decisions.

The eonclusion lo be drawn from
this analysis is very simple. Whercas
Western regnirements for the canal are
declining as a resnlt of the massive shift
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to very large tankers and cargo ships,
Soviet needs arc growing, The USSR,
is alrcady paying a high priee bolh in
monetary lerms and in lerms of pres
surcs on ils merchant (lect as a resull of
the elosure ol the Suez Canal, This priee
will inerease rapidly over time, and by
the end of the decade it could assume
proportiong which might be decisive in
the determination  of Soviel  policy
loward South Asia.

One side effect of the Sovict dilem-
ma which should be considered in Wesl-
ern policy is that when the canal cventu-
ally opens, Soviel shipping requirements
to South Asia will immediately be
halved. This will, in effleet, increase the
clfcetive size of Lhe Soviel merchant
fleect by a significanl percentage. This
sudden idleness of a large number of
ships will be a strong incenlive for Lhe
U.S5.5.R. o enter the world shipping
markels on a large seale al culrale
prices—a  phenomenon  which has al-
ready alarmed Weslern shipping con-
cerns. The longer the canal remains
elosed, the greater will be the effects of
its reopening in lerms of Soviel com-
pelition,

X X X x X

AL the presenl Llime the US.S.R.
docs nol rely on the resources of the
Middle Fast or Medilerrancan Lo any
significant degree. The Soviel Union is
sell-sulTicient in oil and in the past few
decades has functioned more often as a
compelilor than as a polential consumer
ol Arab petroleum. Soviel lrade with
the Middle Fast nations, with the single
exceplion ol Fgypl, comprises only a
liny [fraction ol the tolal volume of
regional trade, and the Soviel share docs
nol appear Lo be inereasing very rapidly
ilatalls?

This situation, parlicularly as regards
petroleum products, may change in the
coming decades, Soviel oil produclion is
scheduled Lo reach 630 million lons by
1980, while internal consumplion may

rise Lo 613-700 million tons, thus poten-
Lially transforming the U.S.8.R. [rom a
nel exporler lo a nonexporler or cven
limited importer of 0il.5* Morcover, as
Soviet oil produclion moves from the
Volga-Urals liclds Lo the new Siberian
ficlds, the ability of the USSR, o
provide oil Lo its Bastern Buropean allics
will decrcase, a [act which has prompted
Lhe Sovicls Lo reecommend that Eastern
Europe begin Lo look Lo the Middle East
und North Africa for its supply of crude
0il.*% Thus, quile apart from political
consideralions, il appears likely that the
Soviel Union and its Fastern Furopean
allics will develop an increasing inlerest
in Middle Fastern and north Alrican
oillields as a source of crude oil and
petroleum  products in the coming
decades.

X X X X X

The .5.5.R. has the same inlerest in
preventing a nuclear confronlation over
the Middle East as does the United
Stales, Soviel policies sinee 1967 have
scemed Lo refleel an awareness of that
fact, and Soviet diplomacy in the highly
charged almosphere of the Arab-lsracli
conflicl has gencrally been eharaclerized
by cautlion, counsel of moderation Lo its
Arab clients, and conlinuing emphasis
on lhe need Lo find a polilical rather
Lhan a mirll.ury solulion lo the Middle
lasl dilemma,

The margin of  mancuverabilily
available 10 the USSR, in the Middle
Vst conflicl is limited by the intransi-
genee ol ilts Arab proteges, and cach
clfort 1o lower the lemperature of the
erisis has cost the Russians a political
price. Soviel willinguess to participate in
the Four Power lalks was harshly de-
nounced by the Palestinian  guerrilla
organization Al-Fatah: *T'he U.5.8.R.
hag been maintaining an incorrect atli-
tude on the Palesline question and
disregarding the Palestinian  people’s
right Lo the whole of Palestine and their
sacred right Lo liberate their home-
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land. ... 7*% The Sovict Union, no less
than others belore iL, is a vietim of Lhe
nricompromising extremes of Middle
Eastern polities, and its evident desire Lo
avoid full-scale military conflicl in the
region mnst be viewed only as a de-
sirable moderaling inflnence, not aus a
gnarantee of snecess,

Onc aspeet of Soviet policy which
may bccome increasingly important is
its rivalry with China, In lacl, one
cxplanalion for Sovict stralegic concern
in Lhe Middle East and Mediterrancan is
the importance ol Lhe region as a roule
Lo the Indian Ocecan and Far East where
the Soviel Union 1s locked in an ideo-
logical and powcr struggle with Maoism.
In Junc 1969 the U.S.5,R. proposed “a
system of collective sccurity in Asia™7
which was immedialely interpreted by
the Chinese as “ . . . u general anti-China
syslem , . . suppressing  Lhe revolu-
tionary strnggle of the Asian people,™®
The ultimale shape or intention of a
Sovict-sponsored system of colleclive
sceurily in Asia is far from clear. Bul
Lthe fact thal such a proposal was made
al oll is indicalive of incrcased Soviel
interesl in Lhe area of South Asia aud
perhaps an indication of the dircction of
[uture Sovict efforts to combat Chinese
iufluenee in the nations along its south-
orn boundarics.

Analysis and Conclusions. I'rom this
cxamination of the stratcgic interests of
Russin and the Wesl in the Mediter-
rancan, it should be clear Lhal the
long-term objectives of Lhe major pro-
tagonists arc nol nccessarily incom-
patible. 1t is possible, however, Lo tden-
tify scveral arcas of polential conflict
where the dangers of miscaleulation on
the part of cither party could risk
serious confrontlalion,

The development of Sovict lines of
communication across Lhe Mediter-
rancan is inevilable as the U.S.S.R.
catablishes itsell as a major world power
with global cconomic and political in-
terests, and il poses no dircet threat Lo
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Weslern interests. However, the Sovict
Flcet, as it accompanics Sovict maritime
cxpansion, will find itself in Lhe same
walers as Western navics with increasing
oceasion for physical contact. Each flect
can be expecled Lo remain snspicions of
the other, with a consequent high level
ol intelligenee snryveillance; and repeated
cnconnlers of potentially hostile mili-
tary nnils will necessarily risk aceidental
conflicl, This risk can be minimized,
however, by the exercise of intelligent
reslraint by both parlies.

As Sovicl interests in the Mediter-
rancan and South Asia incrcase, the
restrictions of the Monlrenx Convention
are likely to become increasingly irri-
Lating and perhaps prompl a new Sovict
drive to revise Lhe 1930 agreement.
Preservation of the stalus quo in the
Turkish Strails has long been the sine
qua non of Western poliey in the castern
Mediterrancan, but the new nayal power
of the Soviel Union and the new almo-
sphere of détente belween Ankara and
Moscow conld create a sct of circum-
slanccs which would sorcly test the
unily and resolve of the Weslern Allies.

The prolonged closure ol the Suer
Canal is damaging lo Sovict intercsts;
the pressure on the U.S.5.R. to find a
means Lo reopen il is increasing and may
become intense wilhin the next few
years. Althongh this prohlem could
provide the grounds for serious dispute
or cven militury conlrontation, it is also
a faclor which can work o the advan-
tage of the Wesl, For the Sovict desire
to reopen the canal, together with the
obvious Egyptian inlerest in regaining
the hard currency income of canal tolls,
could provide the West its ruost impor-
tanl bargaining counter in the diplo-
matic scarch for a Middle Fast solulion.

The Sino-Soviel dispute, althongh
nol ol central importance in the de-
velopment of cvenls in the arca, is
nonetheless 2 signilicant clement in
Sovicl strategic concerns., {ts most im-
portant ¢lleel may be to rivel Russian
allenlion to the casl and make them less
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likely to risk a simultancous eonfronta-
tion in the west over less vital issucs, On
the other hand, the Chinese offer a
radical, non-Weslern alternalive  to
Sovict influence which may prove at-
traclive to 'Fhird World Nations or
partics who might come to fecl that
Sovict policy was loo confining. This is
true to some exlenl loday in the ranks
of the Arab guerrillas and is a sub rosa
factor in the development of political
groups within a nnmber of Arab slales.
It iz not likely to prevail over Soviet
geographic and economic advantages in
the area, but its radicalizing effect could
have an influcnce on Soviel policy
which would prohably be undesirable
from the Weslern point of view. 1L is
also possible that Chincse eompelilion
conld be cxploited by the Wesl in
certain circumstances o thwart Soviet
ambilions, bul this would he a risky
busingss at best,

X X X X X

If the Russiang are willing lo com-
pete for influence on the diplomatic
level within a framework of limited
detente, they pose no real threat Lo vital
Western intercsts. The imperatives of
cconomics will tend Lo insure continued
Weslern access to Middle Eastern oil,
cven presupposing a much larger degree
ol Sovict influence in the oil-producing
slatcs than is now present. Western
strategy, however, will have to deal with
two unplcasant facts which may domi-
nale the cvolution of cvents in the
1970’ the permancnl presence of
Soviet naval forces in the waters of the
Mediterrancan, and the possible hos
tility of nationalist Middle Fastern
states whose [oreign policies could well
coineide with those of the U.S.5.R, Of
the Soviet presence, as menlioned pre-
viously, there is no remedy short of
general war. Of the political hostility of
the Arab states, the postulated environ-
ment of diplomatic competition would
provide the most [avorable circum-

stances for Western mancuver and could
permil neutralizalion of Arab hostility
by diplomatic mcans, Thus, the sccurity
of Western interesls in the area may be
determined hy the wisdom and success
of Weslern diplomacy in mending rela-
uions with the Arab Siates,

The expreased Soviet desire to avoid
nuclear confrontation with the West is
the obvious precondition for any ex-
tended diplomatic competition in the
Third World, Lt is not, however, any
guarantee that conflict will be avoided.
On the eonlrary, the acceleraling rivalry
between East and West in the post-
colonial world will undoubtedly strain
the diplomalic abilities of all partics and
will occasionally risk confliet. The limils
of diplomatic compelition nnder the
nuclear umbrella have yet to be fully
defined, and the process of cxploring
this new territory of international rela-
tions may he precarious. The only
ground for optimism in [acl, is Lhe
mulual desire to avoid self-destruclion.

I is also possible, of course, to
postulate a highly aggressive Soviel
policy whercin the U.S.S.R. would
allempt lo imposc ils domination on
the states of the Middle Fasl and Mcdi-
terrancan. Such a “lorward strategy”
would require the introduction of So-
vict mililary forces inlo Lhose nations
and would probably involve dircet So-
vicl intervention in their internal alfairs.
The adoplion of such a policy by the
U.8.5.. would posc a dircet and dan-
gerous Lhreat to Western interests and
would creale a high risk of nuclear
confrontation.

Of the two possibilitics, the [ormer
strategy  of diplomatic competition
beurs the closcst resemblancee to Soviel
policy of the reeent past and is con-
sidered Lo be the more probable of the
two cxtremes. In praclice, Sovict policy
can probably be cxpeeted to incorpo-
rale clements of cither diplomatic com-
petition or a high-risk strategy in accor-
dance with the degree lo which they
feel their vital sccurily interests arc
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threatened by developments in the
region.

In the political arena of the Mediter-
ranean, there have been weaknesses and
lapses of judgment on the part of all
participants. The West, as a result of its
traditionally preeminent position, was
frequently able to overcome its faults
by smothering them in a cloak of
unchallenged power, but that day has
passed. One need only examine the
political price which has been exacted
from the Unised States as a result of its
miscalculation prior to the latest Arab-
Israell war to realize that a show of
force may no longer be the most ap-
propriate response to the quarrels of the
eastern Mediterranean. And the de-
clining influence of American power
and prestige in the region should be
evidence enough that the conventional
wisdom of the past is no longer a
reliable guide.

The Soviet Union, as a newcomer to
the region, was not burdened with the
colonial stigma which has so bedeviled
the West in its relations with the na-
tionalist regimes, and by offering an
alternalive to Western domination it was
able to achieve a position of consider-
able influence within less than two
decades. The U.S.S.R., however, came
to the area equipped with its own
peculiar set of ideological blinders. Al-
though Soviet tactics tend to be emi-
nently pragmatic, broader strategy is
often distorted by the philosophical
astigmatism  of traditional Marxist-
Leninist doctrine. Unfortunately for
those leaders in the Kremlin who per-
ceive their nation’s destiny in terms of
old-fashioned Russian imperialism, Marx
did not take into account the national
interests of the modern Soviet state
when formulating his theories of com-
munism, and that oversight has plagued
the Soviet bureaucracy almost from the
start,

The Arab nations are not hospitable
to communism, as demonstrated by the
almost total absence of Communist

Parties in even the most radical Arab
States. The personal values of the Arab
leaders reflect their middle-class origins,
and their vaguely formulated socialist-
reformist schemes must seem quaint
indeed to a generation of Soviet leaders
raised on the notion that all power
resides in highly disciplined revolu-
tionary cadres. Soviet theoreticians have
devised the formula of the “national-
democratic state” to explain away the
Arab phenomenon by identifying it as
an intermediate step between colonial
rule and the practice of true socialism.
But no doctrine is likely to conceal the
fact that the Soviets are ideologically
uncomfortable with the Arabs.

The Soviet Union has other problems
as well. No less than the West, it finds
itself on the horns of the Arab-Israeli
dilemma. It has legitimate interests in
the Mediterrancan and is anxious to
protect its economic and political in-
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vesimenis in the arca, To accomplish
this it has ecstablished a considerable
military foree in the region and has
adopted an uncguivoeal poslure in sup-
port of its Arab clients. Yet it does nol
exerl control over regional cvents, The
Arab guerrillas, who arc emerging as the
mosl imporlanl polilical influence in
the region, reluse Lo subordinate them-
selves Lo Sovicl conslraints, and Lhe
U.5.5R, finds itsell in the un-
comlortable position formerly reserved
[or its Western rivals of paying the piper
bul seldom being able 1o call the tunc.

This is the environment of the
1970’s. The lwo superpowers of the
20th cenlury are engaged in a rivalry for
political and economic influenee in the
Mediterranean, Both partics have legiti-
mate inleresls in Lhe area and have
deployed signilicant miilitary {orces lo
protect lhose interests. Yel ncither is
masler of the silualion nor ean expecl
to become so in the near future. Today,
no onc can “‘command” the Mediter-

rancan, and no one slate can reasonably
expecel Lo asserl ils exelusive dominalion
in the region. Rather, both powers must
be prepared Lo compele on essentially
cqual terms over a long period of time,
realizing (ull well that in such a compe-
tition there are no “winners.” There
may, however, be losers; for military
forees will be operating side by side in a
conlined area in the presence of a
volalile conllicl which is ocul of their
conlrol.

Ambassador Yosl, in his evalualion
of the origing of the 1967 Arab-lsracli
war, observed that, “the eontrol of
events slipped from everyone’s hands
and hmited deeisions hastily laken had
swvcpmg CONSEqUENees  no
sired.” ” Given the new realilies of the
power balance in the castern Mediter-
rancan, Lhe couscquences ol such an
aceidenlal conflict eould indeed be
devastating. And unfortunately there is
no guarantec that il will not happen

again,

one de-
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Circumstances have caused the Mediterranean Sea to play a
greater part in the history of the world, both in a commercial
and a military point of view, than any other sheet of water of
the same size. Nation after nation has striven to control it,
and the strife still goes on.
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