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"GEOPOLITICS: THE U.S. AND THE MIDEAST"
Remarks by
Max M. Kampelman
Anti-Defamation League
New York, N.Y.

December 8, 1979

Judaism and pacifism and Judaism and liberalism are not
strangers to one another. The very essence of Judaism stimu-
lates the flow of those values which abhor war and violence and
which produce compassion, understanding, charity and justice.

Nevertheless, it is also a basic concept of ancient
Jewish teaching that each of us not only has the capacity to
stretch and evolve into a higher dimension of self, into a more
God-like being, but we are also taught that there is in us, as
well, the capacity for evil, for cruelty, for injustice. The
Christian theologian Reinhold Niebuhr, called his book "Children
of LIght and Children of Darkness", and this dichotomy is based
on the Hebrew maxim that within each of us there is the "Yaitzer
hatov" and "Yaitzer hara", that in the heart there is that
which is good and that in the heart which is evil.

I introduce the subject of geopolitics in the Middle
East with this recollection of our faith, because I know how
difficult it is for any of us to measure our self-interest in
terms of armaments and defense.

Just as the Israelis have learned, however, that they

must recognize military danger when it exists and either resist



it or be defeated by it -- so must we, as American citizens,
understand that it is our duty to face the reality that the
Soviet Union today represents a significant military danger to
our security, to ourselves and to our values.

There is a story told of a man who ordered a pair of
pants from a tailor. It was not ready when he returned in a
week, nor was it ready in two weeks. When, after what appeared
to be endless visits to the tailor shop, the pair of pants was
finally finished, the man, in exasperation, asked the tailor:
"It took God only six days to make the world; why did it require
you six weeks to make this pair of pants?" The tailor walked
his customer to the front window, pointed to the outside, and
then quietly said: "Yes, but look at that world. And then
look at this fine pair of pants!"

A look at our world is not a pleasant sight. I intend
to do so now without eloquence or rhetoric, but more in the
nature of a report.

The Soviet Union has rapidly been arming to the teeth

at an unparalleled rate. &bis.today—rapiddybecoming the-
demiment—military—foree—in-the-werld. Its conventional mili-

oOvVELS us
tary power advantagedseems unquestioned, and experts have been

telling us during the recent Senate hearings on the ratifica-
tion of SALT, that by 1981, and for a number of years thereafter,
the Soviet Union will have a "window of opportunity", a decided

advantage in the strategic nuclear area as well.




2
- ~ .

We are aware of the dramatic extension of Soviet influ-
ence in the Horn of Africa, Afghanistan, Southern Africa, and
the Caribbean, matched by a declining American position in all
of these areas.

At the risk of being buried in detail, let me try to be
specific. The facts must be understood if our American society
ComPLAcCear BELIFR

is to be shaken out of the »e&heawegy that samehew the Soviet
Union does not represent a threat to the free world, because
the policies of detente proclaimed by Nixon and carried on by
Presidents Ford and Carter, when coupled with our undoubted
b Désreoy
capacity to #em every Russian city, will assure us peace.
Let us start with Europe. On October 8, Dr&w Middleton

Cowmevoafp . !
in The New York Times that the Warsaw Pact Nations "are

well ahead" of NATO. They deploy 71 divisions in Central and
Northern Europe as against 27 divisions in the West. They have
a total of more than 4,200 planes, as compared to about 2,000
NATO planes. THEY Fﬁ*‘"‘“*-_H\
Fhe-Warsaw-Ract-Natiens deploy more than 20,500 tanks
in that area of Europe, compared to 7,000 by the NATO nations.
Not only is the NATO force inferior in number, but it

AS WELL.
has lost the advantage it once had in #he quality efedwSwbanks:,

N A Fueruen
to-air and surface-to-surface missiles. -Lhdeedr-the decisive

element in today's Soviet military superiority in Europe is &he
Ty
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Sewiet advantage in medium-range ballistic missiles represented
by its 100 SS-20's and its more than 80 backfire bombers.

[ﬁATO today is flabby. The Russians are now in a posi-
tion to apply political pressure in Central and Eastern Europe
and to back that pressure by superior military forces. v%t is
estimated that the Russians are today able to deploy
more than 1,300,000 troops, 40,000 tanks, and 5,000 combat
aircraft tg:i;;ue European m.

British intelligence estimates that 30-40 Soviet air-
craft factories are producing annually more than 1,100 fighter
and bomber aircraft as compared to our 500;and more than 900
helicopters compared to our 200. Soviet tank production aver-
ages 3,000 a year, compared to our tank production of about

650. (New York Times, April 18, 1976)

Let me put this another way. The Soviets have 31 divi-
sions in East Germany, Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia, and
an additional 63 divisions within the European section of Russia.
This is to be compared with roughly 16 divisions which the
United States has scattered around the world.

- IVSERT
Traditionally, the Soviet Union has been looked upon as

an-essentiallf:land power. Since the 1960s, however, Russia
has committed itself to a massive program of submarine and
aircraft carrier construction, which has given it an immense
capacity for amphibious operations and for controlling sea-

borne commerce. The present Russian fleet has a naval force



level of more than 1,670 vessels; the total U.S. fleet is 418.
Since 1962, the Soviet Union has built four times as many ships
for its Navy as has the United States. They have 260 attack
submarines, compared to our 79. The U.S. Navy today has the

smallest number of ships since 1939.

N PIsPAR TY . . JERIavs .
This naval wnderstending is essential because the main
PRoJEcT

purpose of Soviet naval strength is to probeet its own power

and to cut our sea lines. Fhe—Soviet—tnion—is—tradi-tional-iy—a
Land-power. We are a world island, the center of a vast mari-
time alliance. We need the seas to reinforce our strength
overseas and to support our allies. We cannot isolate ourselves
from the rest of the world because of our need to import energy
and rare strategic minerals and eeles natural resources.

Reduced to its simplest form, we must be able to see
that g:r oil tankerX gets all the way from the Persian Gulf to
the port of New York, while the Soviet Union only has to sink
that tanker once.

Let me remind this audience that during the Yom Kippur
War we were only able to deploy 65 American warships to the
Eastern Mediterranean, facing 98 warships there. We did not
have a single U.S. Air Force aircraft available to support us,

because the allied air fields were not made available to us.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, had the capacity to attack

from the air fields of Egypt, Syria, Crimea and Yugoslavia.
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Admiral Zumwalt has written of that period: "I know of
no competent authority in the business at the time who did not
share my view that had we gone to war with the Soviet Union in
that confrontation, the United States Navy would have been
defeated." It was within that context that the Soviet Union

THAPF WE

demanded of the United States and-got_us—&e prevent the Israeli

Army from surrounding the Egyptian Third Army.

Czﬁg_situation in the Eastern Mediterraneéﬁ)sance the

. FURTHER ; AS
Yom Kippur Waﬁphasnéetgrlorated for us. This has.been drama-

tically illustrated by the sad picture of an aircraft carrier
having to be moved from as far away as the Philippines earlier
this year in order to demonstrate some strength and military
presence in the Middle East. The fact that we then sent it
steaming in circles in the South China seas only served to
heighten the impression of our impotence.

There are reports that the Administration is now pre-
pared to request from the Congress appropriations so that we
might finally have the capacity to organize a Middle East Task
Force should that ever be necessary. I remind you, in that
connection, that the Soviet Union has seven divisions of para-
troopers available as a vast intervention force anywhere in
Europe or the Middle East, in addition to its effective naval
forces, as compared to an American single airborne and single

air mobile division, both of which divisions are located in the

United States.



The dramatic unfavorable balance of military power in
the Middle East is further illustrated by a recent report from

Israeli intelligence sources (Washington Star, September 23,

1979, page 3). Those sources reported that the Soviet Union
recently carried out massive airlift manoeuvres around the
strategic Horn of Africa region. Elements of seven Soviet
combat divisions were airlifted from Southern Russian and
Bulgaria to air bases in Ethiopia and South Yemen.

These manoeuvres took place over a two-week period,
were extraordinarily successful and, at the conclusion, Soviet
Prime Minister Kosygin paid a visit to both South Yemen and
Ethiopia to commend those who participated in the exercise.

The Israelis report that the operation showed the capa-
city of the Soviet Union to extend its military power into the
vitat—areas—that-contain-the world's major shipping lanes for
Mid East oil. It appears as if Russia is now capable of air-
lifting two fully equipped elite armies to the tip of the Arabian
peninsula and the Horn of Africa in 36-72 hours.

The significance of this move is evident when we see
that there is today a major Soviet base in Libya, with some
3,000-5,000 Soviet instructors, officers and maintenance per-
sonnel; and that the Soviet Union, on October 25, entered into

Sr6 WIFICAATLY
a new Treaty of Friendship with South Yemen in effect,adding to

the 400 Russian personnel in that country, strengthening its



sophisticated communications and intelligence installations in
that country, insuring Soviet ability to use the strengthened
air and naval bases in that country, and increasingly inte-
grating the already effective South Yemen army into the
southern command of the Warsaw Pact operating out of Bulgaria.

It is no wonder that Saudi Arabia, responding to the
growing Soviet strength in the Middle East and the October 25
treaty with South Yemen, called a meeting of its neighboring
states to attempt a realistic and cooperative defense pact as a
response to that military threat. Present were the leaders of
Bahrain, Qatar, Kuwait, Oman and the United Arab Emirates.

We can assuMe that the lessons of Iran and the Shah
were not lost on the rulers of Saudi Arabia and its neighbors
on whose continued cooperation we are today dependent to meet
our energy needs.

It is necessary at this point to say a few words about

our energy crisis and the Middle East.

Until 1970, the historical price of o0il steadily declined

in real terms. When, in 1971, with the exquisite assistance of
our State Department, OPEC, under the leadership of the Shah
and Colonel Qaddafi, whiplashed the o0il companies and gained
muscle, the price of oil began steadily to increase, doubling
between 1971 and 1973. Following the October 1973 Whﬂ, the

price quadrupled; experts tell us, however, that the new price



levels were likely to have been reached in time with or without
the Yom Kippur War and the so-called embargo.

The embargo was not effective. There is no reason to
believe that OPEC can control the oil production of its member
states. Those elements of a cartel simply do not exist. A few
nations, primarily the Arabian sheikdoms, adjust their produc-
tion levels in order to set the price where they think it should
be, but the rest of OPEC primarily produces what it can and at
the highest price that they can get.

Between 1974 and 1978, the price of 0il again declined,
until this year when it suddenly went up again. There was no
economic justification for this recent rise other than the
uncertainty about supplies created by the Iran revolution. The
world was not short of oil. There were adequate stockpiles.
But there was uncertainty about future supplies.

: And here is the thrust of the problem. There is no
reason to believe that the uncertainty concerning oil supplies
will end.

This is our problem and this problem is totally irrele-
vant to the conflict between Israel and the Arabs, John Connally
to the contraryy notwithstanding. Peace between Israel and its
Arab neighbors is essential and desirable in its own right, but
we would be deluding ourselves if we thought that the peace

would assure either stable o0il prices or a secure supply.
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The stability of supply is threatened by the internal
divisions within the Arab and Moslem world. Iran, where the
Arabs in Khuzestan could well try to secede from Khomeini is a
cauldron of instability. The Kurds, who control much of the
oil in Iraq, could try to get that away from Irag. The Iragis
could challenge Kuwait or Iran or Syria. 1Iran can assert its
rights to Bahrain. The rivalries are endless.

But equally important, where there is unbelievable
wealth right next to abject poverty; where you have feudal
structures adjacent to marxist movements; there you have
instability.

And we must not forget that one or two ships accurately
sunk in the Straits of Hormuz by unknown terrorists could effec-
tively serve to disrupt the supply of o0il to the West in a most
devastating manner.

Whether military force can achieve stability in the
Middle East is open to serious question. But it is highly
unsatisfactory to know that the military option is not even
available to us as an option for consideration or negotiation.
It is no wonder that there are many in the world today who
erroneously perceive our nation as a declining one. And, in
that connection, I feel forced to observe that a nation that
has no serious response when three of its ambassadors are mur-

dered in Cyprus, Sudan and Afghanistan; and then orders the



marinefguarding its Embassy in Iran to surrender to a mob with-
out a fightyshould not be surprised when other mobs treat those
embassies and our diplomats with disrespect.

What does all this mean? Any examination of the world
which acts on the assumption that the cold war has been re-
placed by some hopeful spirit of detente is tragically misleading
and self-deluding.

The Soviet Union has always been clear about the meaning
of detente. Izvestia has written that detente "gave a powerful
impuse to the national liberation movement of colonial and
oppressed peoples". (November 30, 1975) There is every reason
to suspect that the Soviet union has viewed detente as a device
to create a spirit of euphoria and relaxation in the United
States which would accelerate the "shift in the coalition of
forces". The Soviet leadership has never hidden its belief
that this shift means providing it with a superiority in strate-

gic weapons and conventional forces.

Finally, no discussion of the geopolitics of today can
omit reference to the United Nations and the extent to which it
is today an institution conquered by the PLO, working in harmony
with the Soviet Union to attack and undermine America's reputa-
tion, strength and standing in the world. A recent article on
this subject by our own William Korey presents that case impres-
sively and supports well the conclusion of Senator Moynihan,
who called the United Nations a "dangerous placet where totalitarian

and authoritarian ideologies threaten to submerge the Western
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humanist concepts that gave birth and meaning to that world
body.

I not only refer to Israel's tenuous role in that body,
where never, since the mid '60s, has an Israeli ever been selected
as an officer in the plenary session of the General Assembly or
any of its committees. The Security Council has never denounced
Arab or PLO terrorism, but the U.N. General Assembly has adopted

66 resolutions carying an anti-Israel thrust.
a : ; £ &) b e 3 3
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The General Assembly of the United Nations today is
composed in the main of mini-states who, in Professor Hans
Morgenthau's words, "are lacking in all or most attributes of
nationhood . . . and who could not exist even in their precar-
ious state without foreign subsidies.”

There are today 152 member states in the United Nations,
70 of whom contribute only 1/100th of 1% each to the United
Nations budget -- a sum of $57,210. An additional 15 countries
pay 1/50th of 1% each. More than 1/2 of the member nations pay
a total of only 1-3/4% of the total United Nations budget. (I
learned, incidentally, that a delegate making a 1/2 hour speech

costs the United Nations $6,000.)
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What about Saudi Arabia and its great wealth? It pays
the same to the 5—%'— as Israel does, 1/4 of 1% of the total
budget. And Saudi Arabia has a surplus of almost $20 billion
in its balance of payments, as compared to Israel's deficit of
several billion dollars. 1In fact, all of the nine Arab oil-
producing countries contribute together less than 1% of the
total U.N. budget, and the contribution of the entire Arab
world is about 1-1/4%.

Yet, these states, who do not pay their way, combine
with the mini-states of the world, stimulated by the Soviet
Union, and amass the majority which createsGeneral Assembly
committees, equates Zionism with racism and constantly undermines
the United States, our values, and our standing in the world.

And who pays for these diatribes, for those speeches of
hate and bigotry? Who pays for this safe harbor for large
numbers of KGB agents? It is the United States that pays 25%
of the total budget compared, incidentally, to the 11.6% paid
by the Soviet Union. I suggest this requires some serious
rethinking.

It is not my intent with these comments this morning to
convey to you a sense of pessimism or a sense of defeatism.
Indeed, my personal philosophy and my convictions are to the

contrary.
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Most importantly, there is unequivocal public opinion

| data now becoming increasingly evident to the effect that
Americans are beginning to understand both the nature of the
growing Soviet military strength, as well as the nature of our
international responsibilities. Professor Sam Huntington, of
Harvard, reports that 66% of the American people now believe
that we have fallen behind the Soviet Union in power and in
influence -- and they are unhappy with this relative decline.
dn_connectien—with-this., 2;ere is clear support for added mil-
itary force and for the related instruments necessary to sup-
port a firmer stand against the Soviet Union. iﬁ::g than 15% of
the public now believes we are spending too much on military
defense. The American people are not prepared to entrust their
destiny to a world in which the Soviet Union has dominant

military force.

The Wall Street Journal on November 7th, reported a

gain in public support for the proposition that the United
States should come to the defense of our major European allies
with military force in the event that the Soviets attack. There
is support for increasing our NATO commitment. There is major-
ity support for our country's maintaining a dominant position

as the world's most powerful nation, and—fer—imcreasing-defense
spending.




We must also appreciate as we analyze our position in
the world that the economy of the Soviet Union is significantly
weak. Their economic and social system is a failure. It is in
the military and related areas that they excel. Russia#t has
been spending more than 15% of its general gross national
income on military expenditures.

Up until now, the West has been of significant assis-
tance to the Soviet Union in its difficult task of excessively
spending for military strength and at the same time attempting
to meet its consumer requirements. We have helped with exten-
sive grain supplies. We have helped by providing sophisticated
technology. Wﬁ have helped with large-scale, long-term Western
government loans, at low interest rates,‘And we have been doing
all of this without receiving political concessions in return.

In that connection, I quote from a memorandum dictated
by Lenin on the relations which should obtain between the
Soviet Union and capitalist states:

"... the so-called cultured strata of Western

Europe and America are incapable of understand-

ing either the present position of things or

the real state of relative power. These strata

should be regarded as deaf-mutes and our be-

havior towards them should be based on this

assumption.... The deaf-mutes will believe

usS.... The capitalists of the whole world

and their governments will shut their eyes

to the kind of activities on our side that I
have referred to and will in this manner become



- 16 -

not only deaf-mutes but blind as well. They

will open up credits for us which will serve

for the purpose of supporting Communist parties

of their countries. They will supply us with

materials and technology which we lack and will

restore our military industry, which we need

for our future victorious attacks upon our

suppliers. 1In other words, they will work hard

in order to prepare their own suidice."

(Detente, edited by G. R. Urban, Temple Smith

England.)

A West determined to reassert its strength and to chal-
lenge the growing might of the Soviet Union for the sake of
securing our humanitarian values must understand that it has
strong economic, political and ideological weapons at its com-
mand today even in the face of the present military imbalance.

We have an immense reservoir of good will in the world.
The governments of Western Europe, China, Japan and many other
countries and the peoples of most of the world recognize that
their security interests and our own are indivisible and that
their hopes and aspirations are inseparable from ours. What
the world looks for is a feeling of firm leadership and under-
standing from us.

Our record as a seeker of peace cannot be challenged,
for it is we in recent years who have unilaterlly restrained
our defense spending without asking for commensurate reductions
from the Soviet Union.

We know that we do not threaten world peace with expan-

sionist activities. We know that we are not a racist or a
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colonial power. We know that we have moved further and faster
in eliminating racism in our country than any multi-racial
society in the history of the world.

There is no need for us to be embarrassed or apolo-

getic with respect to the third world¥ Qgimilarly, we must not
(rt;;:fuse our friends and those who support us by encouraging

our and their enemies. We must not be misled by the rhetoric

of popular liberalism where it is not accompanied by the reality
of democracy. Insurgency is not evidence of widespread popular

discontent. Totalitarianism is no friendlier to us or more help-

ful to its citizens because it surrounds itself in the rhetoric

of freedom. /Liberal idealism is not masochism and there is no

requirement for us to engage in self-flagellatioQ;7
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Irving Kristol, in a recent issue of The Wall Street

Journal(il/26/79), urged that we ceudd-ondy-face—the—31980s—and
t i confront me-during this forthcoming

or rur /%’y By e
decadq\iﬁ—we understang the primacy of foreign policy over domes-

tic policy. The issue of inflation, he urges, is no longer the
most important problem facing our nation today{in that it cannot
be solved solely within a domestic economic context. It is
military rearmament within the context of our international
responsibilities that must be our first priority; and meeting
that priority and our responsibilities will have beneficial eco-
nomic, as well as political, repercussions.

What is necessary and hopefully inevitable is an American
foreign policy in which power and the readiness to use it will

play a far more central role than has ever been the case in our
e

history.

Only with strength and determination can we hope to

avoid war and achieve the peace which we and the world must have
to survive; and only with that strength can we then succeed in
our efforts to achieve a mutual de-escalation and disarmament
that will draw our attention away from the primitive notions of

nation-state rivalries and toward a new international order.
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Just as the Israelis have learned
that they must recognize military danger
when it exists and either resist or be
defeated by it -- so must we. as Americang
citizens and supporters of Israel, under-
stand that the Soviet Union today represents

”iri"ht

a significant military dangexr to our security
and values.

There are reports that the Adminis-
tration is now prepared to request appropria-
ions so that we might finally have the capacity
to organize a Middle East Task Force  should
that again be necessary. We must remember,

REéAoRTs0LY
in that connection, that the Soviet Union_ has
seven divisions of paratroopers available as
a vast intervention force anywhere in Europe
or the Middle East, in addition to its effect-
ive naval forces, as compared to America"s
single airborne and single air mobile divis-

.5
ions, both of which are located in the Umited

Stabkes..

(more)
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The—fact_is—tyzt the Soviet Union has
been arming to the teeth at a rate unparalle-
led in world history. 1Its conventional milit-
ary power advantage seems unaquestioned. In
addition, experts reported during the recent
Senate hearings on the ratification of SALT
that by 1981, and for a number of years
thereafter, the Soviet Union will have a

Flasr s e
"window of opportunity," a decidednadvant—
age over the U.S. in the strategic nuclear
area as well.

The dramatic unfavorable balance of
military power in the Middle Rast is further

illustrated by a recent report from Israeli

intelligence sources (Washington Star, Sept-

ember 23, 1979), statingthat the Soviet—
Union-reeently -earried out massive airlift

manoeuvers—around_the strategic Horn of-
[9 1 P f Py > ,1» --T"'

AfricaTregien. Flements of seven Soviet
~

combat divisions were airlifted from Southern
Russia and Bulgaria to air bases in Ethiopia
and South Yemen ,where manoeuvers took place
over a two-week period. At—their——conciusion—

(more)
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Soviet Prime-Minister Kosygin paid a v-isg
teo—both—South Yemen—and Ethiopia to-commend
those Wwho participated—in the-exercise.-

— Accordtng"ta—the—Israeii~report;Eg;E%”
operation showed the capacity of the Soviet
Union to extend its military power into the
world's major oil shipping lanes. Ft—appears
as—i+f Russia-is now capable of airlifting two
fully equipped elite armies to the tip -of the
Arabian peninsula and the Horn of Africa in
36—to—72-hours.

The significance of this move is evid-
ent when we see that there is today a major
Soviet base in Libya, and that the Soviet
Union, on October 25, entered into a new
Treaty of Friendship with South Yemen. This

) ) EXbv
adds significantly to the 488 Russian per-

sonnel in that countrydagg}engtheﬁps its
sophisticated communications and intelligence
installations there, and—insures Soviet—abitity—
to—use—strengthened-air and nmaval bases-there.
It also integrates the already effective South

Yemen army into the southern command of the

Warsaw Pact operating out of Bulgaria.

(more)
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Responding to this growing Soviet
)(ilitary strength in the Mjddle East, Saudi
Arabia called a meeting of neighboring states
to attempt a realistic cooperative,defense
pact. Present were the leaders of Bahrain,

o .

Oatar, Kawait, Oman and the United Arab

rr—

Emirates, o~ ol evwn

fhe lessons of Iran and the Shah can
hardly be lost on the rulers—of Saudia-Arabia-
and—tts neighbors, on whose continued cooper—
ation we are today dependent to meet our en@rgy
nee&®— Nor is there reason to believe that
the uncertainty concerning oil supplies, dram-
atized by the current Iran crisis, will end.

VLU s

It must be noted bhg\problem'}s totally irr-
elevant to the conflict between Israel and
the Arabs, Joha—GConnally to the contrary
notwithstanding. Peace between Israel and
its Arab neighbors is essential and desirable
in its own right, but we would be deluding
ourselves if we thought that such a peace
would assure either stable oil prices or

a secure supply.

(more)
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The internal divisions within the Arab
and Moslem world pose the greatest threat. In
Iran, a cauldron of instability, the Arabs
in Khuzestan could well try to secede from
Khomeini. The Kurds, who control much of the
oil in Iraq, could try to get that away from
Irag. The Iraqis could challenge Kuwait or
Iran or Syria. Iran can assert its rights
to Bahrain. The rivalries are endless, and

 or. ships accurately sunk in the

Straits of Hormuz by unknown terrorists
Of CywrRer ©OF THE fmmn By v~rQ grwiy FH(CR)

ncould effectively serve to disrupt the

supply of oil to the West in a most devast-
ing manner.

Whether military force can achieve
stability in the Middle East is open to
serious question. But it is highly unsatis—
factory to know that the military option
is not even available to the U.S. for con-
sideration or negotiation. Small wonder
that many in the world today erroneously
perceive our nation as a declining one. In
that connection, I feel forced to observe
that a nation that has no serious response
when three of its ambassadors are murdered
(in Cyprus, Sudan and Afghanistan), and

(more)
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then orders the marines gquarding its FEmbassy
in Iran to surrender to a mob without a
fight should not be surprised when other
mobs stimulated by RLO. agitators and Soviet
encouragement treat American embassies and
diplomats with disrespect,

What does all this mean? Any analysis
which assumes that the cold war has been
replaced by some hopeful spirit of detente
is tragically mislteadinmg—and self-deluding.

The Soviet Union has always been clear

about the meaning of detente seeing it as

having‘givan*“aﬁpewarfulhimpulse to the-

f colomiak
~end—oppressed—peop¥g524+izvestiarﬂNovember-
3019757, % as*aﬁgevice to create a spirit
of euphoria and relaxation in the U.S. which
would accelerate the "shift in the coalition
of forces." The Soviet leadership has never
hidden its pelief that such a shift mginafJ
providiﬁg—the U.S.S.R. with a superiority

in strategic weapons and conventional forces.

(more)
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Fortunately, Americans are now begn—-
‘ ’ ning to understand both the nature of the
growing Soviet military strength, as wéli d
as the nature of our international res-
ponsibilities. According to Professor Sam
Huntington, of Harvard, some 66 percent of
the American people now believe that we

have fallen behind the Soviet Union in

power and #n influence -- and are unhappy
with this relative decline. There is clear
support for added military force and for

the related instruments necessary to support
a firmer stand against the Soviet Union.
Fewer than 15 percent of the public now

believes we are spending too much on mil-

itary defense.

Moreover, 1&3:‘Wa11 Street Journal, "
G =

s
November 7) /reperted a gain in public :>

)"\.(—; ")—‘--"“v—h l":\‘ )"":"“' e
supporg\for the proposition that the U.S.

should come to the defense of its major
European allies with military force in

o T &
the event that=ele Sovietg attack. There
is support for increasing our NATO commit-

ment and for our country's maintaining a

dominant position as the world's most

powerful nation. President Carter's

(more)
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recent call for 4.5 percent increasesin U.S.
military budgets for five years (N.Y. Times,
December 13 1979) is a clear indication e£f-
recogrritton of this same concern.

We must also appreciate the fact that
the Soviet Union's economic and social system
is a failure. It excels instead in the mili-
tary and related areas spending more than
15 percent of its general gross national
income on military expenditures.

Up until now, the Wes: has been of
significant assistance to the Soviet Union
in attempting to meet its consumer require-
ments, We have helped by providing extensive
grain supplies, sophisticated technology,
and large-scale, long-term Western govern-
ment loans, at low interest rates. And
we have been doing all of this without
receiving political concessions in return.

Since America's great strength is inm—
food production, wé& have here a weapon of
pawer and influence that has been under-

appreciated and undervalued.
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we must under-

In the coming decades
stand the primacy of foreign over domestic
policy. The most important problem facing
our nation today is military rearmament
within the context of our international
resposibilities, which must be our first
priority.
what is necessary is an American

foreign policy in which power and the
readiness to use it will play a far more
central role than has ever beéi;é;evaaae
in our history. Only then can we hope 'fﬁ
to_avoid—war and achieve the peace which
we and the world mﬁstuh;§§;£e;;u;viuer
only with that strength can we succeed

in our efforts to achieve a mutual de-

escalation and disarmament that will draw

our attention away from the primitive

notions of nation-state rivalries and

toward a new international order.
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GEOPOLITICS:
The U.S. and the Middle East
by Max M. Kampelman
Max M. Kampelman, a Washington, D.C. attorney, also holds a Ph.D in

political science. He is chairman of the Anti-Defamation League's
newly created International Affairs Committee.

Just as the Israelis have learned that they must recognize
military danger when it exists and either resist or be defeated by it --
so must we, as American citizens and supporters of Israel, understand

| that the Soviet Union today represents a significant military threat to
our security values.

There are reports that the Administration is now prepared to
request appropriations so that we might finally have the capacity to
organiie a Middle East Task Force, should that again be necessary. We
must remember, in that connection, that the Soviet Union reportedly has
seven divisions of paratroopers available as a vast intervention force
anywhere in Europe or the Middle East, in addition to its effective naval
forces, as compared to America‘s single airborne and single air mobile
divisions. both of whi:h are located in the U.S.

Indeed, the Soviet Union has been arming to the teeth at a rate
unparalleled in world history. Its conventional military power advantage

seems unquestioned. 1In addition, exnerts reported during the recent Senate

| (more)
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hearings on the ratification of SALT that by 1981, and for a number
of years thereafter, the Soviet Union will have a "window of opportunity,"
a decided first strike advantage over the U.S. in the strategic nuclear
area as well.

The dramatic unfavorable balance of military power in the Middle
East is further illustrated by a recent report from Israeli intelligence

sources (Washington Star, September 23, 1979), stating that elements of

seven Soviet combat divisions were airlifted from Southern Russia and
Bulgaria to air bases in Ethiopia and South Yemen, where manoevres took
place over a two-week period. That operation showed the capacity of the
Soviet Union to extend its military power in-:o the world's major oil
shipping lanes.

The significance of this move is evident when we see that there
is today a major Soviet base in Libya, and that the Soviet Union, on
October 25, entered into a new Treaty of Friendship with South Yemen.
This adds significantly to the 400 Russian personnel in that country and
strengthens its sophisticated communications and intelligence installations
there. It also integrates the already effective South Yeﬁen army into the
Southern command of the Warsaw Pact operating out of Bulgaria,

Responding to this growing Soviet military strength in the Middle
East, Saudi Arabia called a meeting of neighboring states to attempt a
realistic coorerative defense pact. Present were the leaders of Bahrain,
Qatar, Kuwait, Oman and the United Arab Emirates, on whom the lessons of
Iran and the Shah can hardly be lost. The rulers of Saudi Arabia and its
neighbors are meaningful factors in our energy needs. Nor is there reason
to believe that the uncertainty concerning oil supplies, dramatized by
the current Iran crisis, will end. It must be noted that this problem is
totally irrelevant to the conflict between Israel and the Arabs. Peace
between Israel and its Arab neighbors is essential and desirable in its

own right, but we would be deluding ourselves if we thought that such a

peace would assure either stable oil prices or a secure supply.

(more)
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MOSLEM INSTABILITY .

The internal divisions within the Arab and Moslem world pose the
greatest threat. In Iran, a cauldron of instability, the Arabs in
Khuzestan could well try to secede from Khomeini. The Kurds, who con-
trol much of the oil in Iraq, could try to get that away from Iraq.

The Iragis could challenge Kuwait or Iran or Syria. Iran can assert

its rights to Bahrain. The rivalries are endless, and some ships accurately
sunk in the Straits of Hormuz by unknown terrorists, or control of the
Straits by unfriendly forces, could effectively serve to disrupt the supply
of oil to the West in a most devastating manner.

whether military force can achieve stability in the Middle East is
open to serious question. But it is highly unsatisfactory to know that
the military option is not even available to the U.S. for consideration
or negotiation. Small wonder that many in the world today erroneously
perceive our nation as a declining one. In that connection, I feel forced
to observe that a nation that has no serious response when three of its
ambassadors are murdered (in Cyprus, Sudan and Afghanistan), and then orders
the Marines guarding its embassy in Iran to surrender to a mob without a
fight should not be surprised when other mobs stimulated by P.L.O.
agitators and Soviet encouragement treat American embassies and diplomats
with disrespect.

what does all this mean? Any analysis which assumes that the cold
war has been replaced by some hopeful spirit of detente is tragically
self-deluding.

The Soviet Union has always been clear about the meaning of detente, r
seeing it as a device to create a spirit of euphoria and relaxation in the
U.S. which would accelerate the "shift in the coalition of forces." The
Soviet leadership has never hidden its belief that such a shift could
provide the U.S.S.R. with a superiority in strategic weapons aid conventional

forces.

GROWING AWARENESS
Fortunately, Americans are now beginning to understand both the

nature of the growing Soviet military strength as well as the nature

(more)
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of our international responsibilities. According.o Professor Sam
Huntington, of Harvard, some 66 percent of the American people now
believe that we have fallen behind the Soviet Union in power and influence ==
and are unhappy with this relative decline. There is clear support for

added military force and for the related instruments necessary to support

a firmer stand against the Soviet Union. Fewer than 15 percent of the

public now believes we are spending too much on military defense.

Moreover, a gain in public support has been reported (Wall Street
Journal, November 7) for the proposition that the U.S. should come to
the defense of its major European allies with military force in the event
of a Soviet attack. There is support for increasing our NATO commitment
aid for our country's maintaining a dominant position as the world's most
powerful nation. President Carter's recent call for 4.5 percent increases
in U.S. military budget for five years (N.Y. Times, Decembgr 13, 1979) is
a clear indication of this same concern.

Up until now, the West has been of significant assistance to the
Soviet Union in attempting to meet its consumer requirements. We have
helped by providing extensive grain supplies, sophisticated technology,
large-scale, long-term Western government loans, at low interest rates.
And we have been doing all of this without receiving political concession
in return for our financial material assistance.

In the coming decades we must understand the primacy of foreign
over domestic policy. The most important problem facing our nation today
is military rearmament within the context of our international responsi-
bilities which must be our first priority.

What is necessary is an American foreign policy in which power
and the readiness to use it will play a far more central role than ever
before in our history. Only then can we hope to achieve the peace which
we and the world need. Only with that strength can we succeed in our
efforts to achieve a mutual deescalation and disarmament that will draw

our attention away from the primitive notions of nation-state rivalries

and toward a new international order.
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