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The Globalist Research Foundation

3101 Clifton Avenue o Cincinnati, Ohio 45220 - :(513) 221-1875 -

Dr. Ellis Rivkin, President

Jan. 30, 1981

Dear Mark,

It was so good talking with you and I am delighted that
you are planning to have me share my "globalist" views with seme
appropriate Uroup some time soon. I do appreciate your 1nterest
and your backing

I am enclsong the following:

1. A copy of the Proposal for the Globalist Research
Foundation which states briefly the basic hypotheses which underline.
our research and the kind of funding we need,. :

or A copy‘of the October/Nov. 1977 Globalist which
documents our working hypotheses and which I urge you to read with
‘great care, since all subsequent analyses presume that our readers
have studied the. documentation of our basic assumptions. I regret
that mémeographing leaves much to be desired, The Feb., 78 issue is
also vital for its documentation of Britain as a superpower,’

3. Other copies of the Globalist among which I
draw your sp801a1 attention to our Khomeini Feb. 1979 issue which
regrettably is printed in a type which -leaves much to be. desired,
especially the footnotes. Our 0il. Slick issue and Punding the Dolixr
are highly relevant.,,

4, A copy of my paper “Anulsemltlsm in the New
Testament" which I gave for Oesterreicher ghis Fall.

I am looking forward to hearing from you as soon as you
have found a group and a date for the sharing of my "globules.

With friendship and appreciation always
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THE GLOLALIST WEWSLETTER

-*-+  Cincinnati, Ohio
Wovember 21, 1977

vear Friends:
Tnis is a very special issue of .the ilewsletter.

Wihen we first began preparing this issue, we had a simple goal:
to reassure our readers that the U.S. commitment to Israel was an
absolute commitment and that there had been no change in American
policy. :

It soon became evident, however, that such a reassurance would
be credaible ouly to the degree that we could demonstrate with com-
pelling documentation the following postulates:

_ 1. Statecraft goes nand-in-hand with stagecraft; hence the
images planted in our heads are not true pictures of what is
actually taking place.

_ ¢. Tae prevailing image of the Soviet Union as a superpower
is false, and the Soviet navy is a navy only in the sense that it
aas armed floatables anu immersibles.

5. The prevailing image of Great Britain as a mini-power is
false, ‘

4. The threat to Israel in the .iiddle East derives from
Great britain and not from the Soviet Union.

5. The '50 war, tihe Six-day War and the Yom Kippur War were
wars waged by the uUnited. States, with the help of Israel, Egypt
and Syria to undermine Britaiu's power and influence in the [Middle
East aud to ciampion the principle thnat the narrow straits, channels
and waterways of the world be open to all nations, including Israel,
for free and innocent passage.

6. The struggles in the iiiddle East are reflective of a global
civil war between two incompatible forms of capitalism--nation-state
imperialism (Great Britain) and developmental transnational global
Capitalism (United States)--a civil war which binds Israel to the
united States and the united States to Israel with bonds of enduring
self-iaterest.

nence, tuis issue of tne iewsletter became the special issue
that it is. Every effort has been made to underwrite each of the
avove postulates witin evidence drawn from the foremost statesmen
of our age, from those responsible for Jecisive decision-making,
from tihose who hhave had access to critical knowledge and hard facts,
aud from the patterns elicited from the structure of action in con-
trast to patterns elicited from the structure of rhetoric.
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Tuis issue is vital for all fucure .iewsletters since it will be
referrea to wineanever tiue overall theoretical postulates are required
for uauerstanaingz tue ongoing aanaiyses of contemporary events.

As witi all Globalist l.ewsletters, nothing in this Hewsletter
aay V€ Treprouuceu, eicher iu wihole or in part, without written per-
missiou from tne editers. g T LA

Wicn tnis issueswe yegin oar.cfforts, on an experimental basis,
to puovlisu the uewsletter with.some .degree of regularity. The syc-
cess of tuls experimeat is dependent not only upon the commitment...

of tne editors, but on the response¢ which we receive from our
reauers.

Fatting out tne uewsletter is. not an easy taSm. It involves
tremeudous effort aad consideravle time. The editors are willing.
to expend tuis effort aud to give this time. But you, our friends,
are tu€ Oouly oues wao will determine whether or not this effort and
energy are of vaiue to you, and whether or not you will be willing
TO0 support its continuatiou, ‘

Witih tue uope tuat.this issue will reveal for you the few points
of vrutu waici tne fog of information aud the clouds of testimony
opscure, we eagerly await your critical reactions.

Witu every best wisih and fondest regards,

Sincerely,

E1llis Rivkin,  Editor
Ry

Connie Yaffe, M;ﬁagihg Editor
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~ A Privately Circulated Newsletter~
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. Ellis &1vk1n bd1tor
--Lonnle bie Yaffe, uamagln"—r bdltor

dear Frzends

In order to make the: uewsletter as nelpful as we know how, we

.. nave decided tnat 1t would be optlmal to publlsh supplementary

-Nuwsletters whenever the fasL-mOV1ng pace of events require qulck

" apuating of our analyses,,especially wiiere the fate of Israel is
concerned. Such an up&ating-is_certainiy'in-order'fﬁllowing on .the
joint vu.S.-Soviet declafation with ité ﬁudgiﬁg of Israel, the Arhb
staces and the Palestinians towards a Geneva conference. Since this
joint declarationlhas tossedlthe American Jewish community into tur-
moil, if ndf panic; and since Carter has once again demonstrated

ais mastery of tﬁe'"blur," we feel that our readers ought to Be

apprised of how we amnalyze wnat is going on.

Copyright (C) 1977, by Ellis Rivkin
All Rights Reserved
Reduplication is not permitted in any form without
tiie written permission of the publisher.



Statecraft and Stagecfaft

The major regenerative source of the periodic panics of the
American Jewish community with respect to Middle East crises is the
underlying assumption that America's commitment to Israel is precari-
ous and largely contingent on the political clout of the American
Jewish community. There is little faith in the notion that American
long-range interests necessitate an absolute commitment to Israel, a
commitment which is fundamentally independent of there even being an
American Jewish community or an Israeli society populated by Jews.
American Jewry shrinks from the thought that it might very well be
that tihe United States might well nave underwritten Israeli state-
hood for the very same reasons that the United States underwrote the
transformation of the German and Japanese nations from utter defeat,
aumiliation and degradation to the economic and: political: showpieces
of the Western world. The resurrection of Germany surely did not
come from tine political clout wielded by Americans of German descent.
dor is anyone likely to attribute the rebuilding of Japan to the
loobying of Japanese-Americans who, at the end of World War II, were
only too happy that they were released from protective custody. The
decision of ‘the United States to rebuild West: Germany and Japan was,
along with the decision to launch the Marshall Plan, followed from
a blueprint for a restructured global community committed to .economic
development and, hopefully, a transnational community of autonomous,
though not  fully sovereign, nation-states.: The supposition that. the
United States might view the emergent state of Israel as an equiva-
lent beachhead of:development in the Middle East has rarely occurred
to most American Jews. Instead, the American Jewish community has
looked upon the:State of Israel as largely a creation:of the effective
political pressure of the American Jewish community. Consequently,
every crisis. im: the iliddle East has frightened the American Jewry
because tney ciung to the belief that the United States would abandon
Israel simply because the calculus of political clout on the Ameri-.
can scene may have altered: a President might feel that the Jewish
vote was.not that essential, Congressmen might sense that: other
constituencies would further their political ambitions more expe-
ditiously®%sraeli lobbies might garner more financial support, Arab
propaganda might prove more alluring, the media might take a fresh
look.  The fate of Israel was-always seen dangling on the edge of
uncertainty, since Israel's existence was not an absolute commitment
of the American elite, irrespective of the.changing political-alle-
giancies of the occupants of the White ilouse. American Jewry was
always agitated on the eve of Presidential elections lest the wrong
candidate be voted in.



This failure to recikon with the possibility.that the long-range
interests of the United States necessitate an absolute support to a
viable Israel stems from an even more fundamental misperception of
the sources of foreign policy. Not only Jews, but even political
scientists of note, have nurtured the illusion that foreign policy
is overwhelmingly determined by the personal views of the President
or the Secretary of State, and that it is susceptible to alteration
and change merely because one political party has bested another.
Failing to note the continuity of foreign policy, which transcends
_political party differences, a goodly number of even sophisticated
commentators delight in exposing the seeming incompetence of Presidents
and Secretaries of State. Again and again the impression is conveyed
tnat our decision-makers are inept, that our foreign policy is rudder-
less, and that an aroused public opinion is the only hope for a
change of course. ' %

The readers of The Globalist Newsletter have long been aware that
we reject tnese prevailing assumptions. We have always affirmed
tinat the United States' long-range policy dictated its atsolute com-
mitment to Israel, a commitment which would be no less total were
there not a single Jew living in the United States. This perception
of American policy follows from the profile of American developmental
capitalism, which needs beachheads of development in Europe (West
Germany), in Asia (Japan), in the iiddle East (Israel) to undermine
and ultimately to dismantle the structures of underdevelopment which
were built, consolidated and sustained by the great imperial powers,
most notably Great Britain. This fastening on the economic profile
itself follows from the assumption that the foreign policy of a
stable sovereign state is a reflection of the dominant national
interest; in the case of the United States, this dominant interest
is developmental capitalism, and in the case of Great Britain,
nation-state imperialism. The decision-makers therefore bespeak the
national interests, irrespective of their individual personalities,
and irrespective of contrary statements which were made prior to
donning the mantle of decision-makers.

Foreign policy as the impersonal refraction of the national
interest has had no more eloquent a spokesman than John Foster Dulles,
who, to this day, is still primarily recalled by students of foreign.
affairs as an idealogue--an incorrigible champion of the Cold War
whose crusading religious zeal blinded him from carrying through a
tempered foreign policy. Yet it was John Foster Dulles who, at the
time of the Versailles Treaty, delivered himself of the following
Marxist-Leninist-like appreciation of statesmen as the impersonal
spokesmen for ecomomic political interests. Here is what he wrote
at tnat time:

“"The attitude of a great nation is not determined by
the personalities of individual statesmen or politicians.
The explanation of the position of France is not to be
found in the mental processes of a Clemenceau or a Poincare.
Sucn individuals are merely brought into emergence by great
fundamental forces by which they will be the mouthpiece . . . .
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it is basic. economic and political conditions which
determine the broad lines of national policy. It is
these we must study and with which we must deal."

From Michael A.'Guhiﬁ;;John-Foster Dulles,
(N.Y., 1972); pp. 72-73..

John Foster wulles was no less direct.when, long before he was

Secretary of State, he expressed himself on the fundamental principles
of statecraft: -

"It is difficult for me to think of any situation
wiere substantive gains were renounced when we [the United
States] naa the power to achieve them but feared that the
use of power would be improper . . . . all nations are
inherently selfish, and we are no different from any
other . . . . it is.easy to fall into the illusion that
our policy is dictated by altruistic motives.. This view
will not . . . stand the test of impersonal scrutiny . . . .
‘most of the expansion of the American nation has been through
war or the threat of war.  Was that illegal? Should the
United States be forever confined to its original strip of
territory along the Atlantic seaboard? . . . moral distinc-
tions, though pleasing to those who draw them, are hard to
sustain in fact, and I know of no historic reason to
justify our approaching these problems of international
relations with the complacent assumption that we are party
to a clashing of the forces of good and evil, and that
solution is to be founu in the moral regeneration of those
who hold views contrary to our own. . . "

Ibid., »p. 34, 82, 70, 83, 74.

bkspecially pertinent for our present analysis is the following
statement of John Foster Dulles where he associates statecraft with
stagecraft: : : : : 3 ‘

"Those in charge of a nation's foreign affairs are.
predominantly those who set the stage. They're suf-
ficiently behind the scenes so as not themselves to be
carried away by the emotions they would create in others.
They are generally disinclined to permit emotions to force
action which appears to them clearly to be suicidal.

There are, of course, times when the group authority loses
control of those emotional forces which it has called into
being. But this is exceptional.”

From Joln Foster Julles, War Peace éhd Change, pp. 66-67.
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More fetching candor by a student of international affairs could
hardly be asked. John Foster vulles, without so much as a qualified
clause, is on record as having deliberately affirmed that the
decision-makers responsible for foreign affairs are engaged in stage-
craft. They create emotions in others which have no hold on them-
selves. This they can do because they are sufficiently behind the
scenes so that their roles as stagecrafters cannot be discerned.
fhey are so in control of their emotions that they do not allow the
passions that they arouse in others to colour their perception of
A0wW the national interest might be most rationally and effectively
pursued. Thus they always keep their cool.

_Stagecrafting as an art cultivated by statesmen is attested to
by the greatest of contemporary statesmen. Winston Churchill, for
example, in reflecting on the difficulties besetting those who might
be seeking to unravel the skeins of truth from the skeins of diver-
sion, unclarity and falsehood that are interwoven in the tapestry we
call World War 1, came up with this priceless insight:

"A vast fog of informatidn envelopes the road to
Armageddon, and in this cloud of testimony the few gleam-
ing points of truth are often successfully obscured.”

From iiazleiurst, Politicians at War (New York,
1971), p. 13

Former President Johm F. Kennedy likewise is on record as con-
firming the advanced state of stagecrafting as practiced in his
administration. One time, when Kennedy was asked at a press confer-
ence apout the contradictory statements with respect to Vietnam
being articulated from multiple high level sources, explained the
phenomenon as follows: -

"I know of no disagreement between the State Depart-
ment at the top, Jefense at the top, the White louse and
Ambassador Lodge on what our basic policies will be and
what steps we take to implement them.

"Now if down below there is disagreement, I think in
part, it will be because they are not wholly informed on
what actions we are taking. Some of them are necessarily
confidential {and consequently must be kept from those
government officials who are 'down below']."

iy

From iennedy ana tiic Press: The vlews Confcrences
(iew York, 1965), p. S05.

Henry Kissinger, for his part, echos and reechos these themes.
Thus ‘he sees eye to eye with John Foster Dulles with respect to the
transpersonal nature of foreign policy. In response to a question
put to him at a news conference asking him whether there was any
difference between the foreign policy of President Nixon and Presi-
dent Ford, Kissinger rejoined as follows:
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"The foreign policy of a great country cannot be
changed at the whim of 1nd1vzduals, and if it is per-
ceived that every President starts an entirely new form
of policy, that in itself will create an element of
instability in the world. s

- "So 1f you look at the entire. Amer1can post ‘war
‘foreign policy, you will find that the changes in the
major directions of foreign policy haven't been all
that s1gn1f1cant

"What is different between various Presidents is
the style, the method of Jdoing business, and when new
proolems come up they must make their own deC151ons."

From The Secretary of State, May 5—8, 1975, p. 7

Or consxder Henry k1551nger s confirmation of stagecraftlng as
continuously operative in those areas such as the SALT talks, where
the sensitive nature of the negotiations requires that all but the
top levels be Kept in the dark :

". . . Many of the most important decisions are kept
to a' small inner circle while the bureaucracy continues
working away in ignorance of the fact that a decision is
being made in a particular area . . . the only way secrecCy
can be kept is to exclude from the making of decisions
tiiose who are theoretically charged with carrying them out "

Cited by John Hewhouse, Cold Dawn, p. 53, from the
Washington Post of January 3, 1972, whzch in turn is
drawn from Kissinger's report for Securities Studies
Pro;ect of the University of California. (Itallcs m1ne]

Even sharper is the vignette which KlsSlnger drew in his press
conference of vecember 9, 1975, when he attempted to clarify why the
United States did not make an issue of alleged "Russian' violations
of the SALT Agreement:

_"Wow as .I have pointed out, the issue of compliance is
an extremély complicated one, and in rummaging through
the files of various departments it is not difficult to
find memoranda written by subordinates who have no idea
of what is going on in the overall picture, who will write
down their own perceptions of what they think is happening--
usually in the modern form of memoranda of conversations to
tnemselves that nobody ever sees, on which no one ever com-
ments, and wniCh appear three years later i1n a context that
no one can ever discover.'

From The Secretary of State, December 9, 1975 p. 4.
(Italics mine).
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Enuless memoranda envelop the SALT talks with fog. Communications,
unread by Jdecision-makers, generate clouds of testimony within which
a few gleaming points of truth are successfully obscured. What a
tribute from a master of state-stagecraft to one of his most
brilliant ana eloquent teacners. ' - .

And lest we brusu Carter aside as an epigone, let us read with
revercnt awe Carter's testimony to the Foreign Relations Committee
on Jovember Z5, 1370, shortly after his election but prior to his
inauguration. When asked by one of the members of that Committee--
tae committee which nad been so adamant in its efforts to dismantle
tne imperial presidency--as to the principles which would suffuse
Carter's foreign policy style, Carter unhedgingly stated:

"Tneére will be times when nobody needs to know.about
a_foreign policy challenge except me and the Secretary of
State, or sometimes perhaps just me and the head of a
foreign government." B

From William Saffire;-"Era of Cood-Feéléngg;" "
Cincinnati knquirer, December 13, 197p (italics mine)

This unhedged affirmation of presidential absolutism stunned
Saffire, but was accepted without a ripple of astonishment by
Senators Frank Ciwurch, benson, Gravel, Gary :lart, Case, Bzaker,
Griffin, ana Percey. As Saffire pictures it:

"fhe Senators sat in obsequious silence. Iiobody
suggested to tiie newly elected leader of the free world
tnat foreign relations ought never to be carried out solely
between two men at the top. ‘"Even during the most justi-
fiably secret ‘initiatives in recent history [for example,
dixoun's visit to Chinal . . . the President's secret was
shared with at least three other men in our government,
and carried out a policy that had been clearly stated to
the Senate. . ." (Ibid) ;

Carter may indeed be a reborn -Christian, but in the art of
state-stagecraft, he is no less a reborn Thucydides, Madison,
Palmerston, Churchill, Kennedy, and Kissinger. Although only the
passage of time will allow us to determine whether Carter will top
tnem all, uis audacious assertion .of the doctrine of Presidential
acsolutism may qualify him as having been the -first statesman to
uwave put on the public record the most fundamental truth of how
foreign policy is formulated, shaped and activated, namely, from the
very pinnacle of constituted authority.



. Scenarios

Coanfronted with tnese citations, emaunating in every instance from
the foremost statesmeu of our age, what conclusions may we legitimately
araw? Tnere seems to be uo inferential alternative than the follow-
ing formulation: In a modern, stable, sovereign nation-state, the
arciaitects of foreign policy and the implementors of this policy are
confined to a very small "inner circle"--this is Kissinger's phrasing,.
10t miae--wio carefully screen off from all lower levels--however
alga in tiie nierarchy they may be--the authentic foreign policy along
witn tue full array .of instruments that are being utilized at any
specific time to carry this foreign policy through effectively. Thus
Cuurcaill testifies that rummaging through endless documents stored
away in govermment arcnives is hardly a guarantee that the few gleam-
ing points of truth are likely to be discerned. John Foster Dulles
reassures us that tie public passions of statesmen obscures the inmner
sereaity aud the cool calculation, waich stir up and agitate the people
at large. Joan F. gennedy likewise was not at all surprised that,
beneatn tie unified policy known to the ''top," there were layers and
layers velow churning with contradictions spawned by ignorance
ueliberately cultivated. iienry fKissinger, for his part, mockingly
derides those bureaucracies-who chur;, out endless memoranda under the
illusioa tnat their memos will be read, their voices heard, and
thougnts weighed. Alas, unbeknownst to themselves, they had been
empioyed not to think but to envelop the core policy and its imple-
mentation with fog, and to obscure tie few gleaming points of truth
with protective clouds.

Sucn consistent testimony would seem to carry with it a clear
and firm mandate: to ferret out the true foreign policy from the
elaborate facades whica have been constructed to preclude such a
ferreting-out. One rust look behind the stage ;0. those who have
wricteu tie scenarios and have set down the stage directions. '

And that tiaere are scenarios without number can now be thoroughly
documented. Already back in 1969 iiles Copeland, who had been charged
with the responsibility of setting up CIA operations in the Middle
upast aud wino had on several occasions served as a personal emissary
of the Presideut to .Jasser, had written a book entitled The Game of
Nations. Though flippant in style and tone--itself a helpful cover
for Keeping the academics away--Copeland reveals at the very beginning
of his book the way in which scenarios are built up within the game
rooms of the State Department. In these rooms, individuals are
assigued the roles of contemporary world leaders and are given the
task of playing out a wide variety of conceivable crises. Their per-
formance is then judged by comparison with the known way in which
these sclf-same world leaders actually conducted themselves in identi-
cal or similar crises. Out of this continuous refinement of percep-
tion, scenarios are written in anticipation of future crises.

The extent to wiaich scenario-writing had been developed into
incredibly detailed plays was revealed in an article by Stuart H. Loori
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in tne Los Angeles Times of August 1, 1970. Fcr our purposes it is
especially significant that the occasion for this revelation was the
iliddile East crisis involving the possibility of an Israeli-Jordan
confrontation. uere is Loori's account of the scenario-writing role
of the WSAG (tne Washington Special Action Group):

"For more tnan a year the Administration has had
tae so-called WSAG--the Washington Special Action Group--
busy planning for possible crises and diplomatic oppor-
tunities taroughout the world. When that planning has
- been boiled down into a series of red-bound loose-leaf
notebooks in Kissinger's files they give a step-by-step
scenario for American diplomatic and military moves.

"The scenarios, in tabular form, amount to detailed
instructions on just what each American government official
invoived must do and say on eacia hour of every day during
an international crisis. '

"Presidential speeches are drafted in advance and
appeaded to the scenario as _are press releases and all
possible diplomatic communications." (Italics mine)

Inis account appeared more than seven years ago. Are we to
believe tuat, following on.this revelation, detailed scenarios
involving what each ana every American government official is to do
and say on each and every hour of each and every day during an
international crisis were no longer deemed necessary? Were Presi-
dential speeches drafted in advance and appended to the scenario
thougiht to be no longer of any value? Was the pre-preparation of
press releases and all possible diplomatic communications regarded
as wiwelpful? Or are we to draw the more likely inference that
scenarios have become more detailed, more sophisticated, more help-
ful, as testing of the effectiveness of former scenarios continuously
allows for refinement in prediction and in scenario-writing. '

Statecraft, stagecraft, scenarios--these are the vital com-
ponents of the contemporary Middle East crisis insofar as the surface
of events and the impassioned rhetoric are concerned. Following
logically from the evidence cited above, would not one have antici-
pated that the current drama was visualized in at least one of the
scenarios that had been drawn up some time ago? Such a scenario would
focus on how the actors would most likely conduct themselves when
faced, let us say, with an announcement to the effect that the United
States and the Soviet Union were agreed on a formula nudging the
interested parties to a Geneva meeting. The range of possible
Teactions would be largely predictable--the American Jewish community,
for example, could be counted upon to be outraged, shouting betrayal.
The official spokesmen for the PLO could be counted upon to express
their resentment that the FLO is not to be accorded an official
participating role. Such a scenario would distinguish between those
actors whom the United States did not control from those actors whom
tne United States controlled in part, and these, in turn, would have
to be distinguished from those actors who could be counted upon to
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to read whatever script is handed- them: and to play out w@atever part
is appropriate to move tie plot to. its hoped-for conclusion. :Such
script and role assignment would carry with it the qpprOPT§3teb5Fage
directions, such as violent anger, ''sincere'" blustering, pained dis-
appointment, and uncompromising defiance, so that the public will
react with anger, panic, defiance, etc.

Of all the actors under American direction, no actor can deviate
less from the script and from the assigned role thgn Israel: gtterly
and absolutely dependent on the United States for its soph15t1cat?d
arms, for its economic survival, and for the uninterrgpted nurturing
by the American Jewish community. . A$ Ben Gurion put 1t soO unambigu-
ously to his Cabinet on the eve of the 1956 War: (October 28):

"I have no idea what will be the fate of Sinai.
What interests us is the Eilat coastal strip and the
Straits. I imagine that if we occupy the Sinai Peninsu- .
la, a certain number of powers would force us to evacuate
it. . . . nd I am thinking more of the Americans than the
otiiers, because they would force us to withdraw. The
United Statés wouldn't need to send troops; it would be
enough for them to anmounce that diplomatic relations
were being broken Oif, that coIIections for the Jewish .

unds were forbidden and loans to Israel biocked. . .- .

. Cited by Michael Bar Zohar, The Armed Profit, p. 239
i . - : — - [(italics mine)
Hence, given this absolute dependence on the gnlted States for
its very existence, it is hard to imagine.that-Begln;would dare -utter
a single word that had not been either written for him by Ameylcan
decision-makers or approved by them, or that Dayan could possibly
express a point of view that was not fully explicated in the scripts
which nhad been gone over with him during talks with American decision-
makers during the staging of the '"¢risis." Indeed, the speed with-
which Carter and Begin and Dayan altered their public statements
would alcne, it seems, have been sufficient to arouse the suspicion
that this haste was induced by the wish to get on with the show as
soon as possible. : T : =

Wnat, then, was the purpose of the scenario, if scenario it was?
Simply stated, the scenario was staged so as to alter the mind-sets
of American Jewry, the Israeli citizenry, and the '"spectators" '
tiiroughout the world so that they would come to the realization that
the Geneva Conference will seek to find a solution which will indeed
acknowledge the ''right" of the Palestinians to a homeland, with or
without Jordan, and the political legitimacy of the PLO leadership
once it openly affirms the absolute right of Israel to exist as a
sovereign nation in the Middle East.- The need for the crisis would
seem to have stemmed from the fact that the chances for a Geneva meet-
ing, which had been remote, had now improved. This improvement, inso-
far as the theoretical position taken by the Newsletter is concerned,
would be attributed to the willingness of Great Britain to work out
some . deal with the United States which had previously not been on the
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table: On the face of it, the most likely basis for a deal would be
that if the United States gave a relatively free hand to Britain's
plan for a Rhodesian settlement, Britain, for her part, would allow
her iMiadle East Clients, especially Jordan, to go to Geneva prepared
fqr a settlement, and urge the radical groupings which she very
likely supports in the PLO to come to terms with the moderates and’
acquiesce 1n recognizing the legitimacy of Israel. Since, however,
the facade has the Soviet Union as the recalcitrant, meddling, -
meddling, obstructive super power challenging the United States and
supporting the radical elements in the PLO, the deal worked out by
the United States and Britain can be consummated only by reinjecting
the Soviets as co-sponsors with the United States of a Geneva
conference. A potential breakthrough has thus been misperceived as
an American sell-out of Israel, and with good reason, given the fog
gnd tue ciouds which inave successfully obscured the calculus of
lgt?restland power in tiie ididdle East since the rise of the State

of Israel. -

What are the sources of such misperceptions? These stem, we
woulu suggest, from several false images: (1) that of Great Britain
as a mini power; (2) that of the goviet Union as a super power;
(3) an underiying identity of interests which bind the United States
and Great Britain into a partnership called the "West"; and (4) a_
fundamental cleavage of interest between American capitalism on the
one nand and Soviet communism on the other. With pictures such as
these firmly implanted in our heads, it is not at all surprising
that wiaen confronted by major crises, we respond to them with the
ready assumption that tne United States and the Soviet Union are
once again confronting each other, with the additional assumption
that Great sritain cannot be the other superpower whose hegemony is
peing chalienged by the United States in collaboration with the
Soviet Union. In fact, Britain these days is frequently believed -
to be a lesser power than France and Red China. Since these false
images preclude our understanding of what has been going on in the
iiddle East, it is essential that we share with you some of the
evidence whicih long ago nad conviaced us that (1) the Soviet Union,
at most, is a mini power; (2) Great Britain is the only other super
power; (3) the basic scurce of the tumult in world affairs is the
struggle between two antithetical forms of capitalism--nation-state
imperiaiism, as represented by Great Britain, and developmental trans-
national global capitalism, as represented by the United States; and
(4) the United States and the Soviet Union have, since the Summit
confereance of 1955, collaborated in a joint effort to dismantle the
Britisn "imperial" system (depeundencies, the Commonwealth, and the
sterling biloc). ' '

The Soviet Union--iiini-Power

Since tuere is no clearer image in our heads than that of the
Soviet Union as a superpower so advanced technologically as to
threaten American supremacy with an ever-growing range of sophisti-
cated nuclear and conventional weapon systems, it is essential that
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tais image be displaced with an image more reflective of what the
Sov1et.system in reality is. This system, when thoroughly analyzed,
shows itself to be economically underdeveloped, technologically
packward, hopelessly inefficient, and as yet lacking the minimal
infrastructure required for the manufacture of nuclear weapons and
sophisticated delivery systems. This backwardness is forthrightly
exposed by no less a Soviet authority than Andrei D. Sakharov, who
is alleged to be the'fathet of the Russian atom bomb. In June -of
1906, Saknarov published a manifesto, the leit motiv of which was
that che Soviet system needed to be radically restructured if it was
to become a truly developed society. In the course of his exposition
of tue present sad state of the Soviet system, Sakharov painted the
following picture of Soviet underdevelopment:

"+ . . Any comparison [between the American and the
Soviet economic systems] must take. account of the fact
tnat we are now catching up with the United States only -
in some of the old, traditiomal industries, which are no
longer as important as they used to be for the United States
(for example, coal and steel). In some of the newer fields,
for example, automation, computers, petrochemicals and
eéspecialiy industrial research and development, we are not
only lagging behind, but are also growing more slowly, so
that a complete victory of our economy in the next few
decades, is unlikely [the necessary logic would seem to
require the word "impossible" rather than "unlikely"] . . . .-

"We must bear in mind the ski-track effect, in which the
Soviet union adopted principles of industrial organization
and technology and development previously tested in the
United States. Lxamples are the method of calculating the
national fuel budget, assembly-line techniques, anti-
biotics, nuclear power, oxygen converters in steel-making,
aybrid cora, self-propelled harvester combines, strip-
mining of coal, rotary excavators, semi-conductors in
electronics, the shift from steam to diesel locomotives,
and much more." : '

Andrei D. Sakharov, Progress, Coexistence

and Freedom, translated by the New York Times,
edited by Harrison E. Salisbury, New York 1963
(italics mine). _

Saknarov's updating of his manifesto in June, 1970, gave him
the opportunity to spell out even more precisely how unbridgeable
the gap is which separates the Soviet economic system and Soviet
tecinology from that of the United States:

"Comparing our economy with the economy of the
United States, we see that our economy lags not only in
quantitative but also--which is saddest of all--in
qualitative respects. R

]
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: "Tae newer 'and more revolutionary an aspect

O0f an economy 1is, the greater is the gap between the
United States‘and'oursET?EETh We surp%?% America in
the mining of coal, but we lag behind in oil drilling,
lag very much in gas drilling and in the production of
electric power, hopelessly behind in chemistry [an
1ndu§t;y'which is an absolute infrastructure pre-"
requisite for building atomic and hydrogen bombs], and
infinitely behind in computer technology [an absolute
infrastructure prerequisite for nuclear weapons delivery
systems, and for all advanced missilery and avionics].

"The last is particularly pertinent, for the intro-
duction of computers in the national economy is of _
crucial importance for fundamentally changing the entire
fage of the productive system and of the whole culture.
inis phenomenon has deservedly been called the second
industrial revolution. Incidentally, our total inven-
tory of computers is ihundreds of times smaller than that
of the United States, and as regards the use of computers
in the economy, the gap is so wide that it is impossible
to measure it.

"We simply live in another epoch.'

Saturday Review, Jumne 6, 1970, p. 26 (italics
' mine)

What conclusions are we to draw from such expressions as "lag-
ging benind," "lagging very much behind,'" '"lagging hopelessly
behind," "lagging infinitely behind,' '"'gaps so wide that they cannot
be measured," "simply living, economically and technologically
speaking, in another epoch"? What kind of image is conjured up
when Sakharov tells us that the Soviets are hopelessly behind in
chemistry and infinitely behind in computer technology? What indeed
does a cnemical factory in the Soviet Union look like if it is
hopelessly behind a du Pont or an Imperial Chemical? What does a
chemical industry hopelessly behind produce? What exactly does a
computer installation infinitely behind look like? What kind of
computers does it produce? What can a computer infinitely behind
American or british computers do? Does one measure calculations by
the séconds, by the minutes, or by the hour? o '

With images such as these, planted in our heads by Sakharov,
would we not picture the Soviet Union to be a relatively under-
developed economic system, moving siowly out of primary industrialism
to tae st of automobile technology--a technology, it should be
stressed¥ imported aimost in its totality from the West, as the
iama River plant so strikingly confirms. Would we not have to. con-
clude that the Soviet Union does not even have the minimal infra-
structure for atomic and hydrogen bombs or for sophisticated weapon
systems, mucih iess the incredibly sophisticated high technology, as
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represented by sucih awesome computer systems as ja the U.S. Defense
vepartment's Iiiac. IV, which can store ‘in-its Unicon' laser: memory
oite trillion bits (see Stefan [[. Possony’ -"The Real Revolut1on in
Warfare: The Computer Impact,'™ Orbis, 1974, p. 855). '

With tnese assumptlons in mind, namely, ‘that: the Sov1et Union
simply has neitner the minimal 1nfrastructure nor the highly -advanced
technology required to develop truly. 50pu15t1cated wedapon systems,
we would have anticipated, rather than have been taken aback, when
only a year or .so ago the MIG-25, which had been proclaimed by no
less an authority. than tihe U.S. Secretary of Air to be the most
highly developed and the most sophisticated military plane in the
world, turned out, when taken apart by American experts, to be an

tterly obsolete plane using a computer built with vacuum tubes:
The vacuum-tube computer was matched in its backwardness by a whole
array of other obsolete: features, such as. the use of pre-titanium
metaliurgy. i : i 2 - :

riere, surely, there is compelllng evidence that for several
years tihe image in:our heads of an MIG-25 bore no relationship. to the
1IG-25 as an operative aircraft. The overwhelmingly majority of.
even the most soph1st1cated Americans had been effectively convinced
that the Soviet Union's air force was more than a match for the
American, and were reinforced in their belief that the Soviet Union
was a superpower indeed. Had anyone prior to the dismantling of a
real MIG-25 have questioned the ability of .the Soviet system to
build .the ultra sophisticated kind of plane that the MIG-25 was
touted to be--on the grounds that the Soviet Union does not have the
minimum infrastructure or the advanced technology that such a super
plane.would require--his reasoning would haye been brushed aside as
at odds with.the '"facts." Yet this reasonifig/tutrh€d out to be flaw-
less. The MIG-25 revealed that Sakharov was leveling with us when .
he said that insofar as advanced technology is concerned, the. Soviet
Union 1s hopelessly behind -the United States and, as_far_as com-.
puters are concerned, the Soviets live in another epoch.

1f, tihen, the majority of Americans could have for several years
carried around in the1r heads false images of the MIG-25, how can
one preclude, in principle, that equally false images nM1ntau1the
ongoing belief that the Sov1ets are a superpewer.u

Recently, in rhe lefu31on of Power (New York 19?2), Walter
Rostow who had served as the National Security Adv1sor to President
Jonnson, revealed that Khrushchev had carried out an aggressive
foreign policy based on--and these are Rostow's wordsﬂ-"flct1t10us
ICBM's aLlegedly targeted on the Unlted States &

Rostow tnen goes on to clarlfy thls astonlshlng statement.

5 “The 51mple facr is Lhat Moscow decided in 1957
not to produce ICBM's on a large scale, that the -Soviet -
leadership was decided that it would proceed to project to
' the world, for p011t1ca1 and psychologlcal purposes, the
image of 2 rapidly growing, even massive, ICBi capability.”

Pp. 24-25 (Italics mine)
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So successful was Khrushchev's projection of a false image of
Soviet ‘power--an image, it should be stressed, reinforced in the b
United.States by the media--that "the upshot was . . . that, as of
196U, most of the world citizens believed that the Soviet. Union had

outstripped the United States in strategic nuclear capabilities."”

Ibid., p. 25, italics mine.

Rostow .likewise reveals how far off "numerous persons having
intimate knowledge of the defense effort" were in their "misestimate"
of the so-called missile gap.’ He shares with us the following table
-(p. 616) drawn from Horelick and Rush, Strategic Power and Soviet

Foreign Policy (Chicago, 1966), p. 51, n. 7: . '

" - USSR us .

ICBids 1CBMs
1960 - 100 : 30
1961 - 500 | 70
1962 1,000 130
19635 = 1,500 130

1964 2,000 A R

Just pause for a moment to think through what we have here.
Those having an intimate knowledge of the defense effort throughout
a four-year period firmly believed that the Soviet Union had gone
from 100 ICB¥s to 2,000 when all along, according to Rostow, the
Soviet Union had only fictitious ICBMs! 1If, then, an image so stun-
ningly false could function as though it were true--that the Soviet
Union was believed by many to be beyond the United States in its
nuclear . capability--can any of us delude ourselves with the notion
that there is any limit to either the quality or the quantity of
false images that we may believe to be true? :

Walt Rostow's exposure of Khrushchev's fictitious ICBMs merely
echo equivalent exposures of false images of prowess by top-level
-decision-makers. Thus, former President Truman, who was himself the
source of the image of theée Soviet Union as an atomic power, publicly
proclaimed otherwise in an interview given shortly following his
step-down from the Presidency. Here are his own words:

"I am not convinced the Russians have achieved the
know-how to put the complicated mechanism together to make
an A-bomb work. I am not convinced they have the bomb."

From the Cincinnati Enduirer, January 27, 1953
(Italics mine) B i -
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Truman's statement was a few days later confirmed by Dr. Arthur H.
Compton, who had played .a leading role in building the American A-
bomb. . He said that Russia had the scientific knowledge to make an
atomic bomb, but whether she could "put a workable atomic bomb :
together is highly problematical." (New York Times, January 29, 1953).

) Senator Hickenlooper, then a ranking member of the Joint Congres-
sional Atomic Committee, who challenged Truman's statement, acknowle-.
edged at the same time that Mr. Truman knew what he was talking about.
As reported in the New York Times of January 30, 1953, the Senator
chided Mr. Truman for "glibly" referring to matters which had been
made available to Mr. Truman on the basis of classified information.

_ When confronted with the barrage of 'criticism that his statement
nad unleashed, Mr. Truman, unflustered, simply brushed his critics
aside with "nobody knows anything about it'--anticipating Kemnedy's

sharp distinction beiween those at the top who know and those on even
the highest level below who do not know, and Kissinger's contemptuous
‘references to tne lower levels who toil away, implementing policies
of which they have no knowledge. And given the fact that iir. Truman's
statement, though reiterated several times during the days that
followed, quickly disappeared from the media, never to be revived
again, is not his testimony one of those few gleaming points of truth
which, as Churciaill assures us, are often successfully obscured within
clouds of testimony. The lack of Soviet know-how which Truman and
Compton held responsible for Russia's inability to build an atomic
comb, was confirmed with precise data by former Secretary of Defense
George HMarshall, who in tne course of giving testimony at the
vacArtihur nearings, revealed that the sanhattan Project was such a
complex undertaking that it required 10,000 subcontractors. Ie then
went oa to assert that he did mot think the Soviet Union had 4,000
subcontractors or even 2,000 subcontractors "in all of the U.S.S.R.
with tiae skills that are required because of extremely refined
tolerances involved . .. ." ' '

dere, once again, as in the case of the fictitious ICBMs, we:
nave evidence tuat a false image, namely, the picture of the Soviet
union as ain atomic power threatening U.S. nuclear supremacy, was
believed to be a true image from 1949 until January 27, 1953 when,
for the first time, the Presidential source of that image publicly
branded it as false. It would therefore seem to follow that no image
is too false to be believed, even by the most sophisticated, so long
as it is planted by a source deemed to be reliable and trustworthy.

Lven as Truman revealed that, contrary to the images in our
neads, the Soviet Union did not have atomic bombs as of January 27,
1353, so former Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson insisted, in the
face of continuous proading by Seunator Jackson (July 2, '1956), that
the Soviet Union had only a defensive air force built out of fear of
tie United States at a time when it was simply taken for granted that
the Soviet Union had long since built a mighty armada. Likewise,
former Secrecary of vUefense Wilson dissolved another firmly drawn
picture of the Soviet Union as an hi-bomb power when he flatly informed
a comnittee of Congress that the Soviet Union had no dropable H-bombs

(
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. Tne evidence cited above not only would seem to justify an on-
BOolug skepticism with respect to the status of the Soviet Union as
a4 superpower, but would alert us to the need for focusing-in on the
Ciaims made for Soviet superpowerdom on whether the Soviet Union has
deveioped an infrastructure that can breed, sustain and energize the
flgnly sopiiisticated technologies which alone can produce nuclear
weapons and delivery systems capable of matching those being produced
by tie United States and Great Britain. Such an infrastructure, as
Saaiiarov nas so strikingly testified, did not exist in 1970. The
Soviets were tien hopelessly, even infinitely behind the West in all
areas of nigh tecaunology. The U.S.S.R. was, as he phrased it, liv-
iug in an eatirely different epoch. In the light of Sakharov's
testimony, are we to believe that in seven short years the Soviet
Union could possibly have attained that rough parity and equivalence
wnici the commentators would like us to believe? e % a

The Soviet Naval Threat

Tne prevailing image of a mighty Soviet navy, nurtured year-in
and year-out by the editor of the prestigious Jane's Fighting Ships,
provides us with a fair test of our hypothesis. 1This hypothesis,
obriefly stated, affirms that since the Soviet Union does not have
tiue minimal infrastructure to generate, sustain and energize the
high tecunology required for a sophisticated naval fleet, the image
of an awesome Soviet navy challenging the American navy for supremacy
must necessarily be a false picture. Advocates of this hypothesis
would anticipate that hard data, from the most impeccable sources,
woulu from time to time surface, data which would reveal the Soviet
navy as a navy oanly in the sense that it has floatables and sub-
mersables. Far from being a mighty blue-water navy, the Soviet navy
barely qualifies as a fleet capable of offering some token resistance
in its own enclosed waterways.

Let us now take a look at some of this hard data.

In an article entitled ''Superpower Rivalry at Sea" by Michael T.
Klare (Foreign Policy, No. 21, Winter '75-'70)-challenging Jane's
Fighting Saips' depiction of tiae Soviet navy as an emerging major
naval tareat, ne quotes Senator John Stennis as having written in
1574 as follows:

"Tne uUnitea States has over twice the tcnnage of
the Soviet navy in mocera surface combatants, and our
existing combatant ships have more range.and weapons
per ship tnan their Soviet counterparts." p. 165

Stennis further pointed out that oame U.S. attack carrier singly and
alone "contains more explosive charge potential, that is, more
munitions, tnan the entire Soviet surface fleet of ships weighing
one tnousand tons or more,' Furthermore, otennis pointed out that
the Soviet fleets contaia no integral '"underway replenishment" sup-
ply snips and thus cannot conduct sustained combat operations at




-1ls-

sea--"thus caanot conduct sustained combat operations at sea" is
Rklare's paraphrase of Stennis' statement (p. 165). .

A_remarkable navy indeed! Capable. of mohntlng unsustainable
operations at sea! What a threat to the American navy, Iimited to
sustainable operations at sea!

Klare furthermore'points out the'fdlldﬁing facts:

1. Tue Soviets do’ not’ have secure naval bases abroad; hence they
would nave to restrict overseas naval deployments should a war break
out. 4 _ .

2. ". . . Howlere does it [moscow] have access to full-service
installations that can compare to the United States naval facilities
at Suvic Bay in the Philippines, Yokosuka in Japan, or Rota in Spain.

5. The current U.S. ship-building effort "far outstrips that of
toe Soviet navy and ensures a larger, younger U.S. fleet in the

19sU's. "
: (Ibld., P 165)

Even more recently, ‘on the eve of his app01ntment ‘to head the
C.I.A., Admiral Stansfield Turner, who had been Commander-in-Chief,
Allied Forces Southern Europe, and had directed the Systems Analys1s
vivision of. the Chief of Naval Operatlons, and had also served as
President of. the Naval War College, in a remarkably illuminating
article entitled "The Naval Balance" (Foreign Affairs, January 1377,
pp. 339-354) confirms Klare's picture of the Soviet navy as no match
for the American. Turner stresses the very distinction that we have
continuously been stressing, namely, that there is no.necessary rela-
tionship between subjective perceptions and objective realities.

The fact that the Soviet fleet is believed to be roughly comparable
to the American does not at all mean that the Soviet fleet operating
in the waters of the world is in actuality comparable at all. None-
theless, the psycholog1ca1 value of false perceptions is not at all
to be minimized, since our judgments are determined by wuat we think
to be true, not by what, in reality, is true. Such a psychological
advantage, nowever, would dissolve, were the two fleets to become
involved.in.a real, not a psycnologlcal test of power. Here is the
way Turuer puts 1t-

. . . Whether or not any particular force succeeds
in 1nf1uenc1ng tihe actions of others will depend on sub-
jective perceptions,which may be based on numbers [that is,
quantity, not.quality], on superficial appearances (size of
saips, new vs. old, etc.), on techniques of " émployment or
simply on the rhetoric which accompanies the fleet's
arrival. That perception may or may not be an accurate
appraisal of what would happen 1f snells started filyin
But 1f- tne blutf 1s called and fignting ensues,'Inaval
presence. has failed and must be succeeded. elther by combat
or. by backing down." (pp. 345- 346)
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Turner then goes on to stress the distinction between the poten-
tial of the united States navy as against that of the Soviet navy
in carrying through a "presence mission':

". . . U.S. naval presence can threaten a full-
range of capabilities, both projection of power and
sea denial. Soviet naval presence can threaten only
sea denial . . . realizing that they are dealing with
perceptions, they [the Soviets] are gaining maximum

~advantage from the fact that any change is news. .
Small improvements in capability can be touted to the
unsophisticated as big ones. The new Kiev-class
carriers, with only short-range V/STOL (vertical/short-
taxi take-off and land) aircraft have far less projec-
tion capability than our aircraft carriers, yet they
are being portrayed by the Soviets as full-scale air-
craft carriers. Change creates the impression of im-
T 2 — 4]

provement as the Soviets move from little to morfItélics(Bingﬂﬁ)

Turner then goes on to point out that it is not at all surpris-
ing that when the United States havy '"constricts and draws back from
traditional deployment patterns” at the same time that the Soviet
navy deploys forces so as to demonstrate a naval presence, as in
Angola, Mozambique, the Indian Ocean and West Africa, such moves
would seem to confirm the_Sov%g} laip that the United States is a
deciining sea power, while theafﬁ%@“&zgrowing'and restive one.
"The invalidity of that claim,'' Turner reassures us,"is academic if
it is universally believed.™ (Ibid., italics mine)

Tnis belief in a false claim is, according to Turner, abetted
py the dynaimics that underlie the efforts on the part of naval
spokesmen to guarantee that the budgetary needs of - the Navy are
approved by Congress:

"To insure adequate appropriations for war-fighting
needs, our leaders point to the Soviets' naval expansion,
-their increasing presence in former Western preserves
and their dedication to further naval growth, Some dis-
tortions are inevitable when complex issues are distilled

- and simplified for clarity and ease of general understand-
ing; the formidable qualities of the threat are stressed;
the available means to counter it perhaps slighted . . .
a doomsday picture convincingly drawn for a Congressional
budgetary committee may negatively influence other nations'
perceptions of our naval effectiveness. And a few extra
ships in the budget or at sea may not be enough to overcome
an inaccurate perception of weakness.'" (Ibid., italics mine)

Turner concludes his section dealing with the "presence' role
of naval power by reminding his readers that the distinction between
subjective perceptions and objective realities disappear when navies
square off for battle:
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"To sum up: balance in the presence role is based
objectively on ships, aircraft, guns and missiles, and
subjectively on ideas and impressions. Ultimately, how-
ever, genuilne war-fighting capability remains essential:
if the balance becomes truly unfavorable, beholders will
be fooled for a while only." (pp. 346-47, italics mine)

Ho less 111um1nat1ng is Turner's exposure of the numbers game, a

game wnich counts the floatables and submersibles of the Soviet Union
and the United States without regard to what the floatables and sub-
mersibles can do:

". . . An historic fixation with the numbers game,
stemming from the naval treaties of the 1920's, mires
public discussion in fruitless debate on the wrong
issues. That the United States built 122 ships of
3,000 tons in the last 15 years and the U.S.S.R. only
5?, as recently reported, has no meaning by itself, :
other than to refute another set of illogical stat1st1cs,_.
such as was recently reported in a respected news maga-
zine, that the Soviet navy totals more than 3,300 ships
anda the United States navy 47%. This latter comparison
requires couiiting every 75-foot tugboat and barge and
comparing it €O wnoO kinows wnat." (p. 352, italics mine)

What are the inferences which we can legitimately draw from
Turner's distinctions between subjective and objective, between per-
ception and reality, and between the rhetoric of power and the clout
of power? It would seem that we would have to acknowledge that the
Soviet navy, as pictured, bears no resemblance to the Soviet navy
as a fighting force. .It is Turner--former Commander-in-Chief, Allied
Forces Soutuern burope, former Director of the Systems Analy51s
pivision of the Chief of Naval Operations, former Commander of the . :
United States Second Fleet, and former President of the Naval War
College and now the Director of the C.I.A.--who reveals this, and not
some news commentator or broadcastor or academician or a politician
scrounging for votes. It is Turner, a former admiral, a commander
of a fleet, and not some ivory tower theoretician far removed from
the day-to-day exposure to the seas and their hazards and the oceans
and their challenges. Turner knows the difference between a blue-sea
navy, which is at home in all of the seas and oceans of the world,
and a navy whose experience has been limited to inland and coastal
waters. It is this Turner who is telling us in no uncertain terms
that the Soviet navy is not comparable to the American navy and that
the image most of us have in our heads of the Soviet Union as a super-
power is, insofar as Soviet naval clout is concerned, a false image.

Turner and Stennis have dismantled for us the image of the Soviet
navy as a super navy. The geographical location of the Soviet Union
is no less revealing of the Soviet Union's strategic helplessness,
super navy Or no. A glance at a map of the world shows that there
is simply no way for any Soviet ship to enter into any of the seas
and oceans of the world without passing through narrow straits -and
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inland waterways which can be easily blocked off by any naval power
controlling the strategic choke-points through which all Soviet ships
must transit. There is simply no way that any Soviet naval vessel
can reach tne Mediterranean or the llorth Sea or the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans uniess the United States and/or Great Britain gives
assent. The Russian navy must not only pass through the Dardanelles,
but also through the island-clogged Aegean Sea before it can reach
the iediterranean. Soviet ships must pass through the Skaggerac
before entering the North Sea and then, as any map of the world
reveals, she must pass within easy range of the British navy over
vast stretches of water before she is finally "free" to display her
naval presence on the high seas. '

Equivalent obstructions beset the Soviet navy whenever @t seeks
access to the Pacific from its port at Vliadivostok. The Soviet navy
Can thus be bottled-up and denied access. to the seas and oceans of
tiie world should the United States and/or Great Britain decide that
their vital interest requires it. This strategic advantage is '
briefly but unmistakenly alluded to by Turner: '"Beyond these assess-
ments of relative capability, we must delve further to ask whether
any technical, geographic, or other non-naval factors offset numeri-
cal force trends.” (p. 353, italics mine)

-The U.S.S.R. As a Mini-power: The Implications

What are the implications to be drawn from this restructuring
of the Soviet image--a restructuring necessitated by the array of
evidence spelled out above? First and foremost, such a restructured
image alters the calculus of world power. It means that in any
Crisis situation tne Soviet Union can act as a superpower only to
tne degree that the United -States and/or Great Britain allow it to
do so. The Soviet fleet can show its presence in‘'the Mediterranean
only if one of the two great naval powers controlling access to the
Mediterranean allows her to do so. The Soviet navy can make its
presence felt off Angola only if the United States or Britain wishes
her to. The Soviet Union can show the flag in the Indian Ocean only
if the United States or Great Britain clears her ships through the
narrow straits and passages.which must be navigated prior to entry
into the Indian Ocean. 4 : - .

Of tais, at least, we can be certain: the Soviet navy can
function in the seas and the oceans of the world only if or when the
United States -or Great Britain regards such a presence as in some way
helpful, psycnologically and image-wise, in pursuing her own self-
_interest. Wienever the Soviet Union appears as a threatening actor
in a wriddle Eastern or African or Asian or South American scenario,
sne is following the script prepared by either the United States or
Great Britain. For though the Soviet Union has no independent
access to the seas and oceans of the world, she does have access via
one or the other of the great naval powers which is able to suf-
ficiently threaten the other naval power from disbarring the client
state, the Soviet Union, from the seas and oceans.
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Auda if, aloang with our reassessment of the Soviet navy, we also
reassess our evaluation of the Soviet MIGs. (ala. the MIG-25) and the
Soviet tanks* aud all of the other hignly touted Soviet weapon
systems, we would be compellied, would we not, to recognize that the
Soviet Union cannot be threatening Israel as though the Soviet Union
were a superpower? Indeed, we would come to quite contrary conclu-
sions, namely, that since the United States arms Israel with highly
soplisticated American weapons, the Israelis are not only more than
a match for her Soviet-armed Arab neighbors, but have the armed
resources to beat off the Russians were they to directly attack
Israel with tneir "fictional" ICBiis, with their obsolete MIG-25s,
witn their 1-62 modified 1945-vintage tanks, and their tugboat-drawn
naval fleet.** Jje would perforce have to look elsewhere for that
superpower which could either directly or through her client states
tureaten the existence of Israel. And, the only superpower that would
seem to qualify is. Great Lritain., By contrast with the Soviet Union,
britain is an awesome nuclear power, with four Polaris submarines
and nuclear bombers poised only a few hundred miles away from Israel
on airfields located in the two sovereign enclaves which Britain
possesses on Cyprus, plus whatever intermediate-range missiles she
might also have emplaced in these bases. Furthermore, Britain 1s
the power which has always had the greatest stake in the Middle East
anu wnich has most to lose from any permanent settlement which would
speed up the pace of modernization and Westernization throughout
this area. It was Britain which created the artificial entity,
Jordan, to serve her strategic  interest--a state which to this day
must still be reckoned among Britain's client states. We know, too,

*# "Tpe T-vl is really a T-54 tank [first manufactured in 1943] that
nas been modified a little here and a little there . . . it has the
same engine iu it that the Soviets had in their tanks in World War II

« « « I have been in a T-62 and it has a very cramped turret, and
you have to be a left-handed midget because you have to load the darn
thing from tie wrong side.of the breach . , . if they run out of left-
handed midgets iun tiie Soviet Union, they are going to be in big
trouble witnh tne 1-02." Lt. Gea. Daniel 0. Graham, former Director
of the vefense Intelligence Agency, in testimony before Congress in
1475 on Soviet military capabilities, cited in the Defence Monitor,
Voluie IV, nNo. 1U (December 1975), p. 6.

*%* In the July 10, 1977 issue of The Cincinnati Enquirer, there was
reprinted a report from the Los Angeles Times which reveals that the
large Soviet naval craft is tugged for thousands of miles to estab-
lish tae presence of the Soviet navy in the Indian Ocean. First,
this towing was attributed to Russian ships breaking down, but subse-
quently the realization dawned upon American naval officers that
""this was part of their standard operations procedure in these waters."
In several instances the Russian ships cast off the tow lines when
other ships crossed the horizons, giving the appearance that tie
vessel was steaming normally. .As one American naval officer, empa-
thizing with his Soviet counterparts, put it, '"the captains and

crews can't like it. You can't feel very 'blue-water navy' when you
are being pulled along by a tug."
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that the british were humiliated by the joint collaboration of the
United States and the Soviet Union at the time of the Suez crisis of
19506, when Britain's efforts to regain her control of the choke-
point of choke-points was frustrated. Nor should we overlook the fact
that billions of Arab petro dollars are deposited in' London banks and
serve to undergird sterling as a reserve currency. Israel's existence
is thus precarious so long as Britain blocks a permanent Middle East
settlement. When, therefore Carter and Brezhnev announced that they
were willing to urge ‘their clients to sit down at Geneva, 1t was
indicative of some willingness on the part of Great Britain to urge
the elements under her control to. move. towards a settlement. Such a
willingness on. the part of Great Britain may have followed on, as
pointed out above, an American willingness to allow the British to
take, tie lead in working out a Rhodesian settlement along the lines
most favorable to British interests in Southern Africa.

But an agreement to consider a Geneva meeting does not guarantee
that such a meeting will take place: Every inch of the way involves
a struggle on the part of both Britain and the United States to secure
for tinemselves the best possible hand. Each side seeks to raise the
ante as it takes advantage of the day-to-day alteration in the calcu-
lus of power. Hence there is threatening, there is blustering, there
is give and take. And always in the background is the ominous option
of nuclear weapons, .should some unmarked.  line of ‘'vital interest be
prematurely crossed. And all of these maneuvers are sgccessfu}ly
obscured by the need to preserve the facade of an American-Soviet con-
flict, lest a cirect confrontation between two nuclear powers lead
inexorably to a nuclear showdown.

Unravélling.the Mid-East Tangle

It is extremely difficult to decipher all that is going on -
beneatii the surface of events since there is no simple way of determin-
ing wno are the. friends and who the enemies. But once we have broken
turough to the knowledge that the Soviet Union is a mini-power and '
Great Britain is a maxi-power, we have radically altered the basic
parameters enclosing the recurrent Middle East crises. However
unclear the day-to-day maneuverings may be at ‘the lower levels, we
can be confident that they represent a working-out of the larger,
more fundamental conflict--the global civil war-bétweén Great Britain,
as the defender of the--turf which she staked out for herself during
the years of her imperial expansion and which still serves through the
Commonwealth system and the sterling bloc as the major source of income
and wealth, and the United States, the challenger of a British imperial
system and the champion of the developmental principle underlying
American transnational global capitalism. It is because the Middle
cast has played and still plays for Great Britain so vital a role,
tnat Israel's security is still precarious--and for the following
reasons:
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: 1. §E£§£ggi%. As challenger, tihe United States must find a way,
nopefully short of nuclear war, to divest Britain of the strategic
stranglehold whicn sue still exercises over the strategic keys that
lock the seas and the oceans of the world. Control of these keys

give Britain a bargaining power far greater than her economic and ner
military strength would allow, since the control of such choke-points
as Gibraltar can be exercised without the need for vast garrisons or
large contingents of soldiers, sailors or marines. Very recently, it
will be recalled, a few jet planes and a naval presence was sufficient
to ward off Guatemala's efforts to take over Belize--and this in the.
Caribbean, right under our very noses. Indeed, so effective has
sritain been in nolding on to the choke-points: that, to date, Suez is
the only truly vital choke-point that is not directly in British hands
or in the hands of client states. All of which simply reechoes

iiarold Macmillan's crisp reassurance to his 'diary at the time of the
Cyprus settlement: "But we only need .our 'Gibraltars'."

" From Harold Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 692.

The loss of Suez--the choke-point of choke-points--in 1956, was
accomplished only through a devious stratagem,devised by John Foster
vulles, which allowed for Nasser's take-over of the Canal by virtue
of vulles' refusal to go along with the Aswan Dam project. It will
be recalled that Wasser retaliated not against the United States but
against Great britain, and it also will be recalled that the United
States firmly resisted all efforts on the part of Great Britain to
regain control of the Canal even though this required bringing the
Soviets in as partners with the United States to compel a British
withdrawal. This stratagem went hand-in-hand with an even more
devious stratagem involving the collusion between Nasser and Ben Gurio
to expose the British intervention as a high-handed imperialist venture
at the expense of Egyptian sovereignty. This collusion, though little-
known, is evident from, among other sources, Dayan's recently pub-
lished memoirs. He points out that the Israelis had established a
defacto cease-fire by iovember 4, two days before Britain's timetable
for military intervention to separate the two warring nations--an
intervention which would have been justified by the terms of the
Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1955, providing that in time of war, Britain
had the right to seize the Canal by force. The consternation among
tne uritish and French on learning of Israel's willingness to accept
the cease-fire is vividly recalled by Dayan:

"The British and French representatives almost jumped
out of their skins. For if both combatants ceased fire,
there was no justification for Anglo-French intervention.
For Britain, it removed the basis for her 'pretext' and
added greatly to the difficulties of Prime Minister Eden."”

(Moshe Dayan: The Story of My Life, Jerusalem,
1976, p. 209) For the provisions of the Anglo-
Egyptian treaty of 1955, see p. 159,
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So much for Israel's "collusion" with the British'*_

The "collusion" w1th Nasser shows no such betrayal Not only
did lasser retreat quickly to the Canal zone, but he handed over
Sharm-el-Sheikh to the Israelis virtually without a fight--the total
struggle for Sharm-el-Sheikh lasted 55 minutes--and yielded Ras Nasrani
witinout any resistance wnatsoever Here is Dayan's eye-witness report:

YAt first light on November 4, the reconnaissance
scouts returned to the road block,. to find that the
enemy had abandoned its post

"1ne arrival of the brigade from the d1rect1on of
Eilat was a complete surprlse to the Egyptian command "

“The column reached Ras Nasranl, about three miles
north of Sharm-el- Sheikih, and found it empty...

"The fighting for Sharm [Sharm el Shelkh] was hard
and lasted 50 minutes. .

* The British hostility to Israel was intense, even during those

delicate discussions, kept secret for more than a decade at Sevres,
betweem Ben Gurion and Seiwyn Lloyd, during which the British were
seeking to have Israel become involved in a war with Egypt so as to
offer the British a "legal" pretext., Here are Dayan's own words:

W o 8 Brltaln hated the very 1dea that_her name m1ght
possibly be smeared as partners with Israel in military
action against Arabs, but at the same time she would welcome
tne chance of exploiting Israel's conflict with the Arabs to
justify her action against Egypt. The most desirable develop-
ment for Britain would be an Israeli attack on Egypt. She

. could then rush to Egypt's'defense and drive out Israel's
forces, and since British troops would then find themselves
in the- Suez area, they would automatically stay to control
the Canal.. The Foreign Office was convinced that under such
circumstances, no one could accuse Britain of being either
ant1 -Arab ‘or the aggressor

:"Moreover, Br1ta1n wished us to fu1f111 thls exalted
function of villain or scapegoat, without -her having to meet
us and discuss it face to face. She knew that the very act
. -of our sitting together would carry the implication of 'treaty-
.-making'--albeit limited to one-time action against Egypt--
which would be highly unpopular in the Arab world. The British
therefore wanted France to be ‘their insulated link with- Israel.
Through France they would get us to do what was desirable for
Britain while guaranteeing them [Brltaln] freedom from contact
-with Israel."

(Ibid., p. 161)
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"By 9:50 .A.i., November S5th, surrender came :from the
last Egyptian outpost in Slﬁ&l--Sharm el Shelkh -

pp 215-216

‘wven Gurion  and Nasser both tnorns X Brltaln s imperial crowan,
iad preferrea collusion-wich,eacn_other.'wnatever their differences
migut anave oeen, to tune 1oss of national independence, which would
aave followed on a triumphant British return to its role .as arbiter
of the uestiny of peoples ‘and nations of the FHiddle East. ' And since
we uave no alternative but to accept either Israeli collusion with -
tue ovritisa or Israeli collusion with the kgyptians, which of the col-
lusions is tue more credible, in view of the fact that the United
Scates nad peen the. power most respon51ble for botir-the liberation of
tine Israelis from tiie British aund tne liberation of the Egyptians,
under wasser, froia tihe british, and in view of tne fact that the
viiiteu States, Israel and Lgypt stood to gain from Britain's loss of
tihe caoxe-point of choke-points, Suez?®

If we now turn to the second Suez crisis, the Six-Day War, we
once again are confronted with a closure of the Canal, which dealt a
narsi blow, not to the united States, but to Britain. Unlike the
viiteu States, Britain was and is dependent for virtually all of its.
raw materials, including its food supply and oil, on the goods which
are produced, in-good. part, in those countries East of Suez. ' As
Juliau Amery parased it (“bast of Suez Up - for Grabs,” The Reporter,
Jecember 1, 1500) : : i 2

"nalf of-all Britain consumes comes from overseas.
iialf of all Britain maxes 1is sold overseas. Desides this
visivie trade, there is a vast invisible trade: the pro-

“ jasu't sen Guriou a11ua1ng to uis collusion w1t1 ijasser wiien, on
tue occasion of ilasser's ueath, e expressed his sadness to Joan M
Roots ("wavid ben Gurion Talks About Israel and t ie Arabs.. . .,"
Saturday Keview, Aprii 3, 1y71): "'l ofteun felt,' he /Ben Gurlon/
recaiieu, 'tnat if he /nasser/ and I could have sat down together we
mignt nave settied everythlng between us. iie.was by far the greatest
of tue Arabs. ile was tue one maii, aad Egypt the one Arab state,
stroig eilougn to maie peace. Turnlng to tne window, ne spread nis
4a8aus 1n a gesture of resignation. . 'And now hLe 1is gone, he.said with
emciion. 'What a pity e had to uie.'™ ]

dote also- should be takeu of vayan's flat affirmation that, unlike
tue pritisu anu tue French, Israel's objectives did not require iasser's
fall from power. So- long as Israel was able to guarantee freedom of
snipping to Eilat aad-was able to put a stop to terrorist operations
launched from tle, Gaza btrlp, sne could make pecace with Hasser. - And
wien the settiement of the '5% War was reacned, Israel's aims, unlike
tnose of uvritain, were acaieved.




ceeds of shipping, aviation, banking, insurance, con-
sultaucies, 11censes, agenc1es, and, above all, overseas
iavescmenis. -.In a few cases--e.g., Soutn-KErlca--the-
return on invisible. trade is even greater than on the
visivle.  Taken together, the receipts on visibles and
invisibles provide haif the earnings of :the British
peopie, and it may De more than half the government's
revenue. British living standards aud British social
services are wholly dependent on them. So is sterllng.

"The gold reserves of tae Bank of ILngland are not
mucii larger than the reserves of a giant American cor-
poratlon. But the real backing for sterling is 'not gold.
It is usritain's overseas invesiments, whether in government
or private hands.  Tae total value of these. investments
is unknown. bhiany are not quoted or could not find a |
reauy market. but the British overseas investment in
quoced ‘securities that couli be easily reallzed is at
least 35.6 billiow uollars. ' A :

“"If by peaceful means Brxtaln were aeprlved of 1ts
overseas ‘investments, if it were denied access to world -
markets and raw materials, -its economy would collapse Just
as surely as tne u-boats were at ‘sea a"aln.a

: "bome-two—tnlrus of thtlSu overseas 1nvestments are:
“'fast of Suez.' Go are some two-thirds of its trade.
East of Sueéz are the countries tnat Iie in:an-arc around -
the Indian Ocean. ‘iney stretch from Australia and iew
cealand tirough ldalaysia, India, and Pakistan, across to the
iiddle East, and then down the East African coast to South
africa. Australiiy britain's most important trading partner.

after the United States. In two-of tiie post-war years,
Malaya's rubber and tin exports earned more hard currency
than did the exports of tne whole of British i1ndustry.

Thne Britisn iavestment in India ancg Pakistan is 1mmense.
The Middlie East is DPritain's main supplier of oil. ‘South
Africa is sritain's third most 1np0rtant tradlng partner.
South African gold, diamonds, and uranium make it the -
1Fort xinoXx of the stcrl1qg_§rea. ol (Italics nlAuJ.

Tise ¢losure of tiue Canal durlng the 1967 ‘War thus did not merely
raise tne shipping costs and the time-lag for the importation of “oil,
but also for the importation of all of tnose vital commodities that
moved out of the Indian Ocean or up the Eastern coast of Africa to
transit the Canal as the shortest distance to Britain. The most
immedaiate consequences of the closure of the Canal was thus ‘the _need -
to snell out tweiity million dollars‘a month 'to meet the higher. ‘tost
of transport and snlpplng iiere is ‘how riarold Wilson, British Frime
Minister at tihe time, ‘assessed the economic consequences following'
from the biocking of the Canal:
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fne economic :consequences: of ‘this June week were
eXtremely serlous for vritain. Tue:closure of the Canal ;
alonse . . . was costlng sritain 20 millions a moath on our ..
valance of. paynent. - wo less serious .was the loss of -

kiludle gast oil. We uad to seek to replace this. from.

otner areas at-a nigher price and, in the main, at much .
aniginer freignts . . . we had to sinop for supplies in the
United States aud Latin America, at high cost, high
freiguts, aud iu icompetition. Wlth otner hard- h1t countries

“The crisis was a serious blow. By early autumn, :
with otner difficulties:anising, it seemed almost a fatal ..
Ofie t0 our ecounomic recowery.:::Exporis, tie balance of
payment ana Sterllng were all stroug_?efore the Slx—Day
uar...... : h S

"Ine uldale East crisis of June, 18 u7 was the bigg est,_
contrlbutlng factor to tie devaluation of sterling, which -
came five months later. Coufideace iIn sterling was eroded
by tie War and further weakened wiien the monthly figures
reflecting its comsequeuces were published . . .:without the
impact and continuing effects of the ifiddle East crisis, we
woula iave weathered these [otiier] disturbances [namely, .
uamaging stock strikes and monetary maneuvering on the
Continent] without a grave Jdeterioration in the .confidence
i1u the pouad. It was.to be two years more and at heavy cost--
economic, social and polltlcal--ueforc we were able to regain
our surplus pOSlthu." : -

From A- PETSOQal necor ﬁpf d00-401

It is ev1ueuL, thei, that tne closure of tne Canal iealt a blow
to vritain far beyoand that dealt to any other power. Wot only was
tiuls closure the major cause of tue devaluation of the pound in the
fall of 1yu7, oput it was the occa51on, ‘once again, for humbling
Britain iu the c¢yes of ner Arab client states aand in the eyes of the
less udeveloped peoples tarougihout the world. With .a kind of iromnic
poetic justice, tne very purpose for which Britain had orlglnally
gained control of the Caiial, namely, the opportunity which it afforded
to block off ihe shipping and the naval power of nations threatening
sritish hegemony, was effectively used against her by a petty power
paradln’ its newly galued "soverelgnty " ; :

And 1f we ask ourselves how thls ﬂocxlug trzumpn over brlta1
was managed, we discern omce again evidence of "collusion" between
Israel, Lgypt and.the United States,to punish Britain for her refusal
to carry through on her solenmn declarat1o1 that the Straits of
Tirau  were an international waterway open to, the, free and innocent
passage of ships. of all nations, including Israel '

Let us take a look at some of the evidenCE:'
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L. Tne-uU.S.-Israeii comnection. Lyndon Johnson, in ais
mewoirs, records the following coaversation with Eban oa the evening

of iay <v, 1507, oniy a few days before the outbreak of tihe Six-Day
h oiar .

LI ]

- All of our intelligence people are unani-
mous,' I aaded "that if tne UAR attacks, you w111 Whlp
tiue neli out of Ol v o % L

”'You can assure tne Israeli Cabinet . . . we will
pdrsue vigoursly auy and all possible measures to keep
tie straitsopen. . . .

¢ e Towaru che end of tile sessiou, choosing his
words carefalxy, Eban asked: 'I would not be wrong if I
tolc tie Frime Minister that your disposition is to make
-every possible effort to assure that the straits and the
gulf will be open to free and innocent passage?' I assured
ilm tuat e would not be wroang. . . .

". . . If it came to a cruach, I believe that the

American flag would have to sail the waters of Aqaba
alongsiue Israel's and, we hope, many other flags as well.
We nau to prepare for that possibility and prepare urgently

. + . Tue reopening of Aqaba was important for several
reasons--because nostilities were certain to erupt if it
were not reopened; because of Eisenhower's solemn promise;
and because Israel had a right to that access to the sea."

From The Vantage Point, pp. 293-95

Jonuson furtner informs us that he carried through on iis deter-
mianation to undergird Israel's rigit of free and innocent passage by
naving tie tnen Secretary of State vean Rusk send cables to all
Americaun ampassausors in Arab capitals ‘informing them that Israel
would figat anu tnat the united States would not hold her back:

"'We cannot tihrow up our aands and say, in that

event, "Let them fight while we try to remain neutral.

The ceutral point involviug the United States, the message

fcabled by Rusk] said, was tuis: we cannot abandon, in.

priacipie, the right of Israeli flagsanips to transit the

straits."” (Ibid., p. 290)

2. Tne British disconnection. By contrast, Harold Wilson was
adamant, on tie eve of the Six-Day Var, in his determination that
Great dritain would mnot proteci by force, if necessary, an-Israeli
sialp seeiking to pass through the strait. Here are his own words:

"Tne one thing we could not do would be to guarantee
freeuom of passage for an Israeli ship, short of escorting
ner with a pritish or allied warship. This was not in our
plan, nor would sucu a rash venture find much international
support. . . "

From iiarold Wilson, A Personal Record, pn. 35u.
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. 5. ugyptian-Israeli "Collusion." It will be recalled that the
Slx-uay War oroke cut because the Egyptians had réoccupied Sinai, the
Gaza Strip, and Sharm el-Sieiki. Of these three reoccupations, that
of §harm_el-§nei«h was the most provocative, since such an occupation
woulu allow kgypt to cut off Israeli and Israel-bound shipping from
access to Lilat northward and access to the Red Sea southward. The
reoccupation, of Sharm el-Sheikh involved, in addition, the testing

of the British declaration, solemnly made, in March of 1957, prior to
tne Israeli witidrawal from Sharm el-Sheikh. Here is how Harold
vilacmillan recollected this assurance: :

“"Oin March 1, the Israelis, relying on bDulles' private
assurances that their conditions would be enforced [the
American connection], amnounced in the United Nations their
willingness to withdraw both from Gaza and their position .
on the Guif of Aqaba. At the .same time we [the British]
mace a formal declaration in Wew York, stating that we [the
Britisia] regarded the Straits of Tiran at the entrance of .
tne Gulf of Agaba as an international waterway to which all
nations nad riguts of passage. This view was supported in the
Jaited jiations Ly the American representatives. . . ."

From hiarold Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p, 2le

: A e - ? ?italics'mlne)
A few days later, on March 7, pritain was rewarded for her recognition
of the Straits of Tiran as an international waterway when both Syria
ana Egypt restorea tie pipelines carrying the oil so essential for
gritain. (Cf. Ibic., p. 213.) : :

Ia view of tine strategic significance of Sharm el-Sheikh, and in
view of Lgypt's cavalier dismissal of the u.N. presence, one would
nave anticipated that Egypt would have tenaciously defended Sharm el-
Sneikii from the Israelis. Yet, no such tenacious defense took place.
Instead, Sharm el-Sheikh was turned over to the Israelis without a
figut. Indeed, when the Israelis arrived, there was no one there.

Here 1is tiic picture as drawn by Dayan:

“. . . At 1:0U0 P.M. on June 7, helicopters carrying
tiue paratroops. reached Sharm. Flying around it, they saw
two Israeli torpeuo boats tied up at the quay. A naval
force under Colonel Botzer had reached it at 11:30 A.M.,
found it empty, and put two detachments ashore. . .

"It was in this undramatic manner that the flag of
Israel was restored to Sharm el-Sheikh, the blockade of the
. Gulf lifted, and one of the main objectives of the campaign
gained.™ g ' '

From Tne Story of :iy Life, p. 291 (italics mine)

And the Israelis have been sitting on Sharm el-Sheikh ever
since! : tout
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. 4. 1ne Israeli-Syrian *'collusion." WNo less startling is the
way 1n whicu Syria's virtually impregnable stronghold at Kuneitra on
tae Golai was evacuated prior to the arrival of the Israeli detach-
ments. uLlke Suarm el-Sheikh, the Israelis found Kuneitra to ‘be
empty: Ouce again I share with you the picture as drawn by Dayan:

7 "At the start of the operation, the Syrian front
line appeared impregnable. From their commanding and well-
. fortified position on the heights, the Syrians completely"
- uominaced the narrow routes up to the steep escarpment our
- forces had to use, so that they were impounded by artillery
-bpefore they could get anywhere near the enemy. . . . o

"'Un the second morning, Saturday, June 10, our- forces

~found tne Syrian positions empty. 7The enemy had abandoned
thew in panic during the-niEH%TzIeaving their anti-tank guns”
ana aeavy and light machine guns behind. The defeat of the
-previous day and the ceaseless bombing by the Israeli Air
Force nad broken their spirit. Especially destructive to
thelr morale was tne announcement by their own Damascus

raalo thav we had captured iruneitra. 1he Syrian Government,
realizing 1ts desperate plight, had issued this announcement at
6:oU tnat morning in order to spur the Security Council to
adopt a cease-fire resolution. 1In fact, at that hour, no
Israeli solaier was in sight of the city. -As soon as the
Syrian itroops in the field heard the news of Kuneitra, they
began to flee, and there was therefore no point in continuing
to nold it, _

"Toward noon, whean our troops reached Kuneitra, iassadah,
and butmia, the final targets  in the conquest of tie Golan
neigints, they found them empty." '

Ibid., pp. 302, 303
(italics mine) -

9. The denouement. The Six-vay War gave ilasser the occasion
for blocking tne Canal, which had the most devastating consequences
for Great Britain, -economically--because it disrupted the mnormal
patterns of trade East of Suez and cut off her major source of oil
supplies--and strategically--because it compelled British warships
to circle ‘tne Cape of ‘Gooa iiope in order to gain access to the Indian
Ocean and tne Persiamn Gulf! By any reckoning, then, Britain was the
aefeacreud power when the Six-vay War came to an end, even as Israel
was tiue most obvious victor since, wuen the war was over, she was in
control of Sinai, tne Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights, and Sharm el-
oneiki, But would Israel have been victorious had she not found
wnaneitra, iMassadan, 'Butmia-and Sharm el-Sheikh empty! Did Israel
take away these territories from the Egyptians and ‘the Syrians or
were tiey lent to her by Syria and Egypt, both of whom had a vital
stake in the undermining of British influence ‘and power in the
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riiddie rast. * And if these territories were lent to Israel by Syria
and Egypt, would not a day come when they would have to be returned?

®  If tuis uypothesis is correct, then the only real war was the
pitter one fougut with tie Jordanians for Jerusalem.

It sihould be pointed out that since collusion, by definitionm,
assaues that those colluding are not known to be colluding, skirmishes
do occur in wnicn soldiers and civiliaus lose their lives in very war-
like batties. ithnout such skirmishes and battles, the collusion
woulu pe patently evident to ail. This is truly a tragic dimension
of the seetning tumults accompanying. tiie traasition from the sovereign
uation-state stage of iuman uevelopment to the transnational stage.

As yet, even thgse statesmen who are seeking to build a tran§nat10nal
WOoTrid comiminity do not seem to xnow how to accomplish this without
pain, suffering, anguish and violent death. Confronted by powerful
forces armed wita nuclear weapons, and wiich forces have a vital
stake in preserving nation-state imperialist systems, American states-
men, seeking to construct a more humane world order, frequently must
cinoose between a nuclear holocaust, with a numan toll in .the tens of
millions, and collusive, covert operations which drastically reduce
tne loss of life and limb. This kind of stark choice may be dodged
Ly etuical and moral philosophers, theologians and religious teachers,
but must be faced head-on by the President, his counsellors and his
advisers. . . wvay-in and day-out, hour-in and hour-out, minute-in
ane minute-out they must choose between overt and covert, between
truth and deception, between awesome weapons and adroit diplomacy in
their efforts to out-power, out-wit and out-maneuver statesmen no
iess committed than they to the preservation of the kind of world
wihicu nurtures and sustains not only their economic, but their spiri-
tual well-veing. . To put it as concretely as possible, if it is
aesiravle that all tae nations in the world, including Israel, have
tne rigat to free and imiocent passage through all the straits,
cihannels ana narrow waterways of the world, is it preferable to court
a nuclear confrontation to attain this, when collusion between seem-
ing enemies can move toward this obLjective with a relatively small
1oss of 1ife? Which of these alternatives would you choose if you
were tne President or the Israeli Prime idinister? The answer, I _
suspect, is obvious so loag as one does not ‘foreswear ever exercising
decision-making power in a sovereign nation-state. But so long as
one freely cnooses to exercise such decision-making authority in the
pursuit of counstructive goals, would not such a person be judged by
the degree to wuich he or sne used the least amount of coercive power
and the least amount of falsehood and deception required to offset
tihe triumpii of some greater evil? Taus, for example, the Nazi bomb-
iug of Roitrerdam would be viewed as far more evil than the-allied
bombing of hamburg even though the saturation bombing of Hamburg was
far more devastating and norrible than that of Rotterdam. ~Lut with
this proviso--tnat at the time the decision was made there was not
availavple a less destructive option which would have attained the same
end, namely, the defeat of Hitler.

ilow easy it would be to do the good if there were no evil to
be overcome.




: with
fne dawning of that day seems to have be3u./the outbreak of the

Yom iippur War. -ihis war differed from the Six-Day War and the 1956
War iu that instead of the Israelis winning another lightning victory,
tney were taken by "surprise' and in the first phases of the war
suffered severe setuvacks. For these setbacks, neither the Israelis
nor American Jewry nor, for that matter, most of the peoples of the
worid were prépared. The image of Israel had been one that allowed
oniy for mlracle victories, and not d1sastrous defeats.

For taose of us who had already concluded that Israel nad 'col-
iuded' with Lgypt, Syria and the United States so as to undercut
sritisn power and influence ‘in the iliddle East, and to press for the
recognition of tne Straits of Tiran as an international waterway, the
setbacks ‘of Israel in the Yom Klppur War were no more surprising than
tie miracle victories in the War of '56 and in the Six-Day War. As
pointed out above, if Israel had been lent territories by Egypt and
Syria, these territories at some time would have to be returned.
Simifariy, if the Israeli victories had been allowed by Egypt so that
tite Suez Canal might be closed to Britain, the Israelis would have to
vacate ‘tne vanal area and much of Sinai once a settlement had been
worked out petween tie united States and Britain which would carry
with it tihe reopening of the Canal to British ships. Since, however,
neititer tne Israelis nor American Jews nor the peoples of the world
nad. any -awareness of the collusionm which had taken place, and since
chey nad all believed that a real war had been fought,® it was hardly
possible for Israel to give up Sinai or any other territory except
tnroubh anotner war, in wihich Israel, rather than the anptlans and
the Syrians, would suffer major setbacks. -

For tnose of us holding to this hypothesis, the Yom Kippur War
and-its. immediate aftermath came as no surprise. Nor,.it seems, did
it- come as a.surprise to the top Israeli leaders. Thus, Dayan informs
us-in a stuaning non sequitur: 'The Egyptian.and Syrian attack on
Yom Kippur came as a surprise, though it was not um&:wtptz'*t:tec.il,< " (The

L

Story of Ag Life,. p. 380; confirming the following New Yor mes
report oi. Uctober J31, 5

o We should like to reemphasize that we are fully aware that col-
lusive wars waica, in-one sense, are not real, are, insofar as those
wio ‘suffer loss of life, limb, property, psychlc stress and anxiety,
as real as any war caa be.’ We should further emphasize that although
rigorous anaiysis irequently requires the use of clinical language,

a language whicih may give the impression that human lives and human
suffering are of little or no account, the use of such analytical
language does not refliect the sadness that we feel for every-life lost,
every -pain undergone, and every tear shed for loved ones who- W111 re-
turn inome no more.

Tine reader is referred bacik to the previous footnote, which seeks,

uowever vainly, to grapple with the tragic dilemmas of our turbulent
times.
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"As long as a year and a nhalf ago, Israel had
obtained detailea puotograpis of new .roads leading to
Key crossing points oa the western bank of the Suez
Caaal. Pictures also showed that bridge-building equip-
ment suppliea by tne Soviet union nad been stored near.
c¢acn of tue potential crossing points. :

' "Coustructed near revetments were large regimental
neauqyuarter camps, complete witn radar, tanks and ammuni-
tion-stocks, but manned by few persons. . . .

"Jynited States officials now believe the Israeli
Governuwent knew tweuty-four hours in advance that an
Arab dattack was imminent, but decided not to launch a pre-
emptive attack for fear of alienating the United States
) 5 1. 2im 1 Ik
and otner Western natcions.' (Italics mine)

Tne Yom wippur War tius seems to have set the stage for a round:.
of negociacions with Great Britain, the outcome of which was the Sinai
agreemeat anu tne opening of tue Canal. In this regard it should be
recalled thac during the heigat of tne crisis in the Yom Kippur
War, pritain refused to allow the unitea States to use British air
vases on Cyprus; refused to sponsor tie cease-fire proposal, a pro-
posal wnicih so pleased Brezhnev, the "enemy,'' that he privately con-
gratulacea Secretary of State Kissinger on this "historic'" proposal;
and so arouseu Kissinger's hostility that he was reported to have. said
co a Congressman, "I don't care:what happens to NATO, I'm so dis-
gusted'"; and refused to endorse President Nixon's decision to put
American forces ou precautionary alert in the HMiddle Last crisis.”

That tnere was more to the Yom Kippur War than appeared on the
surface is evideat from tne fact that Egypt made no effort to recap-
ture Sanarm' ei-Sheikh, which, next to the Suez Canal, is Bgypt's meost:
strategically valuaole territory. Iastead, Lgyptian moves centered
on Sinai as tuougn Sharm el-Sheikih was of no consequence. The
Israciis sat there tarough ihe war uncnallenged and, what is most

Space preciudes a full analysis at this time of Britain’s role
during the Yom wnippur War, an analysis waich would point -to the possi-
bility tiat the nuclear alert ordered by Wixon was an alert to the
detection of secret British moves which pointed to the possibility .
tuat Britain might be preparing to bring into play her nuclear deter-
rent forces. . Pernaps in some subsequent issues of the Wewsletter :
tnese possibilities may be explored. What is striking is that where-
as ‘tiie Soviet union was immediately forgiven for arousing the specter
of nuclear war, tie relationship between Britain and the United States
was still so coid that wien Kissinger visited Great Eritain in July
of iv74--ten montns after the Yom lippur War had broken.out--the
pritisn press virtually ignored Kissinger's presence and failed to
report ihissinger's lignthearted affirmation that Anglo-American
relations ''nave aever been better." (Christian Science ionitor,

- July 7, 1974)

o
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Iscrikiua _tne Slual sett;ement ‘does not ‘even raise the issue of the
“rigut of the Israelis to remain positioned ‘there.. .And this stark

‘anomaly aroused v1rtua11y no speculation from the Dress ~which per-
sisted on focusing oa Sinai and the Golan ‘Heights and not at all on

Sadat's failure to make any effort to regain so vital a strategic
Spot.

And if one reads carefully all of tae pr0v1s1ons of the Sinai
accord, one will note tihat it focuses on the issue of freedom of
passage tnrougn canals, straits, etc. First, with respect to the
iree passage of Israeli cargoes through the Suez Canal:

"(5) The United States Government will not expect
Israel to begin to implement the agreements [set forth
above] before Lgypt fulfills its undertaking under the
January, 1974 disengagement agreement to permit passage
of all Israel's cargoes to and from Israeli ports through
tne Suez Canal. . . ." (Italics mine).

Secondly, in section 14, the United States reiterates its prin-.
cipled support of the freedom of navigation through international
waterways, including the Straits of Bab el-Mandeb and the Straits of
Gibraltar. 1ae text follows:

= Mn accoruance witn the pr1nc1p1e of freedom of navi-
gat1on on the high seas and free and unimpeded passage
- througil and over straits connectlng international waters,
» tie United States Government regards the Straits of Bab
.iel Mandeb and tne Straits of Gibraltar as international
waterways. 1t will support Israel's right to free and un-
impeded passage tnrougi SUCh straits. S1mllar1y, the United
~States .Goverament recognizes Israel's rignt to freedom of
flights over the Red Sea and such straits and will support
£ P ke ; - : "
u1p10mat1ca11y tne exercise of that right. (Italics mine)

The text of the memorandum was published in the Kew York Tlmes
Sepcember 175 3895; ;

The secret is out. The Yom Kippur War was 'staged,' insofar as
Israel, Egypt aud Syria were concerned, so as to prepare the way for
the reopening of the Suez Canal not only to Britain, Japau, the United
States and the other major maritime powers of tke world, but to Israel
as well. It was dlso “"fought" so as to enunciate once agaln American
commitment to the free passage of the ships of 41l nations tirough
all international waterways, including Gibraltar and Bab el-Mzndeb.

The choice of Gibraltar could hardly have been fortuitous. In the
midale of a Sinai seiflement thousands of miles away from the Rock,
uniteu States negotiators linked up Gibraltar with Bab el-Mandeb as
cnoke-points whose neutral and benign status needs international
agreement and underpiining.

But before Britain gave ‘her acqulescence to the Sinai settlement,
sue .once again took a severe beating as the cost of 0il spiraled and
as the pound was shaken when Arab nations withdrew billions of dollars
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in sterling deposits from gritish banks. As in 1955 and in 1967,
sritain suffered a major blow.. And that Britain was deeply involved
in- tne Sinai settlement--indeed, played the decisive role 'in making
the settlement possible--was revealed by Bernard Levin ‘in the London
Times of November 1u, 1976: - '

"[{Harold] Wilson claimed over the weekend that he
nad played an important --nay, crucial role--in the achieve-
ment of the interim agreement between Israel and Egypt over
- Sinai, which was concluded last year after Dr. Kissinger's
efforis seemed to come to a nalt. It seems that Sir iarold
was 1a helsinki ., . . for the International Conference on
Security and Allied matters . . . and seeing the iiddle
Last nuug in a precarious balance, swiftly had a word with
botn President Ford and iir. brezhmev . . . his influence °
wilth cne superpowers . . . sufficed to restart the faltering
macnﬁnzrz,and an agreement between the warring nations was
reached.

[H.B. All of tne avove was aictated prior to the
dramatic staging of the Begin-Sadat reconciliation.]

Ifne Sinai agreemeut proved to be but a prelude. For not long
after the Suez Canal was reopened and an American civilian presence
was 1nserted in Sinai, the United States stood idly by as Syria
pummelled Lebanon and effectively finisined her off as the pivotal
financial center of tue kiddle East, paving the way for Israel's
assuming tihis role. This was a major blow to the British, since
Beirut was the hub of British financial transactions ‘throughout the
fidale tast. In addition, Assad smashed the shock troops of the
extremist PLO factions and, in.taking over Lebanon, ‘effectively
sealed off tiue last free frontier--Egypt and Syria had already sealed
off access to Israel--open to terrorist infiltration into Israel.
Hence, when the take-over of Lebanon by the Syrians: was completed,
Jordan was the only front-line state which was still an enemy of
Israel; that is, was in the British, not the American, camp.* Thus

2 ile nave assumed, througihout our analysis, that Jordan is a
sritish client state and that Hussein is Britain's most loyal head of
state in tie Arab world. This assumption is based on the fact that
Jordan was carved out as an independent entity solely to serve Britain's
strategic interest in the area. 7The British not only trained the
Jordanian army, but were committea by treaty to come to the defense

of Jordan suoula sihe feei herself attacked by Israel. In fact, on

the eve of tne '56 War (Occober 16), Eden requested the French "to do
everything they could to make clear to Israel that an attack on Jordan
would have to be resisted by us.'" (From Anthony Eden's Full Circle,

p. 372). Indeed, so concerned were the Israelis that the British
mignt . ° "link  up with tne Jordanians while the Israelis were fight-
ing bgypt, that they used their less-experienced forces for the inva-
sion into Sinai (cf. Eden, Ibid.). As Eden so succinctly put it:




- Vi

when Carter and Brezhnev issued their joint declaration calling for
the reopening of the Geneva conference, Israel was far more secure
thaa sne nad ever been, with three of her "enemies' standing guard

over Israel's sovereigaty by closing off guerrilla access to Israeli
territory.l

In the lignt, then, of the evidence set down above, we would sug-
gest tnat a fundamental strategic goal of the United States is .to
aivest Dritain of ner control of the crucial choke-points of the world.
And since Suez is the choke-point of choke-points and the one which,
if cliosed, would be most hurtful to British economic, political and
nilitary interests, is it at all surprising that the United States
would cherisih Israel as ier most reliable instrument in the liddle
bast to aiu the United States in accomplishing her vital strategic
objectives vis-a-vis Great Britain? And if to Suez we join the lesser,
but by no means insignificant, choke-points--the Straits of Tiran and
Bab el-vManaeb--is it not evident that the United States needs Israel
to press for Israel's right to free passage through the Stiaits o Tiran

"To fail to carry out our engagement [to defend Jordan] would be the
end of our position iu the Middle tast. . . ." (Ibid.)

Furthermore, Jordan is. the only state adjoining Israel which did
not undergo a revolutionary transformation of its political leader-
ship. iussein still represents the old feudal order which had been
so supportive of Britain's hegemony in the Middle East. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the Arafat contingents of the PLO should
be viewea witn sucn fear by Hussein since Arafat had emerged .as a
leader to overthrow russein, and not Israel. Should the Arafat
eiements'in the PLO effectively smasi or curb the extremist anti-
Israeli factions and gain full control over a Palestinian homeland
and/or state, Hussein's days would surely be numbered as his power
within Jordan would be eroded. This fear, it will be recalled,
prompted tlussein in 1970 to seek the eradication of Arafat's PLO with
effective ruthlessness. £

As for the ongoing role of the British, we.cannot preclude the
possibility that Britain has maintained an effective military
presence in Jordan. The fact that Britain does not acknowledge sucu
a presence does not mean that such a presence does not exist, since
Britain never publicly announced that it had troops on the ground in
Indonesia even though her troops were there (cf. David Owen [now
Foreign Secretary], Tiie Politics of Defence, liew York 1972, p. 18).
For all we know, then, pritish personnel may be operating highly
sophisticated weapon systems continuously threatening Israel.

Altnougn on’ the surface Jordan is frequently made to appear as
benign vis-a-vis Israel, and somehow in the American camp, the fact
that Carter chose to smear Hussein by exposing him as an American
puppet, an ekxpose that could only damage Hussein's image, not only in
the entire Arab ‘world but in the Third World as well, suggests that
the United States considered Hussein to be very expendable.
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and the Bab el-Mandeb Straits--rights ‘absolutely essential for Israel's
existence--as symbolizing. tie plight of all land-loc¢ked countries
wiiose access to vital commodities is essential for their existence?

Indeed, the most fundamental struggle going on in the world today
is the struggle between tne United States and Great Britain over the
cnoke-points, as is evident in the conflict now raging between Sgmalia
(Britisa) and Ethiopa (United States) for the control of Djibouti and
Berbera, tue ports overlooking the liorn of Africa. It is not surpris-
ing, therefore, tiaat the Israelis are to be found alongside the Cubans,
tne Russians and the East Germans aiding Ethiopa in her efforts to
nhold back Sumalia in the hope that the Ethiopians may yet turn the
tables and take over the strategic areas overlooking the straits.

Tnis collusion is exposed at some length in the November 12, 1977
issue of I'ne Lconomist: . . g

""Guestion: Where can one find Israelis and Cubans
ia military collaboration? Answer: In Lthiopa. O0ddly
coupled, tihe two outsiders are both iielping the Ethiopian
regime in its war against.its own rebels and Semali forces

". . . Tne Americans are actively encouraging Israel-

Lso one tieory nolds] to continue:its long military associa-
tion with Ethlopia. At the beginning of the year, Israel

is said to nave wanted to reduce its commitment to Ethiopia
since- it found itself in the uncomfortable position of prop-
piig up tie brutal ileagistu regime, alongside such comrades
as tue Russians, the Cubans and the Lybians. 3But with
vjibouti becoming independent (and joining the Arab league),
it was more important tnan ever for:Israel that the Red Sea
portc of riassawa should be kept out of Eritrean (and thus
Arav) naads. So tue Americans were quite easily able to
persuade the Israeli government to help raise and train

two ctailopian divisioas.

"In tine early summer, when Scmali's advance into

tue Ogaden was assuming serious proportions, the Americans,
it is said, again appealed to Israel. This time they argued
tuat tonough it was important for the West to keep a foot-
nola in ktniopia, tuey tihemselves could not directly help
tne Jvengistu regime because . (a) it was so closely tied to

. tne Soviet union, aad (b) Saudi Arabia and Egypt openly sup-
portea the Somali side. Reluctant or not, Israel responded -
py supplying tihe Ethiopians with Russian tanks, armoured
personal carriers, rocket launcners, small arms and ammuni-
tion, all of whicn had been captured from the Egyptians and
tne Syrians in tie 1973 middle East war. America footed _
the bill. e T

"cruniopian solciers were taken to Israel to be trained -
as tank crewmen ana to operate anti-aircraft defence’ '
systems: Israeli technicians in Ethiopia began in iastruct-.
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ing Ethniopians in the maintenance of American iM-60 tanks
and F-5 fighcer aircraft. These projects are continuing.
There nave been strong denials from the Ethiopian govern-
ment that it is getting any military aid from Israel, but
there is no Jdoubt that it is so. The question is whether
this help is given out of self-interest or responds to
American pressures, or botn. . . .

"After the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, Ethiopia followed
tue majority of other African states in severing diplomatic
ties with Israel. However, Israeli officers stayed at their
posts. Israeli-kEthiopian connection survived the Emperor's
uownfall and a subsequent bloody struggle for power." " (pp. 60-061)

Tue british tie-in with the Somalis was recently confirmed when
the Christian Science ionitor (October 25, 1977) reported that it
was, in response to an appeal from the Br1t15h Foreign Office, that
tue German commando troops were allowed to use Mo adishu to stage
tiheir operation against the hijackers of the Lufthansa plane.

Indeed, the successes of the fomalis have so upset the American
timetable for tiue settlement of the Bab el-Mandeb Straits issue, that
it 1s responsible, we .suspect, for the disarray which has unsettled
tne Panama Canal treaty prosPects.AIthough the United States, in
priaciple, seeks to abolish national sovereignty over the choke-points
and to substitute in its stead some kind of international control, it
is not ready to relinquish its control of the Panama Canal untxl the
principle is universally applied.

Insofar as the current iiiddle East situation is concerned, it
now appears, in tihe light of the Sadat-Begin breakthrough that the
vaited States may have decided to separate the Bab el-Mandeb-Sharm
el-Sheikn issues from ‘the territorial issues, since the struggle for
tne straits may pe a2 long and indecisive one.

Our overall analysis of the fundamental role that the control of
ciioke-points plays in allowing for the exercise of hegemony over the
seas leads us to tne conclusion tiiat even if strategic goals alone
nad been operative, tne United States would have depended upon Israel
to effectuate American objectives in the Middle East, but conjoined
with the strategic value of Israel is the value of Israel as a highly
aeveloped society with a superdb infrastructure capable of supporting
nigih-technology agriculture, high- technology industry, and innovative
and creative managerial know-how. Israel is ready, whenever the
vidale gast is, to serve as the financial, managerial, industrial and
agricultural center of the regiou, play1no a role similar to that of
Sweden, jiolland, West Germany and Japan in relationship to less
ueveloped areas. And since American developmental transnational global
Capitalism is seeking to create tnrougnout the less developed world
precisely tnis kind of infrastructure, is it not incredible- that the
united States would allow such an advanced society as Israel to be
overtihrown by the less ucveloped states of the area and find itself
uaving to revuild, at tremendous cost over many years, an infra-
structure which, at best, might only equal that which Israel already
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nas? Tne uirectional tnrust of American capitalism, by contrast to
pritisii capitalism, requires the radical restructuring of traditional
societies, especially in agrlculture so that they can become more
productive anu iess and less dependent upon the production of raw
materials. As we have pointea out again and again in the Newsletter,
unaerdeveloped societies offer no markets for General Motors, for

Isii, for Xerox, for General vynamics and for the host of other Ameri-
can industrial and post-industrial corporations which can operate
profitably oaly to tie degree that sophisticated markets are opened
up, anu to the degree that underdeveloped labor can be developed so
that tuey can be utilized in highly productive industrial operations.
Wiiereas Lritaiu's system is nurtured by underdevelopment, the American
economic system is nurtured by development. And since these goals are
1ncompat1b1e, gloval civil war is inevitable--a civil war which neces-
sariiy finas Israel and the United States umbilically, not fortuitously,
tiea t0 ose anotier.

Wnereas incongruent economic structures spawn transient alliances,
coalitions and connections of convenience, congruent cconomic struc-
tures uudergird sturdy, enduring, and mutually reenforcing partnership.

We nave now come full circle. The shifting appearances, insofar
as t.e relationsaip between the United States and Israel are concerned,
are but the fog and the clouds obscuring the bonds which tie Israel
and tne united States in a sturdy and steadfast gripping alliance of
necessity.

Globally yo

E1lis Rivkin, Editor
Connie Yaffe, Managing Editor

November 21, 1977

The dictating of the lewsletter was completed November 13, 1977;
ieiuce prior to Sadat's red-carpet welcome to Israel and prior to his
adaress to tie Junesset. Because of the extraordinary significance of
tiiese nappenings, we thought a brief postlude would be helpful.

Altnougih Sadat's visit to Israel, with its warm assertiveness of
Israel's rigit to a secure independent existence among her Arab
neigihbors; with his fortarigit confession to the sin throughout the
years of spurniug any dialogue with Israel; and with his outreach for
geauine negotiations, came as a stunaning surprise to even the most
sopalsticated and astute commentators and students of international
affairs, it could nardly have been astonishing to close readers of the
Hewsletter. In the very first issue of the llewsletter (March 7, 1975),
page 4, tne following analysis was set down:
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Now that somé time has elapsed since ‘the dramatic Sadat-Begin
meeting in Jerusalem, we can see Act I in clearer perspective. At
the time, you will recall, we were uncertain as to whether the Sadat-
Begin talks represented some modus vivendi which had been worked out
between the united States and Great Britain following on some mutual
concessions, or whetiier the talks represented a dramatic move by the
United ‘States to ‘break through the bottleneck which had been obstruct-
ing a comprehensive ifiddle East settlement by éxposing Britain to a
fait accompli: a reconciliation between Sadat and Begin precluding
any turther war between Egypt and Israel.

It would now seem that the second hypothesis is proving to be
‘the more likely one, since Britain has apparently successfully blunted
the Sadat-Begin initiative by holding her client states and the group-
ings which she ‘supports in the PLO from coming to terms with Israel.
As a consequence, all is now bogged down awaiting the resolution of a
wide array of conflicts between Great Britain and the United States
in Africa, Asia, Central and South America and the Middle East. The
line-up as we see it now is as follows:*

" Now is italicized so as to underscore the oscillations that
characterize (1) international relationships in general, and (2) the
relationsaip between client and patron states in particular. The
transformation of West Germany and Japan from inveterate enemies into
coddled allies are vivid examples of the first category, while India's
odyssey from violeint revolution against the British to a cherished
member of tne Commonwealth, and Tawain's from pampered pawn to
prickly thorn are goodly examples of the second kind. Of especial

3 S % Yig:
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The Underlying Conflict: U.S. vs. Britain--Strategic

Africa

Horn of Africa

ik

Somalia (Great Britain) vs. Ethlopla [Unlted States, Sovxet
Union, Cuba, Israel) b ¥

kritrea

Anti-Ethiopian liberationists (Great Britain) vs. Ethiopians
(United States, Soviet Unlon, Cuba)

Rhodesia

Internal settlement with elections prior to transfer of power
and iron-clad guarantees for the wnite minority (Great Britain) .wvs.
externally based guerrillas (United States, Soviet Union, Cuba). demand-
ing transfer of power prior to elections and with no absolute. guaran-
tees to the white minority.

The. forﬁer Spaniéﬁ Sahara

Morocco and maur1tanla (Great Brltaln) vs. Polisario (Un1ted
States, Soviet Union, Cuba) 5

immediate interest is the return, it would seem, of Communist .China to
the British fold from which she had been snatched by the United States
as part of the Vietnam settlement with Britain. Hence Nixon's:tri-
umphant visit. to Peking. Since Mao's death, however, the new leader-
ship seems to be coordinating their policies more and more with the
‘British. The Saudis, too, who:.for years were predominately American
clients, now seem to have tipped over to the British.

. Most helpful in conceptuallz1ng the relat10nsh1p of client states
to the great powers is to imagine each state to be, like a corporation,
divided into shares of stock which can be, so to speak, transferred
from one patron state to another whenever the calculus of power shifts.
Thus whereas, let us say, the United States had held 80 percent of
Saudi Arabian stock and Britain 20 percent in 1973, the growth of
British power in the past year, which .is documented in the body of
this Newsletter, has led to“ a stock ‘transfer-with Britain now owning,
let us say, 65 percent and the United States 35 percent.

This mode of picturing the relationship of client to patron states
has the imprimatur of Winston Churchill who, in October 1944 during
the Yalta Conference, offered Stalin the following deal:
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Asia

Cambodia (Great Britain) vs. Vietnam (United States)

Pgople's Republic of China ' (Great Britain) vs. Vietnam (United
States

Central and South America

Falkland Islands (Great Britain) vs. Argentina (United States on
this issue)

Middle East

P.L.O., terrorists, extremists, rejection front (Great Britain),
Arafat, moderates (United States, Israel, Soviet Union)

Oman, Kuwait, Iraq(?] (Great Britain) vs. Iran(’) (United States,
Soviet Jnion, Cuba)

Saudi Arabia (Great Britain) vs. Southern Yemen (Unlted States,
Soviet Union, Cuba). . : 4 _

Jordan, Saudi Arabla, Iraq, Oman (Great Br1ta1n) Vs, Israel
Egypt, Syria, Lebanon (United States, Soviet Union)

". « « As far as Britain and Russia are concerned, how
would it do for you to have ninety: percent predomlnance in .
Roumania, for us to nave ninety percent say in Greece, and .
go fifty-fifty about Yugoslav1a? And he wrote on half a sheet

of paper: ‘
"Runania '

Russia _ 90 per cent

The others : 10 per cent
Greece |

Great Britain ¢ +. * 90 per cent

(in accord with U.S.A.)

Russia 10 per cent
Yugoslavia 50-50 per cent
Hungary 50-50 per cent
Bulgaria

Russia 75 per cent

The others 25 per cent
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- Europe
Ireland Moderate Settlement (Great Britain) vs. Ireland Unifi-
cation (united States)

Federatea Europe (Unlted States) vs. Confederated Europe (Great
Britain) o & ¥ St

" Canada

Unified Canada (Great pritain) vs. Quebec Separatism (United
States) e -

Conprenensive Test Ban Treaty

Vertical proliferation, horizontal non- prolifération (United
States) vs. Vertlcal non-prollferat1on pr10r to horlzontal non-
proliferation = B

""Stalin at once accepted anua, though next day
(16 October) Molotov in conversation with,Eden, made a
certain display of 'dragging his feet,' the 'Percentage
Agreement" became policy.'  (Wheeler-Bennett, Sir John V.
and Aathony idicnolls, The Semblance of Peace [New York, 1972],
pP. 553. The "Percentage Agreement' -1s given by Cnurch111
himself in The Tide of Victory, p. 19&.)

And if this way of looking upon client states as though they were
divided into transferable snares strikes one as cynical, he can turn
to Churchill himself for confirmation that it is indeed cynical.
“iignt it not,'" ae asked Stalin, "be thought rather cynical if it
seemed we naa disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of
people, in such an offhand manner?" Churchill's suggestion to Stalin,
however, that tie record of tais cynicism be destroyed, was not taken
up. Stalin had no compunction ana told Churchill to keep it. (Quoted
in Semblance of Peace, p. 559, and from The Tide of Victory, p. 193.

Cynical or not, we have on record two heads of state who thought
of small states as divisible into transferable shares.

In some future Newsletter we hope to explore this phenomenon in
depth.
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You will note that most of these conflicts involve crucial choke-
points:* tne rdorn of Africa and Southern Yemen overlook Bab-el-iMandeb
and the Gulf of Aden. Oman and Iran border on the Straits of Hormuz
and the Gulf of Oman, wiich also critically affect Saudi Arabia, Iraq
and fuwait. Israel, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Egypt are directly
involved with the Straits of Tiran. The struggle over the Spanish
Sahara affects the Canary Islands while any victory for the Polisario
endangers dorocco, which controls the African side of the Strait of
Gibraltar. Belize (formerly British Honduras) is situated just below
the Yucaton Channel and controls access to the Panama Canal. The
Falkland Islands overlooks the Strait of Magellam.,  Cambodia lies off
the Gulf of Siam across from the Malay Peninsula.

Some of these Anglo-American conflicts, such as the struggle over
Belize, can be documented while others are much more dependent on
inference. Here, for example, is a summing-up by Patrick Ketley of
American efforts to pressure Britain to partition Belize:

- "Washington pressure may be the real explanation of
present British techniques. The American view is that a
small cricket-playing community, stuck into the Central
American mainland by an accident of history, has to be
seen as expendable in the greater global perspective."

(The Guardian, January 29, 19738)

Ketley at the same time informs us that there are now 1,500
British troops in Belize and a part-squadron of Harrier Jets, sturdy
confirmation that Callaghan is as commicted to defend Belize with
Britisn forces as his predecessors Wilson (Labour) and Heath (Con-
servative).

Indeed, R. W. Apple, Jr.'s report from London to the New York
Times (January 26, 1978) quotes the British Foreign Secretary,
Dr. vavid Owen, to the effect that no final agreement would be worked
out between Britain, the United States and Guatemala without the
approval of tie people of belize:

In the current mid-east crisis we would roughly estimate the
united States controls 99 percent of Israel, 85 percent of Egypt,
Syria and Ethiopia, perhaps 40 percent of Saudi Arabia, and 60 percent
of Iran. Britain, for her part, controls perhaps 98 percent of Jordan,
Kuwait and Oman, 0 percent of Somalia, 60 percent of Saudi Arabia
(Britain trains the Saudi air force), and 40 percent of Iran. These
suppositions, we must stress, are suppositions and represent the best
estimate we can come up with right now.

* See The Globalist newsletter, Vol. III, No. 2, October 28, 1977,
p. 35. ' : . , |




"'The Government of Belize has no ‘intention of
- agreeing to a seli-out [Dr. Owen sa1&] Twice in the
last two years we have gone to the defense of the people o
.of belize and we are w1111ng to do so.again.”" (My 1tal1cs)

As for Somalia, note should be taken of  the fact that Somal1a
had ouce belongea to Great Britain, and its loss now to the Ethiopians
backed by the Soviets and the Cubans would wrest from Britain a choke-
.point astride the entry into the Red Sea.

The crucial significance of the Somali-Ethiopian struggle was
pointed out to our readers in the last issue (pp. 33, 39). Since
then we have confirmation from sayan nimself that the Israelis are
helping the Ethiopian cause:

"Israeli Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan's disclosure
that his country is giving military a;d to Eth1opla was
divulging no secret. . . : .

"The whole issue was discussed when Moshe Dayan stopped
over in Brussels in September last year and conferred with
NATO Commander Alexander Haig. . .

"Local sources [in Jerusalem] say Israel's aid to
Ethiopia consists not only of arms but also of teams of
instructors in military aviation and logistics." (Francis
Ofner, Christian Science konitor, February b, 1978, p. 3)-

Such Israeli aid, allowing as it does for highly sophisticated
collaooration, puts Israel squarely on the side of the Soviet Union
in her efforts to gain control of the vital chokepoint whic¢h could
cut off all trade to Israel to and from the Indian Ocean. Israel
must be looking upon the Soviet Union as a friend who would not hurt
Israel, and Somalia as an enemy who .would., This assumption accords
witn our overall theory which has, since 1956, always regarded the
Soviet Lnion as collaborating with the United States' efforts to
push the British out of the Middle East.?*

In this respect, it should be noted that the United:States not
only makes no effort to help the Somalese keep the Russians away from
one of the most strategic ‘areas of the world, but, at the very moment
wnen tne Ethiopians were launching attacks: agalnst the Somalese in
Ogauen, sends a presidential envoy, David Aaron, to Adis Abbaba to
work out a modus vivendi (Cincinnati Enquirer, February 19, 1973).
Nor does the United States  feel constrained to obstruct Israel's
direct aid to the Ethiopians.®*# :

* See The Globalist Wewsletter (October 28, 1977), pp. 23 ff.

*% Our remarks in the September Globalist to the effect that wherever
the Cubans are fighting, there unseen the American flag flies, is
being confirmed not only on the Horn of Africa, but in Angola as well:
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If Britain is indeed covertly supporting Somalia, she is not
likely to allow its clients to work out a settlement satisfactory to
Israel and the United States so long as the United States is allowing
the Soviets and tne Cubans, with Israeli help, to support Ethiopia's
massive attack against Somalia and Eritrea. Negotiations now will
be drawn out over many months, or even years, as Britain seeks to hold
the United States at bay. The Sadat-Begin negotiations should now be
looked upon as though it were a seismograph refracting the shocks of
world-wide Anglo-American conflict and measuring their relative
severity. Wien Egyptian-Israeli talks seem to be going well, we
would suspect that conflicts between DBritain and the United States
in otner parts of the world are moving towards resolution. Contrari-
wise, when they are bogging down, we would be wise to look elsewhere
for the explanation.

- Britain's Uiplomatic Offensive: Callaghan's Visit
to India, Pakistan and Aswan '

Lt

With this in mind, we should like to call your attention to the
ever-wider role that Britain has been playing throughout Asia, the
iliddle East, and Europe since the last Newsletter--a role which has
been scarcely noted in the press. Thus though kr. Callaghan visited
Inaia, Pakistan, and held talks with Sadat in Aswan, right on the
heels of Carter's visits, the American press was muted. Yet this was
in every way a triumphal tour, trumpeted by the Prime Minister to a
receptive Parliament:

"India is proud of the way in which she accomplished
her return to full democracy,'" Mr. Callaghan told the
House, "and that, in itself, has strengthened her links
with 8ritain. She is conscious that both our countries
inave a shared history, a shared language, that our legal
systems are intertwined and that our historic ties can be
accepted at their true value without exaggeration and
without bitterness, and as a firm basis on which to
build for the future. : '

"MPLA has all along showéd its determination to crush
any secessionist tendencies in the enclave [of Cabinda] ‘to
prevent any stop in the flow of foreign currency deriving
from the concession fees and production lines unfailingl
turned over to the Luanda government by the U.S5. con-
trolled Cabinda Guif 0il Corp.

"While collecting the dollar windfall, MPLA has kept
Washington happy by providing crack Cuban forces for the
protection of the oil installations and the lives of the
American staff manning them.™

(To the Point International, 30 January 1978). Italics
mine.
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"As Mr. Desai himself put it: "Britain and India
can never be parted.'

"I was honoured to address the Indian Parliament
and said that I would be happy if my visit could be the'
beginning of an attempt to build a new framework of
cooperation between India and Britain. We have much in
common with thils great nation, now the tenth largest

.. industrial nation in the world.

‘"The Indian Prime Minister and his Cabinet value
the Commonwealth connexion and there is much we can do
together to use our influence in our own different spheres
of influence and in world groupings [for example, the U.N.]."

_(London Times, January 16, 1973,% italics mine)

_ Conjoined with this renewal of a special relationship between
Great Britain and India, Mr. Callaghan expressed his understandlng
of Mr. Desai's view:

""that progress can be made [towards the setting-up of
international safeguards to avoid the spread of fissile
material that could be used for nuclear weapons] if the
present negotiations for a comprehensive test-ban treaty
now going on between the United States, the Soviet Union,
the United Kingdom can be brought to a successful con-
clusion,

"The effect of such a treaty," Mr. Callaghan pointed
~out, "by banning all nuclear tests, would be' to hamper the
~development of new nuclear weapons and to curb what is now

called vertical prollferatlon " (Ital1cs m1ne)

When in the subsequent question period the nuclear pfolifera-
tion issue was raised by Mrs. Thatcher, Ir. Callaghan again stressed
that India would not feel constrained to join the non-nuclear pro-

11ferat10n club unless two condltzons were fulfllled*
. . @ VO 2y

1 i “ 2 r

® lie are most grateful to Richard Dine, an undergraduate student
in the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, for putting
at our disposal a Xerox copy of Callaghan s report to Parliament.
Mr. Dine has volunteered, as his contribution to The Globalist,

to monitor on a regular-basis the London Times. Such monitoring
will enable the editors to cull data, especially from the Parli-
amentary debates, which are not otherwise available.
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"One would be the completion of a comprehensive
test-ban treaty and the second, because of that, verti-
cal proliferation would be ruled out. The third condi-
tion woulu be another round of SALT talks." . .

dir. Callaghan then went on to point out that if these three
conaitions were met, there would actually be no need of even signing
the non-proliferation treaty.

What is, of course, striking about Mr. Callaghan's statement is
that it staads in stark opposition to sir. Carter's distress with
Mr. vesai's refusal to sign the non-proliferation treaty, a distress
so intense that open microphones were conveniently allowed to pick up
Mr. Carter's irritation when he told Secretary of State Vance that he
was going to write a strong letter to Mr. Desai.

Mr. Callaghan also brought back to Parliament the refreshing
news that Pakistan was contemplating rejoining the Commonwealth. This
despite the fact that Britain had stood by when Bangladesh had de-
clared her independence. Of special interest to the readers of
The Globalist is the role that iir. Callaghan has been playing in the
iiiddle ctast negotiations. He not only met with President Sadat on
his way back to Britain, but was in direct communication with Presi-
dent Carter by telephone and telegram. Here are his own words:

-"On my way home to London I .was glad to be able
to accept President Sadat's invitaticn to hold talks
with him at Aswan. It was clear that a crucial stage
had been reached in the historic negotiations between
Egypt and Israel .and that discussions: were not ‘going well.

.= "Our‘talks complemented the€ discussions which I had
neld last month with Prime Minister Begin.* Following my
talks with President Sadat, I was in touch by telephone
and telegram with President Carter in anticipation of
vir. Cyrus Vance's attendance at the political committee
negotiations waich opened today in Jerusalem. I also
sent a full letter to Mr. Begin setting out my views."

(Italics mine)

" These talks, largely unreported in the press, left noc doubt in
Begin's mind that Britain was playing no peripheral role. Here are
excerpts from Alexander MacLeod's report to the Christian Science
Monitor (December 26, 1977):

) "Britain has found itself caught up in the Sadat-Begin
liiddle East peace iniative and able to exercise influence
in ways that have surprised [sic!] the Callaghan government.

"According to officials at 10 Downing Street . . . o
Mr. Begin was grateful to enlist Britain's help in attempts =
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JUS o Lallaguan elaborated further in-an aaswer to an li:P.'s ques-
tiou conceruing dir. Saasat's pessimistic outlook on the forthcoming
talks: _ _

"As to wnetier uir. Sadat's pessimism was justified,
thlngs were sticky last Saturday [January 14, 1973]..
Tne intervention of President Carter helped to remedy
the situation. Thnere are .nard decisions for Israel to
take here, but Israel will have to take these decisions."

(Italics mine)

to establisih contacts with Arab states still remaining
neuatral in the current Israeli-Egyptian excharnges.

"wir. Callagzhan is keeping in almost daily contact
with King lmussein of Joraan, Xing khalid of Saudi Arabia,
and ieaders of the Gulf states. 1

"In circles close to the British Prime Minister, it is
veing said that the Egyptian and Israe11 leaders are display-
ing 'a clear and genuine will to péace.® But both are worried
-that without discreet encouragement from the sidelines their
peace effort may run 1nt0 tae sands.

'”Br1t15h o£f1C1als say Britain's 'historic ties with
Israel -and’ lonb relationshlp with the Arab states are en-
apbling ‘it to act-as'a vital channél of communication as
tne tempo of ‘peace moves increaseés.

2 ‘"The one gap in Britain's spectrum of Arab contacts is
Syrla ‘but that, too, looks to being filled. . .

"Britain's chief worry 'is that what Mr. Beg1n has to
offer on the ilest Bank of Jordan will not meet the demands
of radical Arab opinion. If Israel's proposals for Pales-
tinian representation is toe weak, it is felt at 10 Downing
Street, President Assad may refuse absolutely to show interest.

"Mir. Callaghan used most of his three hours of talks with
#r. Begin, nheld at Chequers, the British Prime Minister's
country residence, to hammer -this point home. He questioned
the Israeli leader in detail about Israeli attitudes to the
West bank, empiiasizing that Israel must remain flexible if
the current peace moves were to lead to a settlement involv-
ing tne main Arab parties, including Syria.

"The British Government now is satisfied that there is
glve in sr, begin's position on the West Bank.

"In their talks, ur. Callaghan promlsed Mr. Begin that
he would remain in close touch with President Sadat and other
. Arab leaders. The Israeli Prime Minister for his part under-
took to keep Britain fully up to date about possible modifica-
tious in his peace proposals." (Italics mine)
(We are grateful to Rabbi and Mrs. Rav Soloff for sharing with us this
report to tne Christian Science ionitor.)
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Little wonder, then, that the UPI (the Dallas Morning News,
January 14, 1578) reported that Sadat said that ''the peace process is
passing through a decisive stage, or is in danger' after talking with
Eritish Prime iinister Callagiaan. Indeed, it seemed for some hours
that the proposed meetings in Jerusalen would even be called off.
Callagnan, in his closing remarks, left no doubt in the minds of
Parliament tnat his visit to the Far East and his talks with Sadat
were to be taken as evidence that Britain was once again in a position
to exert ner power and influence on a global scale. Here is his
summation:

"To sum up, while Britain in the 1970's rightly
threw in her lot with the Luropean community, such a
relationship should not be exclusive, and we should foster
bi-lateral relations with other countries, especxally
those with wnom we have historic and other ties.®

% ., This is a direct allusion to Kissinger's provocative Year of .
Europe speecn (April, 1973) in which he asserted that whereas the - .
United States and the Soviet had .global respons1b111t1es, Europe had
only.regional ‘ones.. The British were. furious' ;

Callagian ‘is also ech01ng ‘Anthony Eden's proclamatlon to the
American people that Britain's national character is rooted in her
far-flung, world-wide interests. Ian a speech at Columbia University
on January 11, 1953, Eden issued Britain's enduring manifesto:

"The American and British peoples should each under-
stand the strong points in the other's national character.
If you drive a nation to adopt procedures which run counter
- to 1ts instincts, you weaken® and may destroy the motive force
of its action.

"This is something you would not wish to do--or any of us
would wish to do--to an ally on whose effectlve ccoperat:on we
depeid.

"You will realize that I am speaking of the frequent sug-
gestions- that the United Kingdom should join a federation on
tie continent of Europe. This is something which we know,
in our bones, we cannot do.

"We know that if we were to attempt it, we should relax
the springs of our action in the Western democratic cause and
in the Atlantic association which is the expression of that

--cause. For Britain's story and her interests lie far beyond
tne continent of Europe. Our thoughts move across the seas
to the many communities in which our people play their part,
in every corner of the world. These are our family ties.
That ‘1s our life: without it we should be no more than some
millions of people living on an island off the coast of Europe,
in _which nobody wants to take any particular interest.”

(Full Circle [Cambrlage Massachusetts, 1960], pP. 40)
(Ital1cs mine)

Vil
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"Everywhere I went, there was a general recognition
tiaat the improvement in Britain's position during the
last twelve months was of benefit not only to the British
people, but also to tihe world in enabling us to exert a
stronger influence 1in international and economic affairs;
and tihere was a general welcome that Britain 1S now able
to take her proper place in the world once again., [All

. quotations from Callaghan are taken from the transcript
of .the Prime Minister's speech as reported in the London
Times January 16, 197¢]." (Italics mine)

Callaghan's simple declaration: ™. . . Britain is now able to
take ner proper place in the world once again" (italics “mine) 1 is, from
our point of view, a bombshell, for it reveals that Britain is now
able to do what she had not been able to do, and she is now once again
assuming her proper place as a world power, 2 place from which she had
been temporarily dislodged. This breakthrough from then to now has,
according to Callaghan, occurred in the past twelve months. And if
we analyze what has occurred during these past twelve months: that
could account for Britain's now exerting a stronger influence in inter-
national and economic affa1rs, we note that whereas the pound hovered
in the $1.65-.70 range 4a year ago, it is now .dancing upward -from a
seemingly secure 31.93; whereas Britain's reserves: then,- in "January
1967, were below 35 b11110n, they are .now-over §20 billion--as much,
if not more, than our own reserves, whereas holders of 'sterling were
pulling out then, they are buying in now; whereas North Sea 0il reve-
nues were still in the offing then, they are flooding in now; and
whereas the breakthrough to a fiew Ievel of strategic, nuclear power
was still awa1t1ng testing then, it has become operational now.

This restoration of Britain to her "proper place in the world" is
also allowing Britain to crack the whip in the European Common Market.
Foreign Secretary David Owen bluntly informed his colleagues in Brus-

sels that "full-fledged federalism was unrealistic and to some extent
. mythical": _

"'We cannot.see,' he declared, 'in concrete terms .
how nine nations with very different political, social
and cultural conditions--some of them still very young
nations in political terms--can possibly become federated
over any realistic time scale.'" (Christian Science Monitor,
February 15, 1978, p.- 13) - '

*1The Communzty can be suffocated by cant, and the
more mouthing of communitaire language can st1fle the
serious questioning ‘and debate that any active evolving
body needs to thrive.'" (The Guardian, February 19, 1973)

Owen's public rejection of federalism and his defining of the
community as a confederal system in which the central authority has
only limited jurisdiction represents a defiant challenge to the federal

S
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principle as champloned by the United States. And Britain is putting
her interests where iier words are by taking a tough stand on (1) how
the community's budget is to be prepared, (2) the holding of direct
elections for an European parliament, (3) fisheries resources, and-
agricultural and food policy, (4) gaining for herself the EEC's jet
nuclear-fusion project. (Cf. ibid.; also The Guardian, February 12,
1978, pp. 7, 12; The Economlst Fe ebruary 11, 1973, p. 58 )

This offensive against the EEC has aroused the dire apprehension
of Britain's partners. Le donde lashed out against Britain's disrup-
tive role and raised the question as to whether Britain is truly com-
munity-minded:

"The saddening spectacle in Brussels these days comes
as a confirmation that the British do not undérstand the
language of the community. . .

". SCEASthe Netherlands minister for agr1cu1ture
and fisherles put it concisely: The question is whether’
britain is prepared to abide gy the treaties and work
togetiher with its partners, or whether the EEC is moving
into a phase where any discussion will be blocked if it is
not going in Britain's favour.

"After Britain re-negotiated its terms of accession
to the EEC in 1975 and Wilson's successful referendum, it
gave a solemn undertaking to behave like any other member-
state of the Community. But the day to day record in
Brussels demonstrates that the promises have not been kept.
Wnatever the issue--industry, agriculture, fishing, energy,
or institutions--the British when they are not hampering
discussions, ask for special treatment. Must it be recalled
that because of them, election to the European Assembly on
universal sufferage has been put off for a year, that British
imports of foodstuffs are being massively subsidised without
any rhyme or reason by the European Agricultural Fund, while
simultaneously London cunningly makes use of the EEC's finan-
cial regulations to keep its contributions to the Community
budget down to levels far from commensurate with its economic
power.

"After all, why would the British have given up insist-
ing on special treatment or showing ‘a lordly indifference to
Community interests seeing that the other members of the
Community, with a few exceptions, have all been crawling
spinelessly before their demands? . . ."

(lhe Guardian, February 12, 1978, p. 11)
(Italics mine)
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Britain's Attainment of Nuclear Parity

Some of these developments were drawn to the attention of our
readers in The Globalist of September 15, 1977 (pp. 2-11). Particu-
lar emphasis was placed on the diplomatic leverage opening up to )
Britain by virtue of her achieving what I called "level'" nuclear parity
with the United States, since such leverage had enabled Harold :
Macmillan in 1954 to press Eisenhower and Dulles to have Congress
revoke the Mcliahon Act. Since its passage at the end of VWorld War II,
this Act had effectively blocked Britain's access to U.S. nuclear tech-
nology and know-how. Indeed, Macmillan had succeeded in wresting from
the United States a twenty-year nuclear cooperation treaty, a treaty
which is now about to lapse.

At that time, in 1958, when Britain had succeeded in developing an
operational H-bomb, Macmillan had used language very similar to that
used by Callaghan in his recent address to . Parliament. In a B.B.C.
broadcast reported in the London Times of February 24, 1958,%

Macmillan told the EBritish people that the possession of the H-bomb
"puts us where we ought to be, in the position of a Great Power."

This was echoed by Randolph Churchill when, in a speech to the American
Chamber of Commerce in London on November 13, 1953, he left no doubt

in the minds of his listeners that if Britain had had H-bombs in 1956,
she would not have had to back down in the Suez Crisis:

"Britain can knock down twelve cities. in the region of
Stalingrad and Moscow from bases in Britain and another
dozen from bases in Cyprus. We did not have that power at
tne time of Suez. We are a major power again.' (Cited by
Andrew Pierre, Nuclear Politics: The British Experience with
an Independent Nuclear Deterrent 1939-70 (Oxford Press: London,
New York, Toronto, 1972), p. 96, italics mine).

Callaghan's assertion taat Britain is now able to exert a stronger
influence in international and economic affairs, and is now able to
take her proper place in the world, summing up as it did the very con-
crete acts of power which Callaghan had just consummated--(1) an assur-
ance from vesai that '"Britain and India can never be parted,'" as Desai
and ‘Callaghan took_the first steps towards building a new framework of
cooperation as they anticipated the use of their: "combined influence
in our own different spheres of influence and in world groupings"; (2)
an undergirding of Desai's refusal to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty
until vertical proliferation..is ruled out; (3):a reconciliation with
Pakistan paving the way for her reentry into .the Commonwealth; (4) the
direct involvement in the Egyptian-Israeli negotiations via talks with
Sadat at Aswan, telephone and telegraphic communications with Carter,

a letter sent directly to Begin setting out Callaghan's views of the
hard decisions Israel will have to make, and a reference to the talks
he had previously had with Begin--confirms our hypothesis that Britain
has consummated a major nuclear breakthrough to {evel parity with the
United States witanin the past twelve months.
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Since this hypothesis is so fundamental to oun ahalysis and since
Britain's role as an awesome nuclear superpower is rarely acknoy-
ledged, it is essential .that our readers be .aware of the following
facts: (1) Britain did indeed carry through a series of nuclear
tests during the past twelve months which involved a parity break-
through; (2) this breakthrough enhanced an already existing strategic
nuclear deterrent of frightening proportions, and an already existing
delivery system of proved reliability and effectiveness.

" 'Let us now consider each of these seriatim.

Great britain: Superpower--Recent Nuclear Breakthroughs

1. Britain did indeed carry out a series of nuclear tests during
the past twelve months.

aere is the evidence: The London Times (May 18, 1977) report-
ed that Mr. Frank Allaun “unsuccessfully sought an emergency debate
to discuss the Government's development of new hydrogen bombs.

"He said that in the Guardian today there was a
report headed 'U.K. H-bomb plans go ahead.' It stated
~that scientists at Aldermaston were working on a
-miniature r-bomb and new Polaris warhead.

"In the Daily Mail today there was another report
- under the headline 'Mulley confirms new H-bombs.' 1In
- this report the minister refused to confirm or.deny a
report that the Government were trying to beat an ex-
pected ban on all nuclear tests, including those under-
ggou,nd._.-- 2 s £ 55 g, vl @
"This statement followed a report occupying the: /.
front page of the Daily Mail yesterday headed 'Secret
H-bomb, Britain Acts to Beat Ban.' - It stated that the
test at Wevada of a highly advanced H-bomb prototype
~was planned and had been advanced several months and was
~expected soon. : ‘

"Presumably this test was .to be kept secret and
made without any previous announcement to the House as
with earlier tests. Why should .it be kept secret?

"There was unfortunately reason to believe that
the British Government was planning a further test at
Nevada, because when the former Secretary of State for
vefence (Mr. Ray lMason) was asked for an assurance that
there would be no more, he refused to give it. =

"The matter was urgent. ilegotiations between
President Carter and Mr. Brezhnev to stop all nuclear
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test exploeione-wes under ﬁay. Their prospects
might well ‘be damaged by such a test. It undermined
and conflicted with President Carter's declared '
aims., . ."

(Itallcs mine)

The Arkansas Gazette of ionday, May 16, 1977 (see The Globalist

Newsletter, III:1, September 15, 1977 p 3) carrxed the follow1ng
story:

"British nuclear scientists are rushing to finish
work on a hydrogen bomb and warhead to beat a ban on-
hydrogen bomb tests expected from President Carter,
London's Daily iail said today.

"The Conservative Daily said the projects will give
Britain a weapons system independent of the United States.

"It said the British Cabinet ordered the rush because
it believes the twenty-year-old nuclear cooperation treaty
[signed in 1958, following on Britain's development of
operational H- bomos] with the United States is unlikely t
be renewed by President Carter when it expires next year
That would exclude Britain from the underground testing
base 1n Kevada. :

"A scheduied Nevada test of an advanéed British hydro-
gen bomb has been brought forward several months and is
expected soon." (Italics mine)

-And soon it wess On November 9, 1977, the Dallas Times Herald,
under the headline "British Test-Fire Improved Polaris," reported as
follows:

"Cape Canaveral, Fla. (UPI). A British Polaris A-3
missile was fired down the U.S. Air Force's eastern test-
range from Cape Canaveral Tuesday evening in a test of
improvement made by the British to the American-built
rocket. Navy officials who aided in the test-firing
called the late afternoon launch a complete success.'

It was the second of a series of tests to be conducted
in the next few years. The first flight, September 12,
also was successful. The British have four nuclear sub-
marines equipped to fire Polaris missiles.”

The evidence is clear-cut: (1) Britain has successfully tested
an improved Polaris A-3 missile capable of delivering a miniaturized
ii-bomb of highly advanced design; (2) this British breakthrough was
hastened by the British so as to beat out the expiration of the
nuclear cooperation treaty with the United States allowing Britain to
use our underground testing facilities in Nevada; (3) Carter was
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"hoping that a test ban treaty could be negotiated prior to the,B;itish
testing, assuring, as it-would have, U.S. nuclear level superiority
over Great Dritain; (4) the United States, far from welcoming contin-
ugd nuclear collaboration with Great Britain, was looking. forward to
the expiration of the treaty which it was not planning to renew.

Strategic Wuclear Parity aad the Calculus of World Power:
‘ The H-bomb Paradigm of 1557-3

With these facts in mind, let us recall that the nuclear coopera-
tion treaty was signed in 1958, only after the British had success-
fully Jemonstrated to United States observers that she had indeed )
developed operational H-bombs. Prior to this demonstration, Britain
had been excluded by the Mcilahon Act from any special claim- for
access to United States nuclear technology and know-how, despite
Britain's significant contributions to the development of the atom-
bomb by the United States during World War II. Britain was thus com-
pelled to develop the A-bomb and the H-bomb without any American help
despite the fact that the United States was aligned with Great Britain
during the Cold War, utilizing British air bases, and was dependent
on the Congo ores controiled by Britain for the super high-grade
uranium which could be minec nowhere else for the production of its
own bombs. The twenty-year nuclear cooperation treaty (August 4,
1558) was thus "imposed" on the United States by Great Britain because
her attainment of nuclear level parity confronted the United States
with the stark choice of either cooperating in some areas with Great
Britain and gaining some access to British technology and know-how or
taking the risk of Britain's excluding the United States from any’
access to her independently developed processes, processes which,
Macmillan reassures us, were by no means limping behind America's:

. . . but in some respects we are as far and even

further advanced in the art than our Am€rican friends. .
Thiey thought interchange of information would be all give
IMacmillan's italics]. They are keen that we should com-
plete our series, especially the last megaton, the charac-
ter of which is novel and of deep interest to them. This

is important, because it makes this final series comple-
.mentary rather than competitive--and therefore easy to
defend in Parliament."™ (Harold Macnmillan, Riding the Storm,
p. 565, vViary entry for September 1, 1953).F (Italics mine)

Similarly, the amendment of the McMahon Act (July 2, 1958) was
"imposed" on the United States. It was '"the great prize" (Ibid.,
p. 323) which Macmillan so earnestly strove to carry off when he
tussled with Eisenhower and Dulles in Washington in October, 1957.
["Honey?ogn in Washington," Ibid., pp. 311-341, "the great prize" is
on p. 243). : " : )

Cf. ;he Globalist iHewsletter, Volume III,'NG..L (SepteﬁberﬂiS; 19?7)
pp. 7-11.

ES
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Subsequently, Macmillan "compelled" the United States to provide
Britain with Polaris missiles when he met with Kennedy at Nassau in
December, 1962. Then idacmillan made it clear to Kennedy that "if the
difficulties arising from the development of Skybolt were used, or
seemed to be used, as a method of forcing Britain out of an indegen-
dent nuclear capacity, the results would be very serious indeed.
(Macmillan, At the End of the Day, p. 357). Kennedy resisted as best
he could, put he fipally agreed to provide Britain with Polaris mis-
siles and to recognize that they were to be truly "independent'":

"The arrangement finally agreed was that we should

- be supplied with the Polaris missile, we making our own
warheads, which we were quite able to do.: - In return, cur
nuclear fleet was to be 'assigned' to NATO, except in cases
'where Her Majesty's Government may decide that supreme

“national interests are at stake.' This meeting, in which
the arguments were much more violently contested than in
any prev1ous one, was an exhausting experlence

"' The dxscu551ons'were protracted and faercely con-~
tested: Theéy turned almost entirely on -"independence"
in national need. I -had to pull out all the stops--
‘adjourn, reconsider; refuse one draft and demand

- another etc., etc. S 't

(Ibid:, p. 360, the'uiary entry is dated 23 December 1962)
(qullcs mlne) - ' ' '

This "compelling" of the United States to sustain Britain as an
independent nuclear power is fully in line with Macmillan's thinking,
frankly shared, that his goal has always been to get American Presi-
dents to do what-Britain would like them to do:

“liowever, I have always thought about American Presi-
dents that the eat thing is to get them to do what we
wart. Fraise H bThme can be left to history."

(Mlacmillan, P01nt1ng the Way, P. 392 * 1ta11cs m1ne)

It should also be noted that Macmillan's assessment of American
statesmen borders- on the contemptuous: -

He 5 &« 4TS rather sad [he remarked when McNamara
sought to arrogate’to the United States a monopoly of
nuclear weapons§], because the Americans (who are naive
and inexpérienced) are up aaalnst centuries of diplomatic

skill and finesse.": '

(At the End of the Day, p. 335,%% (1ta11cs
mine)

* Cf£. The Globalist Newsletter, Vol. III, No. 1 (Sept. 15, 1977),
pp. 11-12.

#% Ibid., p. 12
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Finally, it saould be recalled thhat no sooner had Great Britain
in the spring of 1957 carried out its first successful test on the
roaa to an operational h-bomb, than the united States in collabora-
tion witn the Soviet Jnion sought to abort Britain's effort by call-
ing for an immeaiate nuclear disarmament. This was attempted through
Eisennower's Special Assistant on Disarmament, Harold Stassen.
iacmillan was furious:

"""ir., Stassen . . . has filed an extraordinary set of
proposals, without telling us or the French--or it seems,
the State Uepartment. Nor has he given copies to anyone
except the Russians! Is this America's reply to our becom-
ing a nuclear power--to sell us down the river before
lmacmillan's italics] we nave a stockpile sufficient for
our needs? Some of my colleagues suspect this.'"

(Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 301, Diary entry for
2 June 1957, 1italics mine)

rlacmillan saw the United States, Britain's public ally, working
jointly with the Soviets, America's public foe, to obstruct Britain's
consoliadation of level parity. In a letter to President Eisenhower,
ne bluntly called the President's attention to the fact that the
Stassen Plan would cut off Britain from nuclear weapons which she
deemed vital to the defence of her interests:

". . . A cynical critic might say that, at the end
of the process [as envisaged by the Stassen Plan] . . .,
two great nuclear powers would remain: The United Kingdom
woula be prevented from developing the nuclear strength =
which she 1s just beginning to acquire; and all the other
countries of Europe would have signed away their right to
defend themselves with these weapons for the rest of time,
wi.atever changes may take place in the political conditions
of the world |which would radically alter existing alliances]."

(Ibid., p. 302, italics mine)

Macmillan's determined stand finally 'compelled" the United
States to back off. At a dinner on June 13, 1957, attended by
hnarolu Stassen and Selwyn Lloyd, ifiacmillan cracked the whiv:

"'I tooek a very tough line with Stassen and I think
ne was a bit shaken. E%yway, e agreed to alter the
text of his reply to the Russians, in order to make it
less difficult for us. The tests and the 'cut-off' pf

material) are the fatal things for us if they come too
soon,'"

(Ibid., p. 306, Diary entry 1¢ June 1957, jtalics mine)



Tne evidence is thus both clear and on the public record:

(a) Tne united States refused to help Britain develop either

the A-bomb or the h-bomb by invoking the strictures of the McMahon
Act.

(b) Britain's mastery of H-bomb technology spurred the United
States to advance the Stassen Plan, in collaboration with the Soviet
Union, in the hope that it would preveat Britain from carrying through
the final testing needed to make their H-bomb fully operational.

(c) Britain was powerful enough (1) to veto the Stassen Plan

“aud (£) to have the iiciahon Act revised so as to allow for nuclear
cooperation with the United States. ' '

Great Britain: Superpower--Her Nuclear Arsenal

2. Britain's recent nuclear breakthroughs are increments to
already existing nuclear deterrents of awesome destructive power.
Here are the facts which have been publicly acknowledged:

In August, 1964, in an article entitled Would Labour Give Up
the Bomb (Sunday Telegraph, August, 1964, pp. 12-14), Leonard Beaton
Tisted the following British nuclear holdings: (a) a stockpile of
pernaps 300 H-bombs, and (b) an atomic stockpile of perhaps 1,200
A-bombs. To deliver these pombs, Britain at that time had (a) Mark II
Vulcan and Victor bombers with Blue Steel missiles, (b) other V-bom-
bers, (c) Canberra bombers, (d) Bucaneer bombers, (e) Scimitar fighter
bombers. (See Andrew J. Pierre, Wuclear Politics, p. 268.)

‘ . Since then, Great Britain has built four Polaris submarines
carryling sixteen missiles armed with H-bomb warheads. These four
Polaris submarines are in and of themselves sufficient to serve as
an effective national deterrent as David Owen, formerly Secretary of
the Royal Navy (1966-70) and now Britain's Foreign iMinister, has
pointed out in his The Politics of Defence (New York, 1972), p. 181:

"For the reasons already stated relating to the refit
cycle of the Polaris submarine, it is argued that there
must be four submarines in operation, and that this is the
minimum necessary to ensure a credible national deterrent."
(Italics mine) ' T ey -

And Britain does indeed have four Polaris submarines! This
means, as Owen points out, that at all times there is-at least one
Polaris submarine on patrol, and this one is itself sufficient to
serve as a national nuclear deterrent:

""Yet one Polaris submarine, actually on patrol, is
still by any standards a formidable unit, capable--with
its sixteen missiles--of inflicting a heavy toll on any
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aggressor nation and able to fire from its submerged
position in any part of the ocean with a quite extra-
oruinary degree of accuracy. Unless and until the
Soviet Union develops a comprehensive anti-ballistic
missile (AsM) system around its major cities, there is
no reason to believe that the A-5 missiles on British
submarines--with some modification--will not be capable
of adequate penetration for the next few years; so the
question of developing a second- generatlon missile
system is not an immediately pressing issue. The future
of tihe British Polaris force need not become of central
importance before the middle of the 1970s."

(vavid Owen, The Politics of Defence, New York, 1972,
p. le2, italics mine)

~ Britain is thus rlght on target with a second- generat1on missile
systein utilizing mlnlaturlzed H-bombs .of advanced de51gn.

Britain’s status as a superpower sporting an effectlve indepen-
dent auclear deterrent has once again been assured.®

Great Britain: Superpower--The R.A. F’

In addition to her four Polaris submarines soon, if not already,
to be armed witn second-generation missiles, Britain has an air force
winich has no equal in Europe and which in some respects is superior
even to our own. This superiority is spelled out in a special supple-
ment to the Economist (Uecember 17, 1977), eutitléed "Ia and Qut of
tuv Cloaus," .. 4-4= of the separately paginated suppleaent.

The grueling, unremitting, -and superb training of the R.A.F.
pilots and aircrew is nonpareil:

"The low rate of success in the training courses
fonly one in four maike it] means that the pilots and air-
crew who fight their way through to the operational squad-
rons Can take it--the wear ana tear of mock missions for a
war which no one wants to happen. The polish on their per-
formance makes them the envy of Nato. The tactical
evaluation exercises, conaucted by multinational teams
on tine control front in wnato and by purely DBritish teams
in the United Kingdom, put the RAF squadrons at the top

L}
3

* The unwillingness of the United States to cooperate with Britain
even on the Polaris beyoand that required by treaty is exemplified
by the rule "that no British personnel can go to the reactor sec-

tion of an American Polaris boat.'" (David Owen, The Politics of
vefence, p. 179)
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of tue league. And it is not just the aircrews alone.
‘The RAF trains hard and regularly at operating from

~ damaged airfields and, with the harriers, from dispersed
sites, under sinulated conveuntional, chemical and nuclear
attacks. To mount such exercises 1S difficult, to carry
them tarough uncomfortable. But this is almost certainly
tiie most realistic training of its XKind to which any air
force in the world subjects itself."

(bconomist supplement "Ia aiiu Out of the Clouds"
Luecemoer 17, 1577], p, 12)

The crews are trained to measure up to Grand Prix standards:

"The same exacting criteria are applied to aircrew
training. iHere tiae RAF recognizes the distinction between
rally and Grana Prix racing drivers. Both demand a high
degree of technical competence (ana first-rate back-up
teams); but tiue latter requires an extra ounce of nerve.
Tne RAF trains its men up to that pitch.m

(Ibid.)

Tals pitch proved itself to be beyond that which the American
Air Force was able t¢ attain, when the RAF outclassed the Americans
during simulated war exercises in Nevada this past summer. Here is
the Economist's report: ' '

"riow successfully {[the RAF pitches its aircrews] was
demonstrated this summer when a mixed squadron of Bucaneers
went out to iWevada. There, the USAF has devised and now
operates the toughest training course of all. It goes by
the name of 'Red Flag.' There across the flat desert of
Nevada, strike/attack aircraft have to penetrate Russian-
style radars ana Sams, elude the best American fighter
pilotg in the business and tnen drop live bombs on a realis-
‘tic air complex. 1In a month of such operations. the Buca-

N€ers were snot down fewer times than the USAF's average
in a week."  (Ibid.) - )

Where tne RAF is unexcelled is in its ability to f1 as t
Economist puts it, "tne lowest of the low": J Y i

. "The reason why the Bucaneers did so well was because
tney flew low, very low. Among the air forces of the
world tne RAF is,. indeed, "'the lowest of the low." It
trains its pilots and navigators to operate at 250 feet
and less. That is the most demanding flying of all, "

(Ibid.) o
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This ability, according to the Economist, allows for an offen-

aive_str tegy aimed at knocking out tihe enemy's airfields and inter-
icting his ground forces:

"The RAF flies low to get through. It wants to get
through (and back) because, outnumbered as the Nato air
forces would be, it believes the best form of defence is
attack. Its motto appears to be: create more chaos and
confusion among them than they can create chaos and con-
fusion among you. . . It makes a doctrine, a dogma almost,
out of interdiction of an enemy's airfields first and then
of the 'choke points' of the enemy's ground forces in the
rear areas of the battlefield (bridges, road junctions and
the like) second. . . Small in numbers but bold in thinking,
it seeks to get the enemy's air force off its own and the
army's back by hitting it where it hurts--at its bases."

(Economist supplement "In and Out of the Clouds"
ioecew ®r 17, 1977}, p. 20)

~ Britain's Jaguars and Bucaneers stationed in Germany are on the
ready to take off quickly with nuclear bombs exclusively under
British control: '

"The Jaguars and Bucaneers in Germany nave a longer
range than the harriers. Both are strike/attack aircraft,
with the Bucaneers assigned to the longer range targets.

At auny moment of time a number of these aircraft are on
"Quick Reaction Alert' (QRA), ready for flight in a

matter of minutes and loaded with nuclear bombs. (These
bombs are Britishn and do not therefore, as tactical nuclear
weapons of American origin ian West Germany do, come under
the 'double key' system of release.)" -

s fLoid e )N,

The parentheses enclosing the message that the British nuclear
bombs are exclusively under British control should not mislead us
into thinking that this message is some casual afterthought. It is
the crux of Britain's power, for it means that Britain can drop
nuclear bombs on every Warsaw Pact city within range of the Bucaneer.
For all practical purposes these delivery systems represent a stra-
tegic option, even though by definition the Jaguars and Bucaneers
are labeled '"tactical.” So long as Britain has the power to inflict
unacceptable nuclear damage on East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland,
Hungary, and even the Soviet Union itself, then she can trigger off
a nuclear war by her response to some Soviet provocation and confront
the United States with choices she would not like to have to make.

Among the features which maké the Bucaneer a formidable strike/
attack aircraft is that it can "lay its [nuclear] bombs down in low-
level flight," and its pilots can "pitch up" so as to toss the bombs
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in'a high parabola on to the target'" so that the Bucaneer is kept
out of range of defending Sams and guns (Economist .supplement, p. 20).

The RAF's power is by no means limited to West Germany. Indeed,
three-quarters of the RAF is stationed in Britain in Strike Command,
which includes V-bombers, transport aircraft, strike/attack aircraft,
maritime aircraft, helicopters and interceptors. Especially note-
wortily are tne Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) Nimrods which have an
impressive array of equipment: highly advanced radar, active and
passive sonars, computers, magnetic anomoly detectors, homing tor-
Eedoes, and nuclear depth charges.  Britain's air bases are protected
)y Bloodhound missiles and rapier squadrons. o

Great Britain: Superpower--The Tornado

All this power is soon to be augmented by the coming on line of
the Tornado, a two-seater plane which will be able to fly at twice
the speed of sound at high altitudes and just over the speed of sound
for short distances at low altitude; drop its weapons with high
accuracy in all conditions of darkness and under all weather condi-
tions; to fly as low.as 150 feet via its terrain-following radar
system, making it the second true all-weather attack aircraft in the
world (America's E-111 being the other). Of the two versions of the
Tornado, the so-called GR-1, according to the Economist (December 17,
1977, p. 31) "is designed to penetrate an enemy's defences at a very
low level and high speed in all conditions of. light and weather and
and to make accurate single-pass attacks, visual or blind, at its
targets. . . Plainly the Tornado has been designed so that it can
attack enemy airfields, lines of communications and support areas.

It is a strike/attack aircraft for interdiction missions. . ."

As for the other version of the Tornado, the F-2 interceptor,
"it carries,)' so the Economist assures us, 'a radar designed to pick
up aircraft at long range and to direct missiles against them. The
F-2 nas a good weapon load and will be able to engage a number of
targets flying below it--known in the trade as 'snap up, snap down'
capability--with its four British-made Sky Flash missiles. “In
addition, it will carry two improved Lidairnder missiles which home
on the heat emitted by an aircraft. ... Its design suits it best for
operations over the seas which surround the British Isles. It has
been designed to take on enemy bombers. . . rather than to take on
enemy fighters in close combat. For Strike Command, it is just what
the doctor ordered." * (Ibid., italics mine) “” -

Great Britain: Superpower on Guard

ment of a Stovl (Short take off and vertical landing) with supersonic
speeds. The Stovl, it should be pointed out, is a British technique
- and would allow aircraft '"to operate from dispersed, hidden sites

and from the undamaged parts of -one's own airfields.' (Ibid.)

Besides the oncoming Tornado, Britain is considering the develop-

* Tne oncoming Tornado, along with the RAF's hedge-hopping prowess may partially
explain the U.S. decision to build the cruise missile.
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Britain is thus by any measure a superpower:

(a) Strategically, Britain's four Polaris submarines are
designed to serve as an independent nuclear deterrent.® In addi-
tion, Britain's V-bombers are strategic bombers whose effectiveness
~as a deterrent, given the support of the strike/attack Jaguars and
Bucaneers, should not be underestimated. They are especially omi-
nous in the eastern ilediterranean, since from their bases on Cyprus
‘they are within easy range of Israel, Lebanon, Syria, Egypt, Jordan
- and Istanbul. o ' :

- (b) Strategic-tactically, the Jaguars and Bucaneers in West
Germany and Great Britala serve a dual function, depending on how
one defines strategic. What needs to be stressed is that the Buca-
neers carry nuclear weapons routinely.

In addition to Britain's bases in Germany and the British
-.Isles, there are the two sovereign bases on Cyprus whose complement
of V-bombers, Jaguars, Bucaneers, ilimrods, etc. are nowhere dealt
with in the Economist Survey, and there is the Royal Navy whose role
in the defense of the realm is considerable, even if not easy to
assess.

#®  "The realistic conclusion therefore is that for all practical
. purposes, the United Kingdom does [Lord Chalfont's italics] possess
~an independent. capacity for nuclear deterrence, and that it will
. continue to do so as long as ‘even one missile-firing submarine can
" 'be kept at sea. . . . Y . . T

. "For myself, having ‘spent much time in sombre contemplation of
the issues, I find it difficult to resist the conclusion that, so
far as Britain is concerned, what is needed is the simple ability
to deter a potential enemy from attacking us or our allies.

"This requires a combination of two elements--the demonstrable
ability to fight a non-nuclear war in the event of being attacked,
together with the ability to persuade the enemy that we can and might
[Chalfont's italics] retaliate with nuclear weapons, especially 1if
nuclear weapons were used against us. In the absence of more con-
vincing evidence than has so far been produced, it seems clear that
the existing Polaris fleet will be capable of providing the second
element for some considerable time to come. The Soviet Union has no
effective defence against ballistic missile attack and with or with-
out an agreement on strategic arms limitation, is unlikely tc achieve
one in the foreseeable future."

(Lora Chalfont, London Times 1/22/7s. 1Italics mine unless
otherwise designated.)
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(c) Stratggrg 1nterd1ct1ve1y, the Nimrods keep Soviet submarines
under continuous surveillance as they pass through the Greeland-
Iceland-United Klngdom (GIUK) chokepoint and beyond. The Nimrod
- system is always operating under war conditions and can finish off
-any Soviet submarine should this become necessary-or ‘desirable. .

Here are excerpts from an account in the BBC Listener of the vigil
which is kept, day in - day out, night in - night out, on every
Soviet saip from the moment it leaves Murmansk until 1t passes
through the Greenland*lceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) gap.

"But how can anyone have the Sllghtest 1dea where even
to begin. looklng for Soviet submarines in the huge expanse
of waters they patrol? The answer is that the main Soviet
submarine base for the whole of the big northern fleet is
in Murmansa, by the North Cape. To reach the Atlantic,
Soviet submarines must pass through a geographical choke-
point known as the GIUR , e relatively narrow waters
of the gap between Green and Iceland and the Unlted K1ng-
dom have now been bugged by the Amerlcans . - ;

"The tracking, above and below water,.of every Russian
submarine _begins the moment it leaves Murmansk Spy satel-
lites monitor the dive and then, as the sub rounds the North
Cape, Royal morweg1an Air Force maritime surveillance P3Bs,

- reacting‘to sateilite and SOSUS-inspired intelligence, take
" up the search. They fly lonely patrols over a 90-million-
square-mile area, usually finding one to four Soviet sub-

marines a day.

"""The subs headlng west will then, be- handed over by the Nor-
wegians to the koyal Air Force ilimrods operating out of Kinross in
Scotland. In these remote northern,airbases, discipline is warlike.
There are even scrambles, super-secret intelligence briefings, and mid-

_ nignt sorties, anu no reporter learns more than a fract1on of wnat 1s
reaLELgony;on.

"Sav1et sub sightings and. tran51t routes are coordinated in an
- atmosphere redolent of World War II. At the joint ! Navy/Air Force mari-
time surveillance center, at Pitreavie near Edinburgh, the bunker is
guarded by armed airmen, is nuclear blastproof, and would be. self-
sufficient for months in the event of war. From.this concrete hold in
the ground, the patient and secret tracking. of Soviet submarines is
‘handed over to the enormous U.S. Air Force base at Keflavik, Iceland,
and from there to the eastern seabord bases of Brumsw1ck, Me., and
Jac.ncsomrﬂ le, Fla

"An ASW commander once he has located a Ru551an sub, may
him to death' by remorselessly directing active sonar at the submarlne,
informing it in no uncertain terms that it has been located and might
as well come up. Witnout secrecy, a submarine becomes as vulnerable
as an alligator on land."

(Atlas, January 1975, pp. 16-19, italics mine)
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Ana if Bricain knows how to manage the Creenland-Iceland-United
Kingdoim (GIux) cnokepoint, are we going too far wnen we assume that
she Kuows how to monitor and mauagze the Strait of Gibraltar, the var-
danelies, or the Strait of .ageilan (Falkland Islands),rand all those
otner straits whicia she controls, even thougi the BBC Listener focused
on tue Greeniand-Iceland-united Kingdom straits exclusively? _And
would we be far off tne mark if we posited that Britaln 1s making
every possible effort to keep the horn of Africa out of Soviet/Cuban/
U.S./ Israeli haunds?

If, then, sritain was a superpower twelve months ago, how much

‘more a superpower sne must be, now that all her ﬁgvanged weapon Sys-
tems are soon ©o be armed with succéssfully-tested, highly miniaturized
li-bomb warheads of advanced designs, extending, as it will, the range
and accuracy of- Britain's delivery systems. ' Little wonder, then,

tnat tne pound exalts; the London Stock Exchange soars; the reserves
- of the Sank of tngland pile up, and Callaghan announces to the lLiouse
Britain's resumption of her "proper place in the world."

Great britain: Superpower--The City of London:
Financial, Shipping and Commodity Capital of the World

Ancg to wiiat end this striviag for level nuclear parity? To sus-
tain, nurture, and augment a complex global economic system knitted
together by Lonaon, the financial center, not only of the sterling
‘bloc, but of the entire world! London, and not New York, is the
wueen of finance, insurance and shipping! The regal 1list is set down

in Euromoney's (January, -1978) special survey (pp. 69-87) devoted to
tne City of London: § . :

"The City of London

. earns a El.7 billion net surplus in foreign exchange
annually. ' ' ) . Ty
- earns a ‘third of the cogntryfs net invisible surplus.
. has doubled its foreign income during the last two years
~ [astonishing in view of what was thought to be Britain's
near bankruptcy in the fall of 1976].

. has more foreign banks (over 275) than any other
financial ceantre. ; il :

. has more American banks than WNew York.
. has the largest network of overseas bank brarches.

. operates the largest international insurance market
in the world. -~ - :
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. 1as a larger stock market turiiover than Frankfurt,
Paris, Amsterdam and Brussels combined.

. accouats for tne largest share of the worldwide Euro-
currency narket

. accounts for two-thirds of the world's shipping freight
market. :

. operates some of the world's largest commodity markets."

(p. 69)

Now what is Striking is that London's- comparative advantage tends
to grow, rather than diminish, with the expansion of New York and
Chicago as worlu fipancial centers because such expansion widens and
deepens the network and London is Queen because she reigns over the
networks: B ;

"London's foreign business differs from that in other
centres in two ways. In the first place it covers a far
wider spectrum of activities--money, commodities, lnsurance,

- snipping, professional services and information services.
nNew York iias tue money, the capital, the security houses
and some of tne insurance companies, tnough it shares com-
modities with Chicago and shipping remains primarily domestic.
Zarich and Frankfurt are mainly money, capltal and security
centres. Secondly, tne volume of London's international
[italics Euromoney's] business dominates its total turnover
in a way that only Zurich can emulate. . . (p. 71)

"London's relations with New York naturally looms
large. These remain the t¢win centres of world finance.
Only in London and ilew York is it possible to say that the
money markets and stock markets have the depth to absorb
vast international transactions on a daily basis without
affecting prices unduly; and it is not by chance that the

Ulk of the huge curreacy surpluses of the newly-rich Arab
worlid nave been placed short-term in London and New York
rather than elsewhere. new York's markets have the depth
and resilience provided by the needs of the world's largest
industrialized economy. London, by necessity, gains 1its
extensive turnover from 1nter1at1ona1 transactions of all
Kinds.

“"When New York opened its doors to international loans
gjain three years ago, it was widely supposed that London
would feel the draught. The results have not borne out the
fears, not because New York has been unable to take advantage
'0f tne freedom from exchange controls, but rather because

iew York's reentry onto the world's capital market scene

has simply widened the network [over which the city of

London presides

(pp. 63-¢4). Italics mine.
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No matter how hard the United States has hit Sterling since
World War II by forcing one devaluation after another, the city of
Lonaon has not only maintained its preeminence but enhanced it.

Wnen, for example, President Kennedy introduced the interest equali-
zation tax to uiscourage Americans from lending money abroad and
making dollars available to Britain, it spawned the Eurodollar and
the Eurobond market which gravitated naturally to London. Similarly,
the city of London over the past twelve months has once again bounded
from off the ropes to retain its title as financial centre of the
world. P " %

And in preparing itself this time for the next go-round of dollar
PT€Ssure on the pound, the Bank of England has been investing a high
percentage of its reserves in United States Treasury notes so that
tne Bank of England will have immediate access to dollars without
suffering undaly high losses, since, unlike the city of New York, the
United States cannot easily go bankrupt. Indeed, Britain's buying-up
of treasury notes was on such a magnitude ($2-3 billion a month) that
wnen Britain offered to buy up more than two-thirds of one month's
issue, the Federal Reserve moved in to limit the amount. This large-
scale investing at first propped up the dollar and then, when Britain
pulled out in december and offered to buy only a few hundred million,
tne dollar plummeted and required the first massive intervention by
the Federal keserve Board. :

Great Britain: Sceptred Isle

Little England indeed! Awesome superpower astride the crucial
cnokepoints of the world; world centre of international finance,
insurance, shipping, and commodities; head of a world-girdling Common-
Wealth of thirty-six states, rich in natural resources and cheap
labour power; a state governed by agile, adroit, experienced, inno-
vating masiers of statecraft and stagecraft; a regal establishment
sustainea and defended, strategically by the Royal Navy's independent
nuclear deterrent, the Polaris, strategically-tactically by V-bombers,
Jaguars, Bucaneers and Nimrods, manned by RAF crews which have no
peers, and by a fleet unmatched by any European NATO power and so
beyond the Soviet's "Navy' as to stretch comparison to the edge of
meaning, and covertly by a network of intelligence services and clande-
stine operations so advanced, complex, and effective that they alone
of all tie intelligence systems of the world, deserve five stars--
uoes not sucih arn England still remain the scentred isle?

The United States at Bay? Israel at Sixes and at Sevens?

Tnis is the Great Britain which is now squared off against the
united States in Europe, in Cyprus, in the Caribbean, in South America,
in Asia, in Africa and the iiiddle East. It is this Great Britain that
is contending with the united States over the Law of the Sea, over the
structure of the economic and political systems of the Third World,
and over a comprehensive test ban treaty to determine whether Britain's
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attainment of level parity will be congealed, or whether the United
States. will escalate to ultimate strategic weapons. It is this

- Great britain whose shadow hovers over the Sadat-Begin negotiations--

now ominously when Britain scores a victory on one or more of the
many fronts, and now less threateningly as the United States gains
mastery.

When sucii titans are locked in combat to determine the shape of
the world to come, Israel can hardly expect the United States to do
for Israel what it camnot uo for itself. So long as Callaghan has
Carter at -bay, the Israeli-Egyptian talks are bound to be stalled.
But of this we can be - sure--the United States is as firm -in it5 sup-
port of Israel as ever. Perhaps, even more so, since Israel is the
only secure United States salient in the [liddle East--a salient which
offers tne united States hope in its struggle to wrest the straits
of. Bab-el-iviandeb from Lritish control; to protect the Straits of
Tiran from British intrusion; and to keep the Suez Canal in the hands
of an anti-British ruler. And since. the United States has as yet
Untapped economic, technological, and intellectual -resources beyond
those available to Great Britain, Israel has more hope for a peaceful
and prosperous destiny than those states whose survival is dependent
on British power, however impressive and frightening that power may
bei The spiral of development may be halting, but it is by no means
naltea. ' '

: Globally-yours, _

S K BN s

Ellis Rivkin & 5
Editor-in-Chief and Publisher
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Connie Yaffe
ianaging Editor and Research
Associate . b

Post-Scriptule -

After completing tnis issue, we came upon several items of such
import tanat we felt we should suare them at once with our readers:

o
o

Arab Investments and -the Uollar Crisis -

. Althougn we have'been aware of the crucial role wiiich the invest-
ment of Arab oil funas must be playing in the struggle between the

dolTar and tue pound, we have found it very difficult to find precise
information ot tiile extent of these holdings; the structure of the

portfolios of these holdings; and, what is most crucial, the shifting

of tnese holdings from omne curreicy system to another. Unfortunately,
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the data I had collected-during'1976_when the pound was falling and
wnici gave some exact figures of how much the Arab states were trans-
ferring from sterling into dollar accounts were lost with my journal

-4

wnile touring Greece during my sabbatical. ;

This loss has beea to some extent offset by some figures pub-
lished in To the Point International (23 January, 1978), p. 15, reveal-
ing tne extent to whicn Arab oil revenues are invested .in dollars, and -
the catastrophic consequences for the dollar should the, Arabs and
especially the Saudis siaift their dollar investments to sterling and
otiner currencies: " : ' B

", . . The U.S. has to watch these relations [to the
0il exporting countries] both to safeguard the flow and the
price of its imports and to encourage the 0il exporting .
countries to maintain and even increase their investments in
dollars or dollar-related assets. If the Arabs were to
prefer other currencies or assets--and December's sudden
dive in the dollar suggests they are tending in that
direction--the huge amounts involvea would damage U.S.
economic power, prestige, and leverage. . . As economist
Samuel Brittan explains, if there were confidence in the
Gollar, the oil producers' 40,000 million [i.e., $40 billion]
surplus could comfortably offset the U.S. trade deficit. .

. 'Tne weakness in the dollar pretty clearly reflects a shift
in the portfolio preferences of the Arabs.' . = G

"The Arab 0il producers--led by Saudi Arabia with
$55,000 million [i.e., $55,060 billion] of its reserves in
U.S. denominated investments--hold dollar assets of :
$150,000 million [i.e., $130 billion]. While there is -
little fear that existing dollar assets will be liqui-
dated, there is real .anxiety that the Arabs may divert
some of tneir new surpluses elsewhere. A London banker
has warned that support operations for the dollar, and
interest rate differentials would have little effect if -
tiilS happened on any scale. . .'" (Italics mine), i

The o0il exporting states, especially Saudi Arabia, have found
themselves in a double bind. iaving decided to fix oil prices in dol-
lars when the dollar was riding roughshod over the pound, these states
now find that tiheir incomes insofar as purchases outside the dollar
system are concerned has dropped, at the very moment when their dollar
-deposits in American banks, their dollar investments in American
bonds, and their uollar investment in American securities are depreci-
ating. At the same time, these states see the value of sterling ris-
ing uramatically against the dollar. ience they are understandably
- tempted to pull out of dollars aad shift to "harder" currencies.

Amoig. these harder currencies sterling is extremely attractive, not
only because the pound has risen from $1,60+ in December 1976 to
$1.94% in .arch 1975, and not only because tne interest their deposits
earn from britisn banks are highly favourable, but because as 'pointed
out in tihe pody of the WNewsletter, only London can.absorb capital
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flows in such huge amounts. The mark, the Swiss franc and the yen may
Séem to be "stronger" tihan the pound, but Frankfurt, Zurich, and
loxyo ‘can only absorb a fraction of what London can! :

“The tables are turned once again. Nhen the prlce of oil sky-
rocketed after tihe Yom Kippur War ian 1973, Britain took a battering
because overnight she had to shell out vast sums to meet her oil needs.
As a consequence her balaace of payments staggered downward under
tiis pressure.

As time went by, nowever, the billions which were being paid out
by Britain, tne EEC, the United States, Japan, etc. began to find
their way to British bauks for deposit, and to British.securities for
investment. The upshot was that within time Britain was in balance
as far as her o0il accounts were concerned--the $10 billion, let us say,
sritain spent on oil was offset by the $10 billion which the Arab -
states reinvested in Britain. In addition, the high price of oil
which at first was so deleterious for Britain's balance of payments,
opened up the p0551b111ty for an 011 bonanza from the North Sea.

This relief, nowever, was short lived; for the United. States
mounted an all-out offensive against the pound in 1976, beating it
down to ¢1.59+. This decline in the pound encouraged the Arab states
to pull out of sterling and invest in the dollar. For six months or
more in 1970, from about June to December, the withdrawal of Arab
funds was massive. -The shock to sterling was so shattering that
Britain had to come hat-in-hand to the International Money Fund for
a loan to bail her out, and had to agree to conditions which, for the
first time, intruded om Britain's hitherto sacredly guarded '
sovereigaty over her budget.

And now it is.America‘s turn, as Britain lures Arab capital out
of the ueclining dollar and into the bouncing pound. To defend the
dollar at all costs in the face of such a massive outflow would be
hazardous indeed, since it would mean reducing U.S. reserves without
any guarantee that the tide could be stemmed. :

In addition, it should be pointed out--though a full analysis
must await a future newsletter--that American banks have lent tens of
billions of dollars to Third World countries, many of whom belong to
the Commonwealth-sterling bloc, and many of whom are perched on  the
edge of bankruptcy. These days Chase Manhattan-not to speak of Citi-
corp, nanover Manufacturers Trust, etc.--needs a friend on Thread-
needle Street. .

The pivotal role of the Saudis in effectuating any Middle East
settlement can now be spelled out in dollars and pence. The.request
for F-15's can no longer be easily brushed aside. A The need to offset
British training of Saudi aircrews with’ Aner1can tra1n1ng of those
who will fly American aircraft becomes more imperative. As a conse-
quence, the Sadat-Begin talks mark time as Carter and Callaghan play
taeir cards close to tiheir chests, each hesitating to call the "bluff"
of the other, lest nelther be- blufflng -
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"The major reason the Israeli-Egyptian agreement has
to be worked out before a Gemeva meeting is that there be
u0 opportunity for sritain to obstruct the Middle East
settliement at sucih a conference. The Israelis and the
bgyptians nave to cowme as a bloc which cannot be dissolved.
Unce the Israeli-kgyptian settlement is worked out, the-
stage is set for the process by which the PLO will "be
legitimatized and a Palestinian state built at the expease .
of Jordan. Cace Sadat has successfully ended belligerency
with Israel, he has altered tie ideological presupposition
of the Arab worlu and nas thereby set a precedent which
woula allow even revolutionary Palestinian Arabs like Arafat
to acknowledge Israel's legltlmacy as a sovereign nation in
tne riaale. East

Tine scenario wuicih is now b31ng played out was thus visualized
more tnan two years ago. s

< : 5 . S B i An L
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And, of course ben Gurion had anticipated th1s reco1c1laat1on at
the tiwme of wasser's’ aeath, iu his remarks to John M. Roots (Saturday
Review, April 3, 1471):

‘v, . . In every couflict, there comes a time thn to

ttie is more 1mp0rtant ‘than to get everything you want
. .'. . and the time has come to settle. Today, above all

eise, as humaus, we must have an end to destruction and
bloodshea. We must look to the future. The moment has come
for peace, and we must seize it.

“'One reason I feel so strongly about the need for
pold steps now toward a settlement is that I am certain ;
eventual Arab-Israeli cooperation is inevitable. In fact, o
an- Arab-Israeli alliance. [.] Geography and history make
1t so. The Arabs of the lliddle Ages were the most civilized
race in the world. They nave much to give us, and I believe
we, in turn, have much to give them.

ristory has proved the apbpsurdity of regarding tradi-
tional eumities as etermal. IWations wnich have been at each
other's tnroats today may fall on each other's necks tomorrow.
Look at France anu Germany. wow, with the pace of change.
so'rapid-anu radical, Arab Jewxsn partnershlp may come faster
than we think, and togetuer we could turn the Middle East

luto one of ithe garauen spots and great creative centers of

tiie earth.'"

(Italics mine)

Anu ben Gurion's confidence that if he and lasser could -have sat
down cogether they mignt have settled everything between them, is now
peing fulfilied as Sauat and Legin sit down togetier to settle every-
thing between tihem. ‘This confidence of Ben Gurion that the Prime

piinister of Israel and' the President of Egypt could indeed sit down
cogether aunu open the way to Arab-Israeli cooperation--"inevitable
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is Tie way sen Gurion put it--and-ultimately to an Arab-Israeli
aliiauce, was expressed by sen Gurion in so touching and propnetic
a way, tumat ais every wora is wortiwy of 1terat1on and re1terat10n'
"“"The former Prime Minister spoke agalnFof'Pres1-->

deat nasser. He spoke with respect. There was a

wiscful note as ne asked about the funeral in Cairo.

"I often felt,' he recalled, "that if he and I could

nave sat down togeiuer, we mlgﬁ_'have settled everything

between us. e was by far the greatest of the Arabs.

ile was the oae man, and Egypt-the one Arab state, strong

euoagn to make peace.' Turnlng to the window, he spread

ails npands in a. gesture of resignation. ' 'And now he's gone,'

ue said with emotion. What a pity he had to-die.''™ ::

.t . (Ibid.y--italics mine)

dow: fortuilate. that Sadat is: another man strong enough to make
peace, and' what a comfort that fiasser's death did not snuff out
pen Gurion's vision of a day when Arab-Israeli tooperatzon would be -
1nev1taaxe and an Arab Israe11 alllauce an organ1c nece551ty.

Iia lignt of wiiac:-we set fortu above in the sectlon entitled
"Stateérafi and Stagecraft,” tie dramatic quality of the Sadat visit
to Israei was by no meaas fortuitous. If, in Kkeeping with our
analysis, we recognize that botl Sauat and Degin are actors committed
to tie scenarios and scripts written by the "playrights™ commissioned
vy the Wasaingtion Strategic Action Group (WSAG), to prepare viable
sceuarios for tue iliddle East'''stage,” then we must applaud the im-
peccavle performance of tihe two prime actors, and especially that of
Sadat, wno not only played his part superbly, but who looked as though
he nad been cnosen to play the stellar role. Perhaps in some future
lewsietter we shall go into the dynamics of the '"play" and share with
you ilow it was designed in such a way that it was virtually impossible
not to identify with both Sadat and Begin and to yearn for a full
reconc111ac10n.

And now for a word or two about the fundamental dynamics that we
taink may account for this scenario being played out at th1s time:

1. Tue American connection: A move to implement the Iong—
range Americaun goal of establishing Israel as a secure beachhead of
developmental capltallsm with secure, largely pre-1967 borders,
fully recognized by her Arav neighbors and fully protected by iron-
clad international agreements.

Since tue Sauat-Begin meetings represent only Act I, the Syrians
are veing nelu in reserve for Act II, to make certain that the dis-
mantling of the old mind-sets and the fasn1011ng of the new mind-sets
nave been effectively accompllsned.

. Oace Syria is brougnt iuto the “play," then the Palestlnlan
problem can be grappled wita .as Arafat more and more openly follows
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tie leau or als Arab vrotaers, Sauat and Assad. fad, finally,- tue
Jordanians, uaving veen coupletely Loxed in,-and the rejection front
exposed as oostruct10115ts, a aurable settlement can be envisaged as
practical.

Tae need for successive 'acts' is not only required so that old
images can die away and new images be fortified, but also to be able
to offset quickly auy sritish move that would necessitate Israel
stilli veing piciured as tiie enemy by Syria and tne ‘Arafat grouplngs
in tue ruu.

act I was played out at tnis time because of an opportunity which
was opened up by cercain Sritish concessions to the United States,
Tnese conuess1ous, nowever, by the British were seemingly offset by
the significant concessions whlch the United States had to mzke to
Great ‘writain.

This Driags us to

(. Tue pritisi connection. First, let us call your attention
to tne followiuy facts: :

a. wegin was supposed to meet with the British Prime iiinister,
James Callagnan, on tue very weekend that Sadat ciiose to visit Israel.
In oegiu's letcer to Sadat (tie full text of which is to be found in
tne dew Yorw Times, Thurscay, november 17, 1977), he specifically
scates tuat snould Sadat choose to visit Israel on tlie weekend of the
lotu, ne woula request Cailagnan to postpone Begin's visit until after
tae dauat visit. (oritaia turas ouc, after all, to be an active par-
ticipant ia riddle Last affairs, otierise why would Begzn be visiting
LOumioil 4t all?)

b. Sadat, in turn, was supposed to have met with Callaghan
over tue same . weexend.. . (Two-strikes for Lritain's ongoing role in
tae widdle Last). B s ol

C. 'ile substitution of a ﬁegln Callagnan, Sadat- Callaghan
visit for a ocacat-ibegin rendezvous would seem to be sayzag something
avout souetu1ng

1€ yuesiiou, tuen, is way were pegin and Sadat goxng to visit
Caliagnan uow, of all times, when visits such as these have occurred,
if at all, rareky. Ve suggest tihe following contingent hypothesis:
Greac 5r1£aiu, naving saccessfully broken through to a new level of
lnuciear strategic power (see the newsletter of September 15, 1977),
a level more fulily confirmed by the successful testing witnin“the past
moutu of a uew, anu ‘advanced Polaris warhead with greater range and
greater accuracy; and with Britain's successes in Somalia which, for
tue tine ueiug at least, gives aer coatrol over the strategic horn of
nfrlua, Gud witn ser successes in stalling the Rhodesian settlement
and gainiag time-'for Soutin Africa througn the vetoing of economic
sanctions against Soutir Africa; and with the opening-up of renewed
uwope for tne weakeuing and the possible overthrow of tiae ileto regime
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in hugola, she may well have considered the time ripe to reintroduce
herself as an acknowleaged superpower*with vital interest in the
shaping of any Middle Last settlement. &

In oruer to offset this move by Britain, aid the United States
offer britain the following major coicessions in return for a Sadat-
veJluu 'jet-togetner: & 2 $Teta 1, e . . ,

a. The unitcd States would temporarily- separate the straits
issue iuvolving bab el-Mandeb and the horn of Africa from the terri-
torial issue, tuat is, Sinai, the Gaza Strip, the West Bank and the
Palestinian question. '

0. ‘Yhe united States would remove its objections to limit-
ing tae rangé of the cruise missile from 200 miles or so to a range .-
of over 1,000 miles, whicii Great Britain has demanded as a prerequisite
for not splitting WATO apart. On the day that Sadat accepted Begin's
invitation, tiie Soviets agreed to abandon her objection to the long-
range cruise missile, pointing to a possible connection. (The signifi-
caace of tue long-raige cruise missile is that it becomes a strategic,
rather tihan a tactical, nuclear weapon and puts the Soviet Union and
her sateliites in range of an emerging new British missile system.

c. If tnis hypothesis is correct, then Begin's cancelling-
out uis visit to Callazhan was agreed to by Britain as part of the
quiu pro quo. - ‘ -

Taere is an alternative nypothesis ‘that the United States arranged
for tue Sadat-iLegin meetings as a form of open defiance of Great
sritain. If this hypothesis is correct, then we would anticipate that
Great pritain's client states throughout tne world and Great Britain's
covert forces in such groupings as the PLO will launch aggressive
counter-attacks aimed at blocking Acts II and IIT as visualized by
tuae American *'playwrights." Pointing in ‘this direction 'is the fact
that the pborder between Iraq (Britain) and Syria (U.S.) was closed on
the day that Sadat accepted begin's iavitation.

At the moment, we cend to lean to the first hypothesis, since the
coacessions mwade to Britain, especially with respect to the cruise
missile, is, in the calculus of power, the highest kind of concession
tnac cau be made. g '

I sum, taerefore, the Begin-Sadat meetings represent, on the one
nagd, a wajor breaktarough on the road to a Geneva settlement, which
wiil give Isracl the security she needs, and, on the other hand, it
Jdoes not cover over tne fact that the united States may have been com-
pelied, for tae nonce, by Great sritain, to unlink the Israeli terri-
corial settlemeant from tiae strategically vital issue of the Bab el-
vandev Straiis auau tne siora of Africa.

We nounetueless still feel confident that the United States will;
in time, fiad sufficient ways and meaas to overcome Britain's nuclear
vreaktnrougas by designing exotically new instruments capable of
readering oritain's unuclear arsenal narmless, along with more effective
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utilization -of covert operations, -such as those carried out by the
Cuabans to undermiune aud d1smant1e the Brltlsn client states frOm
within. :

but despite the :shadows whicn d1m somewhat the glow of peace
kindlea this past weekend, we still have faith that Isaiah's vision
will be fulfilleu in a future not so distant that. 1t will not be
witnessed by all of us: -

"In that day Israel will be the third with ﬁg?nt-and'f
Assyria, a-blessing in .the midst of ‘the- earth whom the
Loru of hosts has blessed say1ng

'Blessed be Lgypt ﬂy people, and Assyria the
work of dy hands, aad Israel my nerltave.‘"

o ---f*- i ‘:  - (Isalan 19 24 25) %_-= L3 R o

1 While proofreauing the iiewsletter, we noticed that we had failed
to include the London Times report revealing former Prime Minister
uarold Wilson's role in bringing about the settlement of the Lebanese
war. We now Guote from iernard Levin's columi:

". . . The Arab League's peace-keeping force for
Lebanon . . . was his [Wilson's] idea, and there is an
interesting story which is worti telling. . . He [Wilson]
endured uncomplainingly the heostility aroused by his
wiilingness to entertain various oil-sheikis and other
potentates during the last period of his premiership, when
ile was accused of going cap-in-hand to them, but his critics
did not inow that in fact all talks of loans and the purchase
of british companies, for which Sir [larold was reviled, was
notiting put a 'froat'; all the Arab visitors were in reality
pleiipotentiaries going back and forth between Sir Harold
and tne warring parties, as he developed the plan that has
at iast borne the fruit of peace for Lebanon."

From The London Times of iNovember 18, 1976.

We also note tnat we failed to include a highly symbolic event
wiiich occurred at tie time of the Sinai settlement, as reported in the
Cincinnati Enquirer, as follows:

“Egyptians and Israelis met in the Sinai Desert
since anu exchanged che remains of two Jewish terrorists
nanged in Cairo 30 years ago for more than 20 Arab
prisoners.
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"Egyptian soldiers returned the bodies of Eliahu
dakim aau Eliwug peit-Zouri, who were tried and executed
Oy bgyptian autnorities for' tiie assassination in Novem-
ber, 1y44 of Lord soyne, the top british government
official in the iiiddle Ekast duriag lorld War II. . . .

""Israel said the remains of iiakim and Beit-Zouri
will lie 1iu State Taursday in Jerusalem and will be
buried on Mount herzl witn full military NOnorsS. . . .
Israell autnorities nave described rgypt's willingness
to return the vodies as a 'softening element' in iid-
cast peace efforts.” - _ - ' '

(Italics mine)

Tae "softening element," we would suspect, was the symbolic
acknowleugment that Lgypt and Israel had jointly defeated their common
enemy, Great Britain. The symbol was further expanded by according
tiie slayers of Lord idoyne a funmeral with full military honors for

two individuals wio had dared to challenge so audaciously the British
imperium in tne Miuule East.






