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This essav is concerned chiefly with exploring Soviet perceptions of Saudi
Arabia and Iran during cthe first half of 1983, with & view towards identifv-

ing cthe motivations underlying Moscow's policies toward those states. The

s ARSANACE R
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raticnale for focusing on these countries is that both play key roles in tne

e,

ragion, and therefore any nation attempting to shape events there, including

the superoowers, and perhaps especially they, must necessarily try to deal wich
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the problems and/or opportunities presented by these two states. The latter,

Ll
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. 2.

however, do not exist in a vacuum. Therefore, some of the activities of the

GNP W

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), Jordan and Syria are discussed
brieflv to flesh out somewhat the context within which Moscow, Riyadh and
Teneran were pursuing their policies towards each other ancd the region as a
. whole...

S The first half of 1983 was chosen for review because several important
- events occured then, making it an especially significant time. Three major

initiatives for peace (the Reagan Plan, The Arab Plan, and the Brezhnev Plan)

voe
MO

had been undertaken in September 1982, and were being pursued during the

period under consideration. The PLO and Jcrdan held important talks aiwed at

AR

regsolving the Palestinian problem. The effr :ts of the Israeli invasion of

"~
?f Lebanon were still being sharply felt, It appeared that the war had seriouslyv
X
}: aroded Soviet infiuence in the region, and conversely that the United States
!! had been provided with an important opportunity, Indeed, Washington seized
o
ﬁi that opportunity, working assiduously to Dbring about an agreement between
o N
N

«"e
»

Lebanon and Israel, which in fact was signed on Mav 17, 1983. The 4a
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azreement, 3s 1T lame T e xnown, seemec “) be a zreat victorv for Amerizan
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diplomacy. On the other hand, Saudi Arabia hinted that it might be willing

to establish diplomatic relations with the Scviet Union. Also, the Soviet

Union and Egypt were moving towards a rapprochement. The Iraqi-Iranian War
continued to destatilize the region. The Scviet Union decided to support

lraq in its struggle with Iran bv resuming arms transfers to Baghdad. Te-~

neran crushed the communist party (the Tudeh Party), asserting that the laz-

ter had conducted esplonnage for the Soviet Union. And firally, Afghanistan .
continued to poison the atmosphere.

After discussing Soviet-Saudi relations and Soviet-Iranian relations in
the context of the foregoing developments, ...e essay describes Soviet policy
towards some key actors in the region., It then concludes with a judgement
about !loscow's response to the challenges it faced.

Viewing the situation from Moscow in early 1983, there were both regative
and positive aspects of the Soviet-Saudi relationship. The negative elements
involved several issues: (1) Riyadh's efforts to convene an Arab summit con-
ference to seek 2 compromise between the Reagan and Arab piams; (2)PLO-
Jordanian relations; (3) Saudi~Syrian relations; (&) the Yay l7 agreement;
(5) Afghanistan; (6) Soviet-Yemen Arab Republic relations; and (7) Saudi-
United States relationms,

On September 1, L9872, President Reagan announced =is plan for peace ir
che !iddle East, This was followed bv an Arab summit meeting held in Tez,
torocco, which concluded on September 9 with the publication of the Arat's
own peace pian, Six davs later, Leonid Brezhnev summarized the Soviet posi-

cion On the same issue,
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From the Soviet perspective, the two major aand related aspects of :the

Reagan Plan were (1) Washington's determination to continue to exclude Moscow

from the Middle East peace process, and (2) the actempt to draw Jordan into
negotiations that would lead to some kxind of federation between Jordan and a

west 3ank entity administered by Palestinians not members of the PLO. Both

of these aims were anecthema to the Soviet Union, the first for obvious reasons,

and the second because a substantial degree of Moscow's influence in the

Middle East resulted from the existence of the PLO. Indeed, the circumventing

of that organization would have struck at the heart of Soviet interests in

the region. In a phrase, the Soviets were totally opposed to the Reagan Plan,

and cherefore were against any Arab conference that might possibly move towards

its acceptance. This was tantamount to being against any Arab conference that

might have had the American initiative on its agenda even implicitiyv,
The Arab Plan, hammered out at Fez, consisted of eight points. Point
1

seven called for United Nations Security Council guarantees of

all states of the region, including [anJ . . . independent Palestinian

'peace among

State." Thus, through its reference to 'peace among all states of the region,"”

the Arab Plan implied acceptance of Israel's right to exist, It also provided

a role fcr the Soviet Union through the reference to the Security; Council.
The Arab Plan was consistent with the Soviet posizion in several ways.
However, it did not explicity provide a role for Moscow, and even more

-

imporzant 1z Zailed to relfect explicitly the Reagan Plan. \VNevertheless,

3rechnev said, '"We postively assess the Tez proposals,' which are not "a:
variance with long-neid Sovie: positions." It appeared that by accepting
the Arab Plan, even thcugh it fell {ar short o what che 3cviets weoculd have
| “ I
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prefarred, Moscow was actempting to remain relevant in che rezion.

r,

"Theaccempt T Temaln relaevan: was

(4]

2

lezzed ia the 3rezhrnev Plan, which
was articulaced by the Soviet leader on September 13, and which consisted of
six poincs: (1) Israeli withdrawal from occupied cerritories; (I) establish-
ment of an independent Palestinian szate; (i) return of East Jerusalem <to the
Arabs, with free access to holy places in all 2f Jerusalem: (3) security assur-
ances for all countries in the region; (3) an ernd to the stace of war between

Israel and the Arab countries; and (6) guarantees of the settiement by the

-

permanent members of the Security Council, or by the Security Council &s a
1
whole.” , The combination of points four and five consctituted a nearlv explici:

acceptance of Israel's right to exist, and point six provided a role in che

-

peace process Ior the Soviet Union through its permanent membership on the

Security Council. It was the latter point chat made the Brezhnev Plan as

. -

unacceptable to the United States as was the Reagan Plan to the Soviet Unioa.
washingcon adamantly cpposed Soviet participation in cthe peace process,
whereas Moscow insisted on its right to be included.

A Saudi newspaper editorial described the Arab Plan as 'the basis of the

move towards the major powers . . . [Ia7 . ., . che Securizy Council . . . ."

The paper also referred to "a comprehensive seztlement . . . in accord with

. . the arab ?lan, while not disregarding other initiatives that in essence

L. 4 . . . "l
and ultinac2 objectives are not ¢oatradiciory to che Arap 2lan.” while

"other initiacives" could have referred to Soth the Brezhnev and Reagzan plans,

: ; [ P N I cea o - e
L0 wad pruvaduLe L0O4AL tae Lallicel was the SeuS.

ey
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seen by some obsarvers as a response o :the Reagan initiative. A cardinal

SCint hers was the williagness in some Arad juarters o seex a
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between the various initiatives. uUn the other hand, although Mescow had

k s pprsrd J/sve

. accepted the Fez resolutiongthemselves, t> have gone beyond them would have
K
L been moving much tco close to the Reagan Plan, and hence would have rein-
L]
»
forced Moscow's exclusion from the peace process. The core of the Soviet
n ses ., . . s
iy position was that there would be no comprehensive peace in the region unless
ol
i
- Moscow would be included in the negotations.

The Fez summit had established a seven-member committee (Morocco,

«'r B «
. -

3
Algeria, Tunisia, Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and the PLO)~ which initially

i

toured the capitals of four of the five permanent members of the Security
4

Council to ascertain their views on how to move the peace process forward.

] el

s,

Subsequently, the committee announced that it would hold a summit conference

L
2!

to assess the tour's results. Two of the points to be discussed at the con-

p__AF

ference threatened Soviet interests. First, similarities between the arab

YALS

and Reagan plans were to be indentified, with the aim of exploiting the

P

positive aspects of the latter, so as to effect some progress. Thus, the

197,

committee announcement implied a2 willingness to compromise between the Rez

.
%2

-

ERd

and Reagan nlans, precisely what Moscow was opposing. Second, the commitcee

r

planned to ascertain at the projected meeting the extent o which Moscow had

.

fulfilled its promise to promote a just peace. In this way, the committee

N4
v fs

couid assess how '"seriously’” the Soviet Union wanted to conzribute to a

NN

2 . + - . ..
settlement. It can be noted parenthetically that the Saudi newspaper edi-

r L
[
e
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torial cited earlier observed that previous Soviet support for a Palestinian

< state had been only "verbal and rhetorical without . . . plaving an effective
;ﬁ role."  Regarding the firsc of these two points, it is provable thr Saudi
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Arabia supported, and 20ssiblv even iniciated, the attemp: wichin the com~
mittee to incorporate alements of the eagan Plan into a modifiad Arab

posicion. This can be inferred Zrom Saudi Arabia's relationship with the
Uoitad States, which on balance was a positive cne, and from Rivadh's tole

as a mediator in regional aZfairs., The attempt, bv itself, would have been

bt ]

sufficient co earn subDstantial Soviet hostilicy fcr the Saudis, and the
publicity expressed skepticism about Soviet ''seriousness' cculd only have *
sharpened that hostility.

Another issue that negatively affected Soviet-Saudi affairs, namely
PLO-Jordanian relations, reached one of its periodic climaxes in April
1983. The Saudi role in this drama was detremental to Soviet interests, as
was some of the press coverage during the dencument, In early April, King
Hussein of Jordansand Yasir Arafat, Chairman of the Executive Committee 66
the PLO and the leader of Fatah, the largest and most influential of tzhe
several faccions that constituyre the PLO, completed a Jordanian-PLO drafe
agreement that, if approved, would have committed Jordan and the PLO to
enter into peace negotiazions with Israel. The drafit explicitly noted the
necessitcy of adopting a political (as opposed to militarv) approach based
on the rez resolutions and in accord with the Reagan Plan. YHowever, when
Arafat accempted to secure aporoval of the d4rafc Sv the PLC Executive Com-
aittee and the Cencral Commitzee of Fatah, =shree xev amendmenIs were iasisted

upon: deletion of all reference to the Reagan Plan; inclusion oi a reference

to the Palestinian peoples' right zo seli-determination; and a >rovision
that PLO rapresentation in any Jordanian~-?.0 jelegazion would =ave o come

rom well knowm members oF z=me LY leacersais, Ia %Tmaz Susseln hali -ean

-




couvinced from the outset that there cou.d be nc suzcess unless the discussions

remained within the framework of the Reagan Plan, the King could not accept

- T ] ! .
the amendments, and the talks collapsed. The Saudi stance on the Husseine
Arafat ralks was generallv supportive. As the time for the talxs approach-
ed some problems developed, but the Saudi Foreign Miniscer, Prince Faysal,

1"

was reported to have told "two Palestinian leaders . . . that Saudi Arabia

'will eliminate the obstacles said to be blocking Jordanian-Palestinian
coordinacion.'"8 After the talks collapsed, an editorial in the Saudi news-
paper UKAZ sharply criticized the extremists in the PLO who had rejected

the HusseimArarfat draft, and also leveled a blistering criticism at Moscow,
without actually raming it. The paper argued that the PLO extremists who
rejected the agreement 'serve the interests of other states that want [to

participate/ . . . in the comprehensive settlement negotiations . . . .

Tuis wasazi o istakable L(eference to the Soviet Union, and the editorial con-
tinued with the observation that

Roles in any case are not given. They are dictated by . . .
realities ., . . . The realities of the Palestinian case in~
dicate that it is the United States . . . wnich can « . .
pressure . . . Israel , ... .

Regrettably, we still entertain illusorv ideas and other ideas
imported from the communist East about :military] struggles,
but those who boast about struggle have not actually engaged
in {t. They let the Palestinian . . . fighters do . . .
Jthat) on their own in Beirut.

This piercing allusion to Moscow concerned the Sovier failure to assistc the
PLO when it was being dacimated during the Isrzeli seize of Beirut the previ-
ous summer. Another Saudi paper, AL-JAZIRAH, urged Palestinian leaders

to prove to the United States that Israeli intransigence, not the PLO's

T4

poscture,was 'Slocking a compranensive solution ro the Arab-Israeli conflic:
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This was a clear appeal to the PLO to moderate ifs position,
thereby »slacing on Israel the responsibilizy for obstructing peace. Also,

Al-JAZIRAH's concern that Isvraeli inctransigence be proved 2o the United States

(and by omission not to the Soviet Union) reinforced UKAZ's declaration that
it was Washington (and again by the clearestc of implications not Moscow) that
could exert pressure ca Israel. These stands could not have endeared the
Saudi press to the Soviet leaders, nor cculd the latter have been pleasad
with the efforts of the Saudi Foreign Minister to facilitate a Jordanian-PLQO
accord so tenaciously opposed by Moscow.

Soviet-Saudi relations must also have been negatively agffected by some
differences bYetween Saudi Arabia and Syria, a key actor through which Mosccw
exarcised some i{nfluence in the Middle East. dAmong the issues that shaped
Saudi-3yrian relations wWwere the Reagan Plan and the pessibility of an arab .
sumait; Jordanian-Palestinian relations and Syrian policy towards the PLO; and
the Labanese-Israeli agrezement. In early January, the Syrian Foreizn Minister,
Abd al-dalim Xhaddam, was reported to have informed Arab leaders that Damascus
nad rejeczed ~he Reagsan ?lan and would refuse to participate in the seven-
aember Arad committee, 1 the lactfer were to function at the summi: level, or if
it were to be chaired by King Hussein or the Moroccan leader, King Hassan.11

Syrian nostilily tcowards Hussein and Hassar was due, amoang other things, =5 their

”

wiliingness o seek zcmpromise approaches o peace. Riyadh, as aotad =a

lier,

was trying ro effect such a Jowpromise hbetween the Arac and Reagan plans, and

(A1)

was daking sudstantial efforts td unify the Arabs. A proposal then being zirculated

”
(]
1 4
v
T
[1]
s
]
o]
'

among Arabd capitals suggestad that a summit be held in Februarsy o

-

Zulad

13

2T MarIn.TT  The Arad summit was nol teli,

vr
[g)

Allzmed Summit zmeaiing
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in large measure because of Syrian oppositicn. Thus, 3Jaudi and Syrian policlies,
as Wwas the case with Saudi and Soviet policies, conflicted with each other on
the Reagan Plan and any summit whera it might be on the agenda. Syria's refusal
to attend a summit was motivated by its desire tou avoid pressure from other Arab
states, including Saudi Arabia, to mitigate its opposition to the Reagan Plan.
Damascus also decried what it described as loud calls by reactionary Arab leaders
urging the Palestinians to begin negotiations with Jordan within the framework
13 . .
of the Reagan Plan, which 1s just what Riyadh appeared to be doing. In face,
the negotiations between Arafat and Hussein described earlier were begun in early
April. Had cthose negotiations been successfully concluded, both Syrian and Soviet
interes ts would have been damaged seriously, for the American approach to a peace
settlement would have been well under way. Hence, "Syria informed the leaders
of the Palestinian resistance that any decision by Arafat toward accepting the
Uniced States initiative would be directly countered by the establishment of a
l'lA -
PLO that would replace the existing one. Syria also threatened to withdraw
its recognicion of Fatah, if Arafat were to persist in moving towards the U.S.
o 15

position. Although one report suggested that Saudi Arabia was itself not
enthusi-stic about an agreement restricted to Jordan and the PLO, it at the very

. . e 16
least supported such an agreement within a pan-Arab framework.

It was precise-

ly such a {ramework that Riyadh was trying to forge, and which Syria was resisting

by refusing to attend a summit. Hence, Damascus and Riyadh were pursuing conflict-

(a1

ing poiicies on bdoth the substance of the Palestinian issue and mechanisms to cope

with the probiem. Moreover, when a autiny occurred within the PLO in May over
R . s g
at's leadersaip, Syria supported the dissidents. learly, then, Syria's

I

e
(2]
A

e

(13
LAY
o

U

o effect scme Jegre

- bk

actions ccaplicated 3aud

(1]
(o]
1,
u-
1
'Y
194
[
s ]
-
o1
<
re
)
o]
ey
)
(19




- z & w4 % VT O e
e —w Temr o o = e WIS AR IR 8T W IW s T 4 ¥ AT W -8
P ¥ T RS FSETCR T\ T TUR ERTIREWANU WTY

o b o S Shiinid m———

x,i'l'

>

~ "10‘
purpose of efficiently confronting Israel.
. The Labanese-Israeli agreement of May 17, 1933 also complicated Saudi-

e

K Syrian relations. The aim of the agreexzeat, which was arranged by Che Unized

, Y
. .

»
.,
I3

B _ 2

States, was to >ring about the removal of all foreign troops from Lebancn.

The Syrian press, however, insisted that there was no comparison between the

Svrian and Israeli aiiitary presences in Lebanon. Syrian forces had been inviced

I

.
2

inco that country by its government, it was pointed ouz, and therefora they

/.

would not withdraw until the last Israeli soldier had lefc LebanOn.19

‘.

Alchough
repocted
"knowledgeable ci:cles"‘/téat Damascus was willing to receive U.S. Secretary

-’l .
S,

.
4
1 J

of State George Shultz to listen to any proposals that he might havehad, it was

said that this was not Zo be taken as an attempt by Syria to prepare the way

20 . ..
for modifying irs '"declared posiczion.” dowever, Syrian Foreign Minister

Il ! -"."‘.:“’ ':' '1"! q ,""_’l

Khaddam did seem to suggest some flexibility, although possibly only for public

(' l'
.

consumption. When asked in an {aterview whether he supported the convening of

[ R §
a1

an Arab summit in connection with the Lebanese situation, he replied that in

AP

principle Syria was not opposed to any Arad neeting, but that prior preparations

were necessary for success. He went on to refer to the meeting scheduled for

that same day between Xing Fahd of Saudi Arabia and Syrian President Asad as

an example of "joint Arab action and the quest for a minimum common basis .

-

v 3 PRI I A
I DARARAAE - B

£ chat . . . {boulql serve . . . cocmmon objectives . . . ."7" That "quast" sroved un
N

L sucsessiul, however, Zor as the siiuation develioped, the unequivocal nature

s

:-; of Syria's opposition to the May 17 agreement became clear. Indeed, Damascus

- was able 2o dring adcut the adbrsgacion 2f the agreement in the s3pring of =nea

~ foilowing year. -~

"
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. . 2 . .
Saudi statements on the agreement were mixed, with some expressing

o I}
. . [ . . s
support for, and others opposition to, the agreement, while still others

) 23 . , . L
were non-commictal. Nevaertheless, the Saudi Information Minister did in

effect provide official Saudi support on the day the agreement was sizned when

he said that "the Kingdom . . . respected the legitimate government of Lebanon'
. 26 . ,

and its decision to enter into the agreement. The following day the Domestic

Service of Riyadh Radio also expressed support, and on the same day UKAZ publish-

ed its sharply worded editorial condemning rejection of the agreement as "a
w27

T

service to the Ziomist state and to Soviet influence in the region . . . .
In addicion, the Saudi newspaper, AL JAZIRAH, compared America's success in
achieving the agreement to the ''enormous power' of the Soviet Union to block
solu:ions.28 Thus, on the Lebanese, as well as on the Palestinian and summit
issues, Riyadh and Damascus were pursuing different goals, and in that Syrian
and Soviet aims were gererally the same oun these issues, Saudi-Syrian differ-
ences must have negatively affected Saudi-3Soviet relations,.

Yet another issue that created difficulties between the Soviet Union
and Saudi Arabia was Moscow's occupation of Afghanistan. Riyadh Domestic Radio
referred to "the blarant Soviet invasion" of Afghanistan, noting that the
occupatiocn of that country was '"'very costly' to the Soviet Union's international
reputation, especially in the third world. It was said that '. . . the Sovie:
Union has shed the lamb's fleece ié often parades in, and has exposed the
claws of the wolf . . . . Moreovar [che Radio ceontinued, Afghanistaq] is

one of the most proninent problems threatening detente, with all cthe

2

It . 1. 14 1 . . : . !
Lnegatzfe} results . . . --alliances and blocs=--that this involves. Even
hefore the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan the Saudi assessment of the Scvier

U~ion certainly must nave been much closer to the image of the wolf than the
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lamb, but it was significant that this view was expressed publiclv ia such

sharp terms. The commentary reflected Saudi concern over the practice of

the superpowers to approach issues and problems from the perspective of Easc-
west competition, thereby polarizing the world in gzeneral, and increasing
regional dangers in particular. Another expression of that concern came in xarch_

AR

1983, when the Saudi Foreign Minister urged the Non-Aligned Conference '"to A
condemn and denounce the Soviet invasion and occupation of Afghanistan.”30 )
Saudi concern was also elicited by Soviet relations with North Yemen.
In early 1983, the possibility that Sana might sign a treaty with Moscow was
under discussion. At a news conference in Paris, the Saudi Minister of Defense
and Aviation, Prince Sultan, observed that "If North Yemen deems it ia {its
interest to conclude a treacy with the Soviet Union, it can do so." Sultan,
however, continued with the rhetorical question, "what . . . threacs . . .
are forcing North Yemen to conclude a treaty, whether it be with the East or
West? In ay opinion, . . . cthere is nothing that threatens the security of U
North Yemen that calls for corcluding . . . [any] treaty, except under the
auspices of the Arab League . . . .”31 This pronouncement was consistent with
Saudi declaratory policy in general, which had always opposed penetration
of che region by either superpower, on the grounds that an incursion b5v one
would elicit a reaction by the other, which in turn would escalate in a
cumulative way. 'ltimately, the superpower presence would be overwhelming,
and the Ireedom of the regional states would zherebv be threataned.
In practice, howeve.r, Riyadh had a close and generally posi:zive

relationship wizh Wasnington, aspecially regarding arms traasfers, bSut also

Vo)

in economic, and, 22 a lesser extent, political aflairs as well. in
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characterizing United Staces-Saudi relations, Sultan said that '"putting

aside our differences with United States policy on many matters, the present

U.S. Government has been better than previous [ones] . . . 1in its response
to . . . Arab . . . thinking and to [échieving] peace . . . , regardless of
our disagreements . . . on method." Suitan also reported zhat the Saudi

and American '"Defense Minsters'" would meet annually, and indicated that U.S.
Secretary of Defense Weinberger had "agreed to anything that would be useful
{in] . . . upgrading U.S. weapons in the Kingdem's possession." Sultan also
observed that the Uirited States was trying its best to get Isrzel to withdraw

~

Il
from Lebancn.

Notwithstanding the reservatiuis about ''policy differences on
rany matters'' and ''disagreements . . . on methods,”" Sultan's statement in both
tone and substance reflected close ties between the United States and Saudi
Arabia, and should be juxtaposed to the Saudi Defense Minister's opposition
to increased Soviet influence in the region that would result from a Soviet-
North Yemen treaty. Most especially, the reference to Washington's attempts’
to secure Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon should be juxtaposed to Sultan's
opposition to the proposed treaty, for in these instances U.S. policy was
consistent with a Saudi goal, whereas Séviet policy clashed with the Saudi
interest of preventing further penetration of the region by either superpower,
In contra-distinction to all these negative aspects of Saudi bdehavior,
there were characteritics o2f that behavior viewed by Moscow as positive. Tor
example, in Januaryv 1983, for :te first time in the history of Soviet-Saudi

relations, the Saudi Foreign Minister visited the Soviet Unionm, thereby exhibiting

[ €8]

4
“ s
a pragmatism that must have been welcomed in Moscow. The Kuwaiti Foreign

Minister was asked in a press conference about :this develcpment, and he said
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that "'When scmeone works for a cause, he does not take into account whether

his country does or does not have relacioas wicth another nation . . . . Saudi

. - - . v|35
Arabia did what it believed was good for . . . [the Arab] cause.

An equally striking manifestation cf this Saudi pragmatism was exhibiced
only two months later. In an interview with a Xuwaiti newspaper, the Head of
the Saudi National Guard, Prince aAbdallah, said chat

The USSR is a great power and I support the establishment

of relations with it, but at the right time. We must contem-
plate doing this. The Soviets now have relations with some

Gulf countries . . . . What has changed? The great powers
give us as much as . . . [ihat which benefits themselvesJ

e e e e fThey make] . . . their own calculations. We, too,
muct have our . . . calculactions." 36

Notwithstanding the qualifications about timing and the calculating nature

of the great powers, and although it has not borne fruit to this day, the public
expression of interest in establishing diplomatic relations was clearly a
positive development from the Soviet perspective. Moreover, that pragmatic
orientation was reinforced the following month by a statement in the Saudi news-
paper AL-RIYADH, which indirectly seemed to solicit both a Soviet offer to
estabiish relations with Saudi Arabia and measures by Moscow that would have
made such an offer meaningful. AL-RIYADH first expressed skepticism about a

Soviet statement on the likelihood of an Israeli~Syrian war, which was much

discussed in the regional press at the time. The newspaper then noted that the

Soviet statement 4id aoc

. - . as usual, . . . bind [Moscow] . . . to do anything |
. . . that could lead to a limited confrontation with “he
Uniced Sctaces . . . . However, . . . the next stage Zor

the Soviets is o look for a new role compatable wich the
1980s bSecause the Soviets will not accegt the loss of
[pocencial?] new allies and the squandering of cpportuni-
ties that are ncw open to them . . . @o weave] a new carvet

for, and . . . itc particizate] ia. a future neace. 37
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This sceemed to be an invitation to Moscow to abandon its traditiomal
practice of negatively exploiting situations for propagandistic purposes
(for example, th2 Soviet focus on the potential for an Israeli-Syrian war),
and instead to exploit positively the '"new opportunities' by undertaking
steps that would earn for Moscow a role in the peace process. Just as it
called upon the Soviet Union '"to look for a nev role compatatle with the
1980s," AL-RIYADH urged the Arabs ''to draw up a new strategy based on the

"

interests of the Arab nation,” and

of the superpowers . . . .”38 The cryptic reference to ''new allies' for

to be careful in playing the cards

the Soviets, combined with the admonition to the Arabs 'to draw up a new
strategy,' might have been a hint that Riyadh would readjust its relations
with Moscow and Washington by supporting Soviet participation in the peace
process. In return, Moscow would have to move closer to the Saudi position
on the Lebarese and Palestinian issues, and also would have to urge Syria
to do likewise.

Riyadh's motivations for what appeared to be a shift towards Moscow
were expressed by the intermational affairs editor of UKAZ, who wrote that
although the United States might oppcse Moscow's participation, the Soviet
Union was ''oue of the two superpowers responsible for world security and

L}

stabilicy,”" and therefore it could neot be excluded from the Middle East
peace process. A comprehensive settlement, he wrcte, would have %o be

guaranteed, and thus the participation of both superpowers was necessary

and in Arab interesgs. Also, the Soviet Union's friendship with 'certain
Arab countries (an obvious reference to Syria and Libya) would enable Moscow
T0 ccnvince them Lo negotiate a comprehensive seftlament. Mgreover, ''the

Soviet Union would lend . . . equalibrium to the balance-of-power :in the
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region.”39 In orief, AL-RIYADH was recognizing that Moscow could negatively
affect the situation by frustrating any peace arrangament to which Lt =might

be opposed; that conversely it could positively affect the situation by exerc-
ing pressure on Syria and Libya to permic the peace process to move forward;
and that the Arabs could use the threat of drawing closer to the Soviet Union
for the purpose of persuading the United States to wring concessions from
Israel.

A major factor underlying the Saudis efforts for peace, and their
attempt to exploit the "Soviet card” in this regard, was Riyadh's need for
stability in the entire region. Generally, the greater the turbulence in
the area, the greater the potential for an overthrow of the Saudi regime.
Specifically, both the Palestinian problem, which was sorely exacerbated
by the Labanese crisis, and Islamic fundamentalism represented threats to
Riyadh. Without a resolution of the Palestinian problem, there would always
be a potential for violence, and the Saudi regime could have been the victim
of that violence either directly, or indirectly, through subversion. The
turbulence generated by the Iraqi-Iranian war, combined with several calls
from Teheran for the spread of Islamic fundamentalism, substantially in-
creased that threat. The war was also financially costly to Rivadh, which
subsidized Iraq’s war effort, although apparently not as generously as 3aghdad
wouid nave liked.io Finally, Saudi Arabia was Iorced by Damascus’' suppor:
of Iran to choose detween supporting either Syria or Iraq, doth Arab states,
on an issue lavoiving non~arad Iran. The fact that thera could Have hean
no quesiion dut what Riyadh would suppors Iraq 1id a0t mean zhat the deci~

sion was witheuz 20st Io5r Saudi Aradia. Tpposing Svria on the Iraqi-Iranian

war issue suraly nust have zade 3ore diffizult Riyadh's already staggeringly
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complex task of mediating in the Arab-Israeli conflict between Syria,

on the one hand, and the PLO, Jordan and the United States, on the other.

Given these considerations, plus Riyadh's need for stability in the entire
area from the Gulf to the Mediterranean, Saudi efforts to bring an end to

the Iragqi-Iranian war were hardly surprising.

The Soviets also wanted stability in the area. In the western part
of the region, the Lebanese and Palestinian crises created problems in
Soviet-Saudi relations, as demonstrated earlier. More important for Moscow
than problems with Saudi Arabia, however, were the tensions these crises
generated in the Soviet-Syrian-PLO triangular relationship.41 Syria and
the PLO were Moscow's main sources of influence in the region, therefore
the tensions created in that triangular relationship were of no small moment
to the Soviets. Although in the easterm part of the region the Soviets
originally welcomed the overthrow of America's ally, the Shah of Iran, they
soon learned that Washington's loss could not be translated easily into an
equal gain for themselves. There were several reasons for this, a key one
of which involved the paradox that the very event so warmly welcomed by
Moscow-—-the blow to the U.S. position in the region--led to a substantially
increased direct American military presence in the area, a negative develop-
ment frem the Soviet perspective.

Moreover, the turbulence anc unpredictability generated on Soviet
borders by the Iranian Revolution, especially given the Muslem nature of
the Central Asian Republics, were unsettling for Moscow.&3 Also, the
negative implications of that turbulence and unprediztability for Saudi
Arabia were not in Soviet interests. Moscow would have had little to gain,

and possibry much o lase, 1I the Saudi regime would nave deen descadbilizad,




| A

R
2

LY
.

4y

’“'7‘(

L

-

X @ RS

F
(] _'l_

L

q:'

BSR4

v

1{. ';.‘-x{;{..’-_ ,

v
g

M

A

Nas

AP BT

-
s
‘>
~
T
-

T T T T Y TSRS S = S S L L MR R N R LBl N el e R T e e it el L A s e L s ~ T

unlass its replacement would have been f{irmly criented towards, and fully
cooperative with, the Sovier Union. Such a anotion, however, strains cradul-
icy. The greater likelihood would have bSeer the sstablisnment of an I[slamic
fundamentalist regime in Riyadh that would have reinfeorced and emboldened
Teheran's leaders, thereby contributing to even greater volativity and un-
predictabilicy. Also, a radical govermment in Rivadh would have immediat:zly
withdrawn financial support from Bagndad, hence undermining Iraq, which

by this time Moscow was supporting in its struggle with Iran. 1If Iraq were
to have been defeated, Khomeinism would have spread throughout the Gulf,

a development which would have afforded the Soviet Union little comfort.

In sum, then, botn the Soviet Union and Saudi Arabia had a common interest
in curtailing regional turbulence in general, although the degree to which
each was committed to regional stability depended upon the intensity of

the unrest, whom its victims were, and precisely where in the Middle Zast-
Gulf area it was oﬁcurring.

Soviec-Saudi interests were more coansisteatly in tume with each
other as regards the Iraqi-lranian War than with respect to the Arab-
Israeli conflict. In large measura, this was because the latter conflict
was encumberad by so many clashing interests, intertwined complications
and generally maximalist dewmands by most of the key actors. The Gulf war,

Sv comparison sniv, was a siapler pnenomenon, althecuzn Syrian policy did

complicata matters Zor both Riyadh and Moscow. Syrian policy aside for a
aoment, the 3oviet nion supported Iraq in its struggle with Iran during

the period under review, wnich briangs us to a consideration 5f Soviac-

Ilranian relaticons.
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Those relacions were at a low ebb in the spring of 1983,
and five key issues contributed to that sctate of affairs: Af-
ghanistan; the Iraqi-Iranian War; the Khomeini regime's treat-
ment of the Tudeh Party; hostile Iranian rhetoric against the
Soviet Union; and Iram's activities in Lebanon. As early as
January 1980, press and diplomatic sources in Tehevran reported
that Afghan guerrillas had been receiving aid for well over a
year from the Baluchi minority in Iran. That aid was believed
to have been increasing as a result of the Soviet invasion,

"

and in 1981 Western journalists reported Afghan rebels ". .
as driving jeeps obtained from Iran . . . ."65 Soviet-Iranian
relations by 1983 had deteriorated to the point where an Iranian
newspaper editorial criticized Soviet Middle East policy for its
"'"doubledealing,'" pointing out that while Soviet propaganda
portrayed Marxism as partial towards Islam, the Soviet Union had
sent troops to Afghanistan and had rushed ;rms to Iraq to be
used against Iran."6

The impact of the Iraq-Iranian War on Soviet-Iranian
relaticns was substantial. Major internmational actors want to
control, rather than be controlled by, events. Therefore, since
the beginning of the war Moscow had repeatedly called for its
terminacion, pointing to its high costs for both protagonists,
and arguing that it beneficted only the imperialists. While some
argued that the surerpowers wanted the war to continue,47 there

were iadiczations zhat Moscow genuinelyv wanted the conflict to

end. Although the Soviets had suspended aras shipments to
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3aghdad after the war bhegan, so as to avoid aliena:tiag che

Xhomeini regime, wnich Moscow then was still hoping would bYe a
2

48 . . .
one, the new Aandropov leadership resumed those

"progressive'
shipments in early January 1983, THE DAILY TELEGRAM of London
claimed tHar Iraqi officials had made a secret visit to Moscow,
during which Andropov oifered a resumption of arms transfers in
recurn for which Iraq would be required to give up a number of '
border territories to Iran,49 presumably a move conducive to peace.
Also, in early April, Moscow was reported to have sent a strong-

ly worded meaorandum to Teheran Tegarding the latter's ". . .
intransigent rejection of ending the war . . . ." The memorandum
iadicaced that the Soviat Union could '"ao longer tolerate Iran's
«indliag the fire of war in the sensitive Gulf region and that
Moscow . . . @14} not care to see the Iranian regime . . . isolaced
even from some eastern bloc countries, which had maintained "a
minimum level of friendship with Teheran." The memorandum also
indicated that the Soviet Union was urging North Korea to suspend
arms shipments to Iran.so Thus, Moscow was exerting major pres-
sure on the Ilranians, both through its own actions and cthrough

its allies. Whether that pressure was desigzned to ead zhe war,

oT, as some would argue, only to prevean: Iran from wianiag ic,

the negative effact on Soviet~-Iranian relations would havsa deen

great in either case.
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For its part, the Khomeini regime was contributing to a worsening

of Soviet-Iranian relations not only through its stubborness on the war and
its support of Afghanistan. but also by its attack on Iranian communists and
their asserted ties to the Soviet Union. In late January, Teheran Radio
reported that twenty-two members of the Union of Iranian communists had been

(14

executed the previous vear for '"'frightful crinmes.’ Their trial, the Radio

asserted, was a trial of '"the entire process of Marxism, blasphemy and atheism
in Iran. . . ." It was added that all Iranian communists, including those
calling themselves followers of the imam's line, had supported the activities

51
of "'counterrevolutionaries.'"

The following month, the Secretary General

of the Tudeh Party, Nurredin Kianuri, was arrested on charges of spying for

the Soviet Union. 22 A PRAVDA editorial responded on February 19 rejecting

the espionage charges, and asserting that 'reactionary Iranian circles" were

trying to undermine Soviet-Iranian relations. 1In what appeared to have been

an attempt to prevent further deterioration in those relations, the adirtorial

pointed to Soviet economic support extended to Iran when the United States

had been applying sanctions agaiunst Teheran.53 That attempt, however, was

unsuccessful. In April, the Teheran regime placed Kianuri on public television

where he confessed that his party was guilty of six errors, among them spying
54

for the Soviet Union. This was an obvious and calculated escalation of

Soviet-Iranian tensions, and less than two weeks later Teheran Radio reported

35 pravDa

that over one thousand members of the Tudeh Party had been arrested.
dismissed Kianuri's confession, and the confessions of the other Tudeh leaders,
as having been extracted by torture, a method inherited, it was said, from

. 56
the Shah's secret police. These events were accouwpanied by the dismemberment

of the Tudeh Parzy and by the expulsion of eighteen Soviet diplomats frem
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Teheran. Although these two events were not explicitly linked together,
they obviouslv were directly related. Several Washington officials believed
that the main reason for the expulsion had been the resumption of Soviet
arms transfers t9 lragq, and one view was cthat thosa transfers placed Iran

at a ""'coansiderably gisadvancage'" in the war. The Soviers responded to the

[

expulsion by calling, '"'arbitrary and totally unfounded' and a 'malicious

. v 37

provocation.
These concré:e actions were accompanied by Iranian rhetoric that

placed the Soviet Union in the company of the United States, France and Iraq

in their hostility to Iran. Teheran frequently repeated its ''neither East

nor West' fow:u:n.xlat:ion,:'8 thereby implying that the Soviet Union was as great

a "Satan'" as the United States. The Speaker of the Iranian Parliament conderm: ..

an [ragi missile attack on the Iranian city of Dezful, nog_ing that 'the
USSR and france were 'greatly involved in this crime,' as they were the
- . . 59 .

manufacturers of the missiles. An Iranian newspaper also made the un-
substantiated claim that Iraqi attacks on Iranian cities were ''triggered by
Iiraqi anger at the loss of valuable information supplied by Soviecr spies
‘. 4 - . g - ° 1'60
in Iran follicwing the dissolution of the Tudeh Party. . . .

The Iranians were also contributing to a greater degree of iastabilicy
in Ledanon than the Soviecs perhaps desired. Siven the zmanv Sovier >ronounce-
meats tc cthe effect =zhat Svria, which was deeply engaged in Lebancn, would

not “szand alore' if she were o be attacked by Israel, ir was essenzial shat

Moscow atzempz o prevent such 3n attack 32 as ¢ avoid a confrentation wizh

4 =
- -

Israel, and zherelfsre with she Unized States. Although it was 1ighlv probacla

- LT

173l the 3Scviers wera guaranzeeilng only 3¢rian z2rTiiorv agaiast Israell
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attack, and rot Syrian troaps on Lebanese territory, Moscow,nevertheless,

TR

. a

would have been faced with a painful choice again, if indeed Israeli and
Syrian forces had clashed in Lebanon. “When that had happened in 1982, the

Soviets had essentially abandoned the Svrians and the PLO, and as a result

.

their credibility in the Arab world had suffered.. Therefore, Moscow's massive

rearning of Syria after the Beirut siege and its warnings to Israel in the

spring of 1983 uwot to attack Syria can be understood either as attempts o

[

deter any possible Israeli attack, or, if Moscow did not truly think that

el
.’

A

’,

such an attack was imminent, to create a false crisis. Such a grisis would

-~

provide a risk-free opportunity to "demonstrate' Soviet support for the Arab

al’

cause In general and for Moscow's major ally, Syria, in parcicular. Even

Y )

. .

if the crisis was falsely created, Iran's activities in Lebanon added a
degree of instability to the situation that was at cross-purposes with the

Soviet interest in controlling developments. Also, Teheran's activities

»

in Lebanon and the unacceptable demands it posed as a price for ending

the Iraqi-Iranian War placed Iran on the opposite side of the barricades

Sp
..

from Saudi Arabia and Egypt, with vhom the Soviet Union wanted to improve

, 61
relations.

On the other side of the ledger of Soviet-Iranian relations there

were scme positive entries that should be noted. In spite ol the open hostil-

R

-
s

icy between Moscow and Teheran, communications between the two protagonists

were not completely shut off. In April 1983, the Soviet Foreign Minister

. 52 Co .
t-avelled to Teheran, for bilateral talks, and within two weeks the resump-

ENIET Jod

53
cion of air travel between the two capitals was announced. ~, as were bi-

AV

fAr Y

e . . . 4
iateral shitoiag talks berween the CwWo countries. -nese deveicpments,

however, were ncre than offset by the Iraqi-iranian War and the other

J o A 3 2
AT ataT e




factors described above.

The Iraqi-lranian War raises the issue of Soviet-3yrian relations.
Certainly Moscow was supportive of Svria in general, decause the latter was
perhaps the most lmportant channel through which the 3oviets influenced
Middle East deve.opments and challenged U.5. policy in the region. 13 was
for this reason that they resupplied Syria afzer the Beirut siege; it was
for this reason that they warned Israel aot to attack Syria in the spring
of 1983; it was for this reason that they supported Syria's opposition to '
the Lebanese-Israeli agreement, thereby helping to bring about its
abrogation the following year; and it was for this reason that they threw
their weight onto the Syrian side of the scales in the Asad-arafat clash that
was intensifying during the period under consideration. Indeed, Arafat's
movement towards acceptance of the U.S. approach to resolving the Palestinian
problem reinforced Soviet-Syrian relaticns in a major way.

Nonetheless, some Syrian policies posed problems for Moscow. Salient
among these was Syria's support for Iran in the Iraqj-Iranian War, which aust
have made nore difficulc than it otherwise would have been Moscow's decision
to resume arms shipments to Iraq and to exert pressure on lIran to aend the
war. Syria's support for Iran must also have elicited raquests from Saudi

Arabia that Moscow urge Damascus to withdraw i=s support of Teheran.

Regard-
ing the Lebanaese situazion, it seems reasonab_le to speculate, Lf not ¢
assume, chat Damascus would nhave zreferred Moscow 0 maxe an explicit and

oublic sromise to commit Soviat ailitary power direct

)—

¥ in suppor: 3f Svrian

troops in Lezbanon, rather than liniring thar %
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potential for the Sovier Union to improve its relations with Saudi Arabia
and Egypt. This is not to suggest that the Soviet Union was contemplating a
radical shifc of alliances in the region or any fundamental reorvdering of
priorities.

However, with Andropov's accession to power, Moscow did pursue a
more multi-faceted and vigorous policy in the area. This was reflected in
the Soviec positions on the Iragi~Iranian War; Afghanistan; Lebanon; PLO-
Soviet relations; the Arab-Israel conflict; Soviet-Saudi relations, Soviet
declaratury policy towards Israel; and Soviet-Egyptian relations.

Riugarding the Iraqi-Iranian War, the Soviets took the decisive step
of rearming Iraq. Also, when pressuring Iran to negotiate an end to the con-
flict, Muscow was reported to have been ready to urge Syria to end its close
ties with Iran,65 which would have increased pressure on the lat-er. These
steps were taken for several reasons. Foremost was the danger that the war
might spread throughout the region, a development that possibly could have
had negative implications for the intermal situation in the Central Asian
Republics of the Soviet Union, and certainly would have complicated Soviet
policy decisions regarding the Middle East-Gulf region. Even without spread-
ing, the Iraqi-Iranian War was already jeopardizing Moscow's ability to shape
developments in the Arab-Israel conflict, because it was increasingly

alienating other Arab regimes from Syria, the zain channel through which

the Soviets could influence the Arab-Israeli struggle. Also, Iran's presence
in Lebanoa contributed to a continuation of the turbulence in that country,
although it must be acknowladged that the turmoil would have continuyed in
the absence ¢f any Iranian presence. Nonetheless, there was nothing that

iran could accomplish in Lebanon that would redound to Moscow's benefit,
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including the bombing of the U.S. Embassy in April and the destruction of
the U.S. Marine ccmpound in October, which could rot have been accomplished
by other actors. rinally, Teheran's hostility towards Moscow itself and che
dismemberment of the Tuden Party completed the list of major transgressions
against Soviet intarests. Those transgressions were more than sufficient to
elicit the concrete Soviet steps against Iran referred to above. Those steps,
in turn, were a positive facror in Soviet-Saudi relations, given Riyadh's
opposition to the Gulf war and the dangers to Saudi stability represented by
Khomeini's regime.

Soviet policy in Afghanistan also warrants at least brief treatment
here. The Prime Minister of that country said that direct and serious negotia-
tions with his government could lead to a solution of the '''Afghan tangle.'"
He added that the indirect talks in Geneva between Afghanistan and Pakistan,
which had been facilitated by the United Nations an effort to resolve the
Afghan problem, had ylelded positive results, and that Kabul would cooperate
to narrow exiscing differences.66 Also, President Zia of Pakistan said that
"the Soviet Union is willing to consider withdrawing, but wants guarantees
against futuce interference and intervention in Afghanistan, and also assurances
that a withdrawal . . . will not leave its 'soft underbelly' hnproceecad.)"67
Whatever cne's ass isment of the condition of the Soviet Union's "underbelly,"”
ic should Se noted that Soviet sources in Geneva said that =he indirect talks
bhad "concentrated on the refugee question as a way of beginning secrat contacts
wicth the afghan resistance,”68 possibly a sign of serious Soviet iacens. Also,

'

according to tihe ?Ps3ki

Soviet Ior-

n

zani Foreign Minister, Andropov said that
. . . : w69
ces may withdraw from Afghanistan.

LN
Indeed, in some ways a withdrawal would have/ceneficial to the Soviec

Tnion, for it would have removed a nNinderence to Setier relations wizh Muslia
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(N nations in general and Arab staces in particular. Also, the Afghan Prime

1]

Minister acknowledged that the activities of the counterrevolutionaries and

their foreign supporters had ''seriously affected"” the country's economy.

"‘ -II ‘.'.
PR

In addition, Riyadh Radio referred to

Sal
.

.

"solitical reports . . . that senior Soviet intelligence
officers [were] . . . relentlessly seeking a formula

ﬁj whicn would rid them of . . . [their Afghan dilemma), . . .
.- which one senior Soviet leader . . . [called] our Viec-

P nam. (It was a war, he was reported tc¢ have said, thag]

£ can not be won and can not be abandoned." 71

% g
-

However, nothing concrete developed from these pronouncements, and Afghanistan

s ':/-""-'
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remained a major obstacle to improving Soviet-Saudi relations, as well as

a factor exacerbating Soviet-Iranian relations.

3? As for Soviet policy in Lebanon, Soviet military experts entered that
L)

£ country to assess the lessons of the 1982 war. 'Thereafter, more and more
rs

’J':

Soviet advisors were seen in Syrian units, including units deployed in
Lebanon." This was a departu;e from the previous pattern, when Soviet military
advisors attached o Syrian units had taken care to remain on Syrian tcerri-
tory.72 Also, a statement attributed to the Soviet Ambassador to Lebanon,
Alexander Soldatov, although seemingly made reluctantly, suggested a more
active Soviet policy. At firse, Soldatov took a cautious stance when asked
by journalists whether the Soviet Union would intervene in the event of an
Israeli-Syrian war. He was reported by one source to have replied that "We
view this as a hypothetical question.'” However, when pressed further on

the same occasion, he was reported by ancther scurce to have added that
Moscow would incarvene.73 In addition, the Soviet oress frequently renorted

, A
a2,

cm s m Vo m d e
was planning tS attack Syri

wthich the TIsraelig deniad e
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is difficult to demonstrate empirically whether Moscow genuinely believed

that Israel was going to strike at Syria, or whether the Soviets were only
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trviang to creata a situation that would enable them to proclaim their
support for Damascus, as mentioned earlier. Regardless of which interpreta-
tion cne favors, the least that can be said in either case is that the
Soviets were pursuing a more activist policy than during the Beirut crisis.

In terms of galvanizing Soviet policy in Lebanon, however, the
imminent agreement bSecween :haﬁ country and Israel was almost certainly more
imaporcant than the relatively unlikely prospect that Israel would attack
Syria. Indeed, it is possible that the creation of a crisis was designed in
part to give Lebanon pause regarding the signing of the agreement, for the
latter was a major threat to Soviet interests. Iran was also opposed to the
agreement, and thus was on the same side of this issue as was the Soviet
Union. However, th_is could not nave counted heavily in Soviet-Iranian
relations, given the tensions in those affairs described above. By contrasc,
Lebanon was an important issue for Saudi Arabla, and Moscow's opposition
to the agreement, which Riya&h supported, was a substantive problem in
Soviet~Saudi relations.

The tempo of Soviet-?L0 relations also intensified duriag this period.
In a private meeting in Moscow between Arafat and Andropov, the former was

reported to nave brought up Soviet passivicty during the Beirut siege, and

-

. . ' . . / 5 v ;
the latter was cited as sayiag, ""'Give us until spring.'" when spring
came, however, it was cthe ?L0 Chairman himself, upon whom heavy Soviet
pressure was brought to bear because of his apparent willingness in his

April talks with Xing Hussein to adopt the U.S. approach to ;:eace./6 That

was a develcpmen: the Soviects could not possibly have accepted.

LN

o7 imoroving rvelatisns wizh Saudil arabia, Sovier osclicv ia
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Gulf was conducive > that end. 3oviet pressure con -“eneran to end the war,
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the broadening of cooperation with Baghdad bevond the arms transfers,
and the pr-iable urging of Damascus to break its close ties with Teheran

were all measures that found favor in Riyadh. The Soviet pressure on Arafat

AR e T W V. B P B S A

was also important, but its impact on 3Soviet-Saudi celations might have been

ambiguous. On the one hand, there was the report that Riyvadh was unenthusiastic

about the Hussein-Arafat talks, preferring instead a broader Arad forua,

4 which suggests that the Saudis would have approved of the Soviet pressure

on Arafat. On the other hand, there was the reported Saudi willingness to

help eliminate obstacles to "'Jordanian-Palestinian coordination.'"78

Moreover, the Saudis clearly were willing to compromise with the Americans

s IDEEEe ¥ X A A,

in order to make progress on the Arab-Israel conflict, an approach to which

the Soviets were totally opposed.

4 EEEERT . 4 BT S

Also related to the Arab-Israeli conflict was the hint of a possible

I

change in Soviet policy towards Israel. In its proncuncements on the con-
flict, Moscow's stance towards Tel Aviv evolved in a positive direction.
Prior to the Brezhnev Plan of September 1982, the Soviet formulation regard-

ing the right of countries to an "independent and secure existence’ referred

PPNl o L PP

' only occasionally "including

generally to "all nations of the area,’
the state of Israel,” 1if the given Soviet cpokesman were pressed. The
Brezhnev Plan, however,/gggggfically identified Israel as a country with
such a right. Subsequently, Soviet Foreign Minister Andrel Cromyko seemed
to go aven further. In the spring of 1983, cnly a few days after Moscow
had issued its harsh warning to Israel not to attack Syria, Gromyko said

that the Soviet Union opposed ''extremist plans’ to destroy Israel. Thus,

Moscow was articulating a more balanced position on the Arab-Israeli

4 o ENY ¥YYIYY I MDY X X2/ v "R’ "

conflict than its previous one. In the view of one Israeli observer, the
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Soviets were doing so because they wanted to participate in cthe peace
process, and realized that such participation required a demoastration
:hat the Soviet Union was no longer so "one-sided,"” and if included in

the process would not unambiguously support the Arabs. On the other hand,
this implication, combined with Moscow's earlier loss of credibilicy in
the Arab world, required that che lacter be reassured, which was the func-
tion of the warning to Israel not to attack Syria. Notwithstanding this
reassurance, it was argued that Moscow's movement towards a more even-

handed approach, and the context within which it occurred, represented a

long=-term policy. The Lebanese war, it was said, should have had a negative

effect on Soviet policy towards Israel, rather than a move in the opposite

direc:ion.79

This interpretation might have gone tco far in suggesting a basic,
long-term shift in Soviet policy towards Israel. Nevertheless, Gromyko's

elaboration of the Soviet position was significant, a fact that could not

have been lcst on the Arabs, especially the Saudis. It is important to note
that Gromyko's "pro-Israeli' statement came in early April, that is, afcer
Prince Abdallah, on March 22, had indicated his support for establishing
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, "at the right cime."so While
there mignt not have Seen a causal relationship between the two statemen:s,
the Saudis cerzainly mus- have viewed Cromyko's remark in the conzext of
Abdallan's earl.er onc. Rivadh could have seen the Soviet statement as a
repuff, in that Moscow was moderatiang its stance towards the enemy--Isreal.
Conversely, Rivadb aignt zave welcomed the Cromvko statement as a Soviet

atzempt to astadlisn Its credentials with Israe
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icself for the constructive role in the peace process that the Saudis
were calling upon the Soviets to play. In any event, the Soviets must
have been telling the Saudis privately that this was Moscow's intent,
given the latter's long-standing desire to establish relations with Riyvadh.
In another move to pursue a more active policy in the region, while
simultaneously projecting a more moderate image, Moscow was seeking to
astablish relations with Egypt. In fact, it had been attempting to do since
President Mubarak, in his inaugural speech in October 1981, had proclaimed
a policy of non-alignment for Egypt, saying that Cairo would not be a part
of anyone's strategy.al Mubarak's implication was that he intended to de-
emphasize somewhat Egypt's close ties with the United States, or would be
willing to improve relations with the Soviet Uniom, or to combine both of
these elements in some degree. A Soviet official in Moscow, when speaking
with an Egyptian journalist in January 1983 said "we were optimistic" regard-
ing Mubarak's speech, and therefore "', . . the ice began to thaw in Moscow,
but it does not seem to have begun to do so in Cairo.'" The jourmalisc
further reported that the Soviets were not hiding their interest in improv-
ing Soviet-Egyptian relations sooner rather than later.82 Roughly a month
hence '"a ranking Soviet diplomat . . . expressed hope for a return of
Egyptian-Soviet relations to their normal level in the near future on the
basis of mutual respect and mutual interests."83
The fairly pronounced Sovier desire to strenghten ties with Egypt
was motivated by several factors. The Egyptian journalist ciced above
¢ official as descr

reported a Soviet Foreign inisct ibing cthe general goa.l

o

1

of 3oviet foreign policv in the following unegquivocal terms: "Jur interes:

is that more new countries tecome independent and stronger eccnomically,
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rolitically and milicarily, thereby weakening '"our opponents in the capital-
ist West."” We do not hide this; our leaders speak of it at least once a week.
Such a developmentc, he claimed, lessened the chances of a world war. This
has been a Soviet principle since 1903, he said, and we contianue 'to pur-
sue this line."84 That long-standing Soviet principle had been challenged
several times since the inception of the Soviet state, however, and it faced -
difficulcies in the Middle East-Gulf region in the first part of 1983 as
well., A major such challenge was the increased direct U.S. milicary pre-
sence in the area,85 which had been elicited by the fall of the Shah of
Iran; the hostage crisis, when U.S. citizens were held by the Khomeini re-
gime for four-hundred-forty~four days; the Soviet iavasion of Afghanistan;
and the beginning of the Iragi~Iranian War in September 1980. Just as Washing-
ton worrles about Soviet penetration of the regloen, so,too, does Moscow
worry about U.S. penetration of an area contigdous to Soviet borders which,
moreover, has major economic, military and political importance in its own
righc‘a6

Preceding this series of events by almost a decade was the basic
shift in Egyptian policy cthat had replaced the Soviet Union with the United
States as Cairo's major hope for making some progress in the Arab-Israeli
conflict. It was self-evident by the early 1980s that United States-Egyntian

ties and iaterests had Secome intertwined to a very great degree, a develop-

ment detrimental to Soviet interests. This had been reinforced by President

Sadat 3 2xpulsicon 2f zhe Sovier Ambassader to Cairo 1ia 1981 because of Mos-

i

cow's interference inm Tgvpt's internal affairs. The firmness of Unitad

Statas-£gvprian ties was demons:tvated by Mubarak, neotwithstanding che
Sgyptian Presideat's earliier “int regardiag the possible imprcvement of
: 14

Sovietr~-Egvptian relations, when he said in a press conference that 'we do
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not dangle on the rope.' The ''rope' comment clearly was a reference

to an earlier complaint that President Sadat had made regarding Moscow's
refusazl to supply sophisticated weaponry to Cairoc so that the latter could
pursue its struggle against Israel. That refusal had been a major reason
for Sadat's shift in 1972 from reliance cn Moscow to reliance on Washing-
ton. Mubarak's allusion to chat refusal reflected the continuing and deep
bitterness over the earlier Soviet policy.

Mubarak once again underscored the firmmess of Cairo's relations
with Washington when he addressed the Egyptian National Assembly in April
1983. The President told the Assembly that in connection with the recent
initialling of the Lebanese-Israeli agreement he had sent "a message to the
United States President to express our pride in this achievement and our
welcome to the United States to continue to play an active role until . . .
peace fin the region] .+« o+ 1is completed . . . ."89 Thus, Mubarak was
unstinting in his praise of the agreement to which Moscow was so firmly
opposed, and he also reaffirmed Egypt's policy of relying upon the United
States, not the Soviet Union, as the actor most able to move .he region
towards a comprehensive peace.

Given the earlier poor state of Soviet-Egyptian relations and the
continuing soundness of United States-Egyptian relations, it is not surprising
that Moscow welcomed the hint in Mubarak's inaugural address that an
improvement in Soviet-Egyptian relations might be possible, and that it
continued to strive for such an improvement. However, there were problems

PR |

10 achieving this, and they wenl Leyoad th tian-American ties
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in general, and Cairo's support for ''ce

3

t3in elementcs”’ in tne Reagan Plan
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in particu.liar. For one thing, the ZIgyptians simply were not convinced
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that the Soviets could, or would (?) play a constructive role peace pro=-
cess, ‘fubarak referred to this when he addressed a meetine of the United

States Foreign Policy Association, saying that "We have not up to now seen
91

any effective role for the Soviets . . . . On the other hand, the First
Under Secretary of the Egyptian Foreign {inistry, an important advisor to
Mubarak, Dr. U. al-Baz, subsequently said that Egypt was not opposed to '"ef-
fective (Soviet/ participation in finding a settlement [to the Palestinian
problem/. On the contrary, (he said], we cannot deny that the Soviet Urion
is an important and influential international party."92

However, the general Soviet response both to comments that it was in-
effectual, on the one hand, and that it was an influential international ac-
tor (thereby implying that i{f it so desired it could be effective) on the
other hand, was that the Arabs expected too much, Perhaps the most powerful
expression of this Soviet theme had been made earlier by Brezhnev, In re-
sponding to a complaint about Soviet passivity during the Lebanese war by
the Libyan leader Colonel Quadaffi, Brezhnev said "We have given vou arms
« « +, but we cannot liberate Beirut for vou, liberate any of vour positiocns
for vou, or liberate Palestine for vou. This is a matter for the Arabs."93
At the teginning of 1983, {: was clear that the Soviet position had not
changed. One source reported Soviet officials as saying that although !los~
cow's suppert for "Egvoct's Arabt rizhts' was ""aucomatic,” the extent ¢f sup-
port wanted by the Arabs was too great. It was said thac the lattar expect-
ed Soviet support for them to equal Mmerican suppert for Israel, and zhat
this was ''somechirg . . . the Soviet Union can not do and is not obliged to
do . . .," given the different nature of Soviet-Zzvptian and United Sctates-

94
israeli ralaticns.
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There were additional obstacles to an ilmprovement in Soviet-Egvptian
relations, and one of them was Moscow's continuing proclivicy to interfere in
Egvpt's internal atfairs. As noted earlier, they had done this in 1981,
and there were several references to the same pheaomenon ian 1983. However, by
that time it was clearly much less of a problem.95

Finally, Afghanistan was a troublesome problem in Soviet-Egyptian
velations. In February 1981, President Sadat had revealed that since the Soviet
invasion Egypt had been selling Soviet-made arms to the United States, which
in tum was transferring them to the Afghan rebels.96 Subsequently, President
Mubarak, during a trip to Pakistan, indicated Egypt's support for the Afghan
peoples' right "to choose theilr own government without foreign interference....”97
He also was reported to have '"expressed Egypt's 'readiness' to offer aid to
Afghan refugees . . . . ."98 The arws transfers and even the verbal support
for the Afghan people hardly could have endeared Cairo to Moscow.

The Soviet Union, however,ldid not formulate its foreign policy on the

basis of "'endearment," and in spite of the many problems, the Soviets persevered
in their efforts to Improve relations with Cairo. Moreover, although the
Egvptians were the more cautious of the two parties, they also wanted to im-
prove relations with the Soviets. In January 1983, Mubarak explicitly expressed
{s interest in relations with the Soviet Union, and said that ambassadors
. ‘ 99 - . ..
would be exchanged in the future. In March, the Egyptian Poreign Minister

reported that some Soviet technical experts had returned to Egypt at Mubarak's

vequest, and he also noted that fgvptian-Soviet trade had increased by one

Sy s 100 . -
hundred million dollars. Alsco, a prococol on cultural and scientiiic
. . ) 1
cooperation was signed the folluwiug wutiln. Tnese, and subseguent eifoicts,
132

[ IEe

_ed %5 zhe exchange I ambassadors in 1984,
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mocivasicns for

u

3evond what has already been said abour Moscow'
trviag Lo improve relations with Cairo, th? fac: that Szypc had 'returned to
the arab fold” was an important factor in that regard. The catalyst for that
"return' had beea the lraqi-Irarian War, and the Arab states welcomed Cairo's
suppor: in the struggle agaianst Iran. Ia that conneccion, 3ubarak noted tha:
Sgvprian-lragi cooperation was close, ani also observed zhat Egypt's relaticns
wich Saudi Arabia werve ”outscanding."103 Thus, not only would Moscow be .
motivated to normalize relations with Cairo because the latter was again in-
fluential in Arab affairs, but also because Egypt, Saudl Aratia and the Soviet
Union were '"'on the same side'" regarding the Gulf war. Thus, the attempt to
improve relations with Cairo was consistent both with Moscow's desire to do the
same with Rivadh and with what possibly was ilts attempt to create the image
of a responsible ard coanstructive actor in the Middle EZast through its moderatce
declaratory>policy towards Israel.lo4

Thus the view from Moscow of che Miad.e cast-Gulf region presented
a paradox. Ircnically, the Soviers were experiencing great difficulries with
iran, aAmerica's nost virulent protagomist in the regicn. Teheran's anci-
Americanism had anot redounded to Moscow' bYenefi: in the form of close Soviec~
Iranian relations, as Moscow originally might have hoped. 1In addition, there

o . —imis . P . ; .
were the grinding probleds in the zriangular relaticonsnip Setween Moscow and

T - P RPN " vermgwre't : - - Swur-s -t h -
iZs clilcses Partners Lo the arc2a--3vria and che 2L0 - contrast o zhl

r

situacion involving chese "radical” acters and therefore ''natural allies”

Sor toe soviet Calon, there was the Opporiunizy o inprove relaticns with Iraa
i ith Irzag,

45 we.. 3s wnat 3cce2ared:sa 2e the 2¢6ssibility of doing so with the two kav
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paradox, in that Moscow had heen at loggerheads with the previously radical
Iraq, as well as with Cgypt and Saudi Arabia. Finally, it should te remember-
ed that these relationships, which it is not an exaggeration to sav were
tortuously intertwined, were being played out in an atmosphere of consider-
able violence and uncertainty, with the Iraqi-Iranian War continuing to ex-

act its terrible toll, and the situation in Lebanon being far from peaceful.

In this challenging context, where there was much at stake, the new An-
dropov regime orchestrated an overall pci:icy characterized by: a clear view
of Moscow's interests; decisiveness combined with an actempt to mitigate the
negative resulte of that very decisiveness; a sense of the long~term; caution
when necessary; and the maximum exploitation of whatever opp rtunities ex-
isted. lMoscow's salient goals in the #iddle East-Gulf region were to control
turbulence in the area, to frustrate Washington's palicy there, and to avoid
direct violent confrontation with the United States. Thus, it made the ef-
forts to end the Iraqi-Iranian War, It also maintained its close relations
with Syria, in spite of cthe latter's policy towards Iranm, which was detremen-
tal to Soviet interests. The Soviet commitment to Syria was dictated by the
fact that Damascus, during the period under review, was the actor most capa-
tle of preventing adoption of the American approach to peace, a development
that would have reduced Soviet influence in the region even below the level
to which it had fallen in the aftermach of the Beirut seige. Lowever, the
Soviet cormitrent to Svria was not absolute, a fact that was reflected in
“oscow's probable pressure on Damascus to break its close ties with Teheran,
and a cautious Soviet nolicv in Lebanon. Although the Soviet Union might

have heen serious when iz said i: wculd use Sovier armed forces to orotect Svrian
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territory, it was highly unlikel: that Moscow wouid have used those Iorces
in pursuit of Svrian goals in lLebanon, nctwithstanding the presence of their
milicary advisors with Syrian units deploved there. Underlviag =his caution
was the overriding concern of both superpowers o avoid a direct milicary
clash wich each other.

In spite of its caution, the Soviet Union was dacisive when it had cc
be, witness its policies not only towards Iran and Syria, but also the PLO.
When Arafat tentatively agreed with Husseun to follow the American path to
peace, he was brought up abruptly. Mcscow and its closest ally on this
issue, Syria, exerted the heaviest possible pressure on Arafat and the PL™,
Zven in their decisiveness, however, the Soviets sought to avoid slamring
doors completely shut. This
could be seen in their policy towards Iran. There were a few positive aspects
of the Soviet~Iranian relaticnship and contacts between the two cuuntries
were maintained, in spite of the Soviet shift toward Iraq. Undoubtedly, the
motivation for doing so was o be ia posizion to take advantage of any
possible future opportunity to improve bilateral relatcions.

The Soviets exploited whatever opportunities were availabe, regardless
of the ideological tenor of the regimes in question. Moscow devzloped in
a aylci-facered way izs velacions with Iraq, which had rcecenclv >rojected a
much more doderate inage to the worid than previously had been the case.
3ut the J0st strixing axampie of being prepared o seize opporzunities as
they emerged was -he Soviet rapprochement with Zzgypt. Admitredly, the ex-
change of ambassadcrs >etween Mescow and Zairo, wnich ultimately did cake place

: ; Y- . - . Sa e { ey 2 22w
in 21d-138%, was nmet a3 ravoirutigcnary 2venr Inotne rTezisns 3lfalrs.




levertheless, it was an important reversal of what had been the latest chapter

in generally scur relations between the two nations for a decade--the expul-
sion in 1981 of the Soviet Ambassador to Cairo. Given the improvement of
relations with Egvpt, which had reemerged as a key actor in the Arab world,
as a result of the Iraqi-Icanian War, the potential for Moscow to influence
events in the region had increased. The same prize--the capability of in-
fluencing regional affairs--was what motivated Moscow to be receptive, at
least in its declarécory policy, to what was perhaps only Saudi Arabia's
flirtation witn the idea of establishing diplomatic relations with che Soviet
Union. On the issue of the Iraqi-Iranian War, the interests of Moscow and
Rivadh were consistent with each other. On other issues, however, the two
countries were divided. Moreover, their commcn iaterest regarding the war
was insufficient to move the two countries to any serious discussion about
the establishment of relations. The major obstacle to such a move was their
conflicting approaches to resolving the Arab-Israeli dispute. The Saudis were
prepared to accept sowme elements ¢f the Reagan Plan. The Soviets were not.
This was true in spite of what might be termed the new look in Soviet policy
reflected in the Soviet-Egyptian rapprochement and Gromyko's moderate state-
ment that the Soviet Union was opposed to "extremist plans' to destrcy Israel.
it appeared that the Soviet and Saudi approaches would not be reconciled
for some time.

Notwithszanding the apparent lack of any substantial improvement in
Soviet-Saudi relations, as well as the cther problems that remained for Moscow,

magt egpecial!l

v those with Iran, the overall Middle East-Gulf polizy cf the

Andropov regize was imprassive. That regzime rad zome o power wnen Soviet
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credibility in the region had been seriouslv eroded, and the Unized Scates

appeared o be poised for significant successes. Moscow played an important
role in preventing those successes from occurring, refurbished its own image
somewhat in the process, and increased the substance of its position through

rthe activist and differentiated policy described abeve,
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