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			Introduction

			This book, I am proud to say, proceeds from a grand theft aggravated by high treason.

			To be more precise, it concludes a whole series of crimes—and puts a stop to it.

			I have stolen these secrets from Mikhail Gorbachev, the last Soviet dictator, a Nobel Peace Prize winner. I covertly copied thousands of secret Politburo documents from the Gorbachev Foundation Archive, and then smuggled them out of Russia.

			Gorby himself, however, had also acquired them illegally. In the final weeks and days of the Soviet regime, when boundless crowds went to the streets of countless cities to demand, “down with Gorbachev!,” and the Evil Empire had already collapsed into independent republics, the dictator, with a handful of remaining loyalists, took refuge in the last stronghold they still controlled—the Kremlin. It was from there that he advanced his desperate, doomed designs to raise a new Soviet Union from the ashes of the old. However, his game was up; the few loyal aides who accompanied him in the Kremlin knew that. They knew some sort of bailiffs from the new Russian government would eventually come and evict them from the property.

			It was during these final weeks that Gorbachev’s aides took home top-secret archives of their better days: their notes from Politburo meetings, transcripts of Gorbachev’s talks with foreign leaders, and countless confidential memos of all sorts. A few years before, or a few years later, this would have been seen as a great crime. In revolutionary Moscow of 1991, nobody cared.

			The documents were then scanned and kept in the computers of the Gorbachev Foundation. The new masters of the Kremlin knew nothing about that archive. As years passed, and the events receded into the past, Gorby wanted to tell his version of the history of his rule to the world. To this end, some Gorbachev-friendly researchers were granted very limited access to parts of the archive. This is how I came in—in the capacity of a friendly researcher.

			Draconian measures were taken to keep the research tightly under control. To copy a document, one needed special permission, often from Gorbachev personally, which he would never give unless he understood exactly how the copy would be used. All hardware that could be used to copy files, like CD and floppy drives, were removed from the computers. The dark holes gaping in their place reminded the researchers how very serious it all was. The Internet could only be accessed by using the administrator’s password. Otherwise, it was a one-way system—the administrators could access our computers, but we had no access to the local or global networks. Even so, the most interesting documents—notes from Politburo discussions—were not shown to anyone at all. Instead, we were told some selected papers would later be published in a volume edited by the Gorbachev Foundation itself.

			I played the role of a naïve, shy, and respectful student. Hardly did Gorbachev or the keepers of his archive suspect that I was acting as a spy. With my unassuming demeanor, I was able to exploit their carelessness. They did not notice that, with some modest manipulations in the computer system, I had turned my limited access to the archive into unlimited one. Their secrets were rapidly leaking out, one-thousand pages after another, as quickly as I could send e-mails.

			Meanwhile, other copies of the very same documents remained top secret in the official Kremlin archives. The present regime regards itself as a legal heir of the Soviet Union, and guards the Soviet secrets as zealously as its own. It was not until 2003 that the KGB junta in the Kremlin learned of the existence of the private Gorbachev Archive. Gorbachev was summoned to Putin’s Presidential Administration for a difficult conversation about divulging Russia’s state secrets. Within hours, the Gorbachev Foundation closed the more sensitive parts of the archive to any outside researchers. However, it was too late.

			In this way, Gorbachev’s sloppiness helped me to commit my crime against the State Security of Russian Federation. Putinist jurisprudence defines my actions as high treason, which they define as “divulging state secrets, or giving assistance, to a foreign state, a foreign organization, or their representatives.”i People in Putin’s Russia are imprisoned as “spies” for much less than what I have done, especially considering Putin has expanded this definition to include routine academic research, which often consists of publicly available information.

			Thus, scientists such as Valentin Danilov, Igor Reshetin, Sergei Vizir, Ivan Petkov, Yevgeny Afanasyev, and Svyatoslav Bobyshev are now imprisoned for divulging public domain “state secrets.” Valentin Danilov, the astrophysicist convicted of high treason for his participation in an official Russian-Chinese research program, is now dying in the Putlag. If Danilov and others are criminals, then I am an arch-criminal—after all, I stole thousands of real, top-secret documents with the intent on divulging them in the West.

			History will judge, however, whether it is a crime to divulge state secrets and whether it is a crime to conceal them.

			What right does Gorbachev have to claim copyright for the history of his reign? What right does the Putin government have to classify our shared knowledge as a state secret? 

			It is axiomatic that, unless we can learn lessons from the past, we are bound to make the same mistakes in the future. In such a sensitive area as international relations, our mistakes are more than mere mistakes; mistakes mean crises and genocides, wars and revolutions. It is a crime to conceal the true history from the public and to feed them misleading “official” versions. To steal not a state document but a nation’s narrative is, indeed, high treason.

			I discovered this stolen treasure in Moscow. By sheer luck, I have managed to steal it back. Now I return it to the public domain where it belongs.

			In today’s worldwide cold war between the political class and the public, divided by the iron curtains of government secrecy, I have had the honor to be your spy behind the enemy lines.

			Three cheers for Wikileaks

			Every day, among other news, we are being informed that the U.S. President received the Saudi foreign minister to discuss peace-making in the region, or that the State Secretary met the Russian dictator to reaffirm their friendship, or that the Chinese leader phoned the Elysee Palace to talk about sustainable development. Our sight passes along indifferently, for such items hardly contain any meaningful information. Leaders emerge from behind the closed doors only to tell the press one or two banalities about their joint commitment to international partnership and global prosperity. We are relieved to conclude that the two people have just wasted a few hours (and an unknown amount of taxpayers’ money) telling nonsense to each other. Nothing to worry about. No harm done.

			In truth, however, they are doing more behind those doors than spouting feel-good platitudes and reassuring each other of their aspirations of cooperation. They are negotiating and coming to important decisions about the future of this world, yet their secrets remain between themselves—great minds solving great problems. All they tell us in their communiqués is that they are as committed as ever to a world order based on moderate development and sustainable diversity.

			So-called “conspiracy theorists” are racking their brains in search for some hypothetical, well-hidden bunker where the masters of this world secretly meet to agree on a common agenda. Meanwhile, the answer lies on the surface. They talk to each other nearly every day in their official capacity, under the cover of diplomatic secrecy. We are so used to the idea that only trivial matters are discussed at diplomatic negotiations that we fail to notice there is no need for secret societies; the whole world conspiracy is being made right under our noses.

			Recently, an edge of that curtain of secrecy was lifted in a daring surprise attack from the World Wide Web—thousands of diplomatic documents from the State Department appeared on Wikileaks. Of course, these were just dispatches from US embassies; the talks reported there were held no higher than at Ambassadorial level. These were not summit meetings or even ministerial meetings. The greatest secrets were not there. These were mostly just embarrassing anecdotes. Yet, this was an intrusion into a secret world which simple mortals have no right to enter.

			The entire political class, from the Left to the Right, went into grotesque panics. There were absurd claims that the release of diplomatic cables puts people’s lives in danger (though nobody ever gave a remotely credible example) and calls, in full seriousness, to declare Wikileaks a terrorist organization. A full-scale global war was declared on the Internet, with the governments coercing web-providers to remove the site from their domains, and the rebels keeping it alive by creating hundreds of mirror websites around the world. A worldwide hunt was announced to round up the perpetrators; pressure was put on banks to block their accounts—so much so that even the famously robust Swiss gave in. The rebels responded by attacking government and banking servers.

			A special fatwa was issued to catch Wikileaks founder Julian Assange by using the atrociously oppressive procedure of a “European Arrest Warrant.” The EAW obliges EU member-states to arrest and extradite people on the force of a piece of paper, without even examining prima facie evidence in courts. Assange was duly arrested in Britain on the charge of politically incorrect behavior while in bed with a Swedish feminist. Do we really believe he is just paying the price for that melodramatic experience? Is there but one person anywhere in the world who seriously thinks worldwide hunt for Assange was organized for purely romantic reasons? And yet, we are prepared to ignore a crude fabrication of criminal charges and to tolerate the existence of a political prisoner in the middle of the Western world - only to ensure that the details of secret diplomacy are safely kept from the public.

			In the old days, when the media secured some sensitive leak, the government would gloomily say, “Fair enough. You have beaten us here. Congratulations.” Alas, the days of chivalry are now gone; this has grown to the proportions of an all-out guerrilla war. Being a whistleblower used to be honourable; today, whistleblowers are treated as terrorists.

			Dozens of high-ranking people who shared confidential information with the KGB during the Cold War are now in honourable retirement or even in positions of power. But Bradley Manning, the young soldier suspected of aiding Wikileaks, is facing the capital charge of ‘aiding the enemy’, and President Obama has publicly declared him guilty even before the trial at the military tribunal began.

			The global war on Wikileaks was declared just for telling embarrassing anecdotes, merely for looking in the direction where - still far, far away - the real secrets of wars, revolutions, big money and great powers may be found. However, we cannot say that the Establishment is overreacting. Wikileaks strikes at the very root of their power: the official versions of events.

			We did not need Wikileaks to know that Russia is run by a KGB Mafia. We all knew that it was its leader, Vladimir Putin, who ordered Russian agents commit an aggression against Britain and its NATO allies by murdering a British citizen on British soil in a 2006 radioactive terrorist attack. Is it really important to learn from Wikileaks that the State Department knows all this as well? Yes it is. The government cannot deny its knowledge of the culprit any longer. It cannot “reset” its relations with the aggressor because there is not enough evidence against him. It cannot offer us an official version to hide the truth we know they know.

			Likewise, we knew without Wikileaks that Iran’s neighbors eagerly wait for Western forces to come and save them from the Iranian threat. Nevertheless, the official version has always been this: we cannot do that without antagonizing the Muslim world. Here, Wikileaks has not really revealed any new truth, but it has killed a lie.

			When politicians tell us that Wikileaks threatens our lives, what they really mean is that it threatens their lies. If the official versions were true, even disclosing the greatest secrets could not have shaken them. Because the official versions are false, any secrets, even the anecdotes from routine ambassadorial negotiations, can disprove them. The very existence of Wikileaks is the sword of Damocles hanging over all official versions, present and future. This is terrifying news for the Establishment, and very good news for us.

			Something we should have learned from the 20th century is that the international relations are too important to be left in the hands of diplomats and politicians. If only Wikileaks had existed for the last hundred years! The governments of the day would have been unable to deny their knowledge of Nazi Holocaust in the 1930s and use their official version of what was going on in Nazi Germany to make the case for their policy of appeasement. There could have been no Second World War. Likewise, they would have been unable to deny the knowledge of Communist GULAG and make the case for the appeasement of the Soviet Union. The Cold War could have ended much sooner and with much better results. The examples are legion—I have only cited two notorious ones. Many millions of people could have survived, but instead died because the worldwide secrecy protected their hangmen from the power of the free world.

			What is the matter with the Middle East?

			This is particularly true about the history of the Middle East, which is genuinely the most complicated region in the world. Consequently, the policy-making on the Middle East has been traditionally monopolized by a narrow circle of specialists.

			Any narrow circle has its own narrow interests. Almost inevitably, its members will make up official versions for the outsiders and secret versions for insiders. Then they work out some “consensus” based on their secret views, and then decide how to make it look plausible against the background on the official version. Policies constructed at this factory normally lead to disasters - and then the same experts write an official version of history to explain why it was not their fault.

			If only our policies in the Middle East were decided by the people and in the interests of the people, many wars and revolutions of the past half century could have been avoided, or at least ended differently.

			One example, which later became infamous purely by chance, was the appeasement of Saddam Hussein before his invasion of Kuwait in 1990. That policy was pursued right until the last minute, when the emboldened tyrant, confident of impunity, directed his tank hordes to cross the border and begin the historic blitzkrieg to controlling two-thirds of the world’s oil supplies. Till the last moment, the State Department, in its infinite wisdom, had viewed Islamic Fundamentalism as the greatest threat in the Middle East and Saddam’s version of Socialism as a lesser evil. So the experts decided that the enemy of our enemy was our friend. It was this policy that enabled Saddam’s regime survive until so very recently (if it is really dead), and encouraged Iraq’s wars with both Iran in 1981-1988 and the West in 1990-2010 (if it has really ended). None of this would have happened if not for the secret diplomacy.

			Of course, it is now too late. Millions of lives have been lost and cannot be returned. But at least, we must not let the architects of that policy make up an official version of history to cover up their faults and follies.

			This book reveals the documents from Gorbachev’s archive that relate to the Gulf War and, more broadly, to the Middle East at the final stage of the Cold War. One may ask—what had the Soviets to do with the Gulf War? They did not participate in the military action, did they? However, as we shall see in these documents, Moscow was central to all the secret diplomacy around that war. Moreover, the war itself was only one round in a long and complicated game between the Socialist World and the Free World, because the Middle East was an important front of the Cold War—second only to Europe.

			You will not find this in the official version. If you enquire about the historic causes of the bloodbath (or, if you like, instability) in the Middle East, the consensus between the experts is, roughly, something like this:

			Before World War II, the Middle East was under the power of Western colonial empires, mostly the British. Then countries of the region gradually gained independence. Unfortunately, the de-colonization was poorly carried out, mainly because the British were more concerned with preserving their own oil interests than with the welfare of the natives. As a result, the post-colonial Middle East was torn apart by revolutions and wars.

			The longest and bloodiest conflict is the Arab-Israeli one, caused mainly by Israel’s reluctance to let the Palestinians have their own independent state. All the international peace-making efforts have achieved only limited success. Additionally, the rise of various extremist movements, most notably Radical Islamism, turned the region into a breeding ground for international terrorism. Regional tensions were also intensified by the Cold War rivalry between the two superpowers, both arming and supporting their respective allies and seeking to dominate the strategically-important region. However, after a pro-Western democratic reformer, Mikhail Gorbachev, came to power in the USSR, he ended the Cold War, which made some progress in the region possible. The first example of that was the splendid victory in the 1990-1991 Gulf War.

			This is what we learn from an average reference book, political speech, or CNN report. Not a word of it is true.

			It was the Soviet Empire - not British Empire - that was responsible for the instability in the Middle East. In fairness, the modern history of a country like Iraq begins not from getting its independence from the British, but from losing its independence to the Soviets.

			All major conflicts in the region were caused by the Soviet expansion. The Cold War was not a rivalry between two superpowers, but a ruthless crusade of communist hordes against dwindling oases of freedom, like Israel. The “Palestinian problem” was largely created artificially as a weapon in this war against Israel and, even more so, as a weapon in the global war against the West.

			The international terrorism, too, was created by the Soviets as a Cold War weapon. The Islamist version only emerged much later. Furthermore, the Islamist threat is also a by-product of the Cold War. Islamists could have never become a serious global force were they not supported by Socialists.

			Gorbachev was not a democratic reformer, he was not pro-Western, and he did not end the Cold War.

			And the Gulf War was not all that simple either.

		

	


	
		
			



Chapter 1: Red Arabs

			One Arab nation with a holy message:

			Unity, liberation, and socialism!

			The Baath Party motto

			History repeats itself.

			In the run-up to the Allied military operation against Saddam Hussein in 1991, a question of enormous political and military importance was how far Saddam had advanced in developing weapons of mass destruction.

			 It was known that Saddam had chemical weapons—he had used them against Iranians - and against Iraqis. However, there were conflicting reports as to whether he had already secured other types of weapons of mass destruction: bacteriological and nuclear. If he such WMDs, it was still unknown how much he had, whether he would use them in the upcoming war, and how.

			He had publicly sworn to God to burn half of Israel. He had also sworn to burn the whole Arabian Peninsula, with the exceptions of Mecca and Medina.

			Was that a bluff? Was that a real plan? Supposing he did not have enough WMDs for both Israel and the Arabian Peninsula, which of them was in a greater risk? If he could not burn the entire Arabian Peninsula, then which part of it would he target? The camps of the US forces? Oilfields? The palace of Saudi king? On the other hand, perhaps he deceived everyone and actually planned all along to target Mecca and Medina?

			Each of these questions provoked different theories in the West, but those who planned the Operation Desert Storm had an obligation to know for sure. A wrong answer to any single one of them could cost hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of lives.

			And the Soviets knew all the correct answers. All the Iraqi war plans had been prepared under supervision of Soviet military advisors.

			Now the Soviet Union was led by “pro-Western” Mikhail Gorbachev. By the time of the Gulf crisis, he had become a personal friend of President George W. H. Bush and Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. Gorbachev decisively and unreservedly condemned Saddam for his invasion of Kuwait. Indeed, he became one of the leaders of the worldwide anti-Saddam coalition. Once again, like in the heroic age of the Second World War, the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union stood side by side in opposing the aggressor. Even though the Soviets could not send troops to the Middle East this time, they gave the US and Britain full political backing and voted with them for the UN resolution that authorized use of force.

			Surely, as loyal ally, Gorbachev would now share information about Iraq’s WMDs with his Western friends.

			Indeed, as they were considering the “military option,” his two most trusted advisors proposed exactly this:

			Dear Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev],

			It would be expedient to share the data we have about Iraq’s military preparations with the US government, in strictly confidential order. The data includes information about Iraq’s preparations to use chemical and bacteriological weapons in case of a military attack against it.

			On the one hand, sharing this data would be seen in the USA as an act reasserting our confidential relations. On the other hand, this might pose some restraining influence on the circles favoring the military option.

			[Signature] Y[evgeny] PRIMAKOV

			[Signature] A[natoly] CHERNYAEV

			October 23, 1990

			On the margins of this memo, there is a note in Gorbachev’s handwriting:

			C[omrade] Shevard…

			Apparently, Gorbachev’s first reaction was to forward the memo to his Foreign Minister, so that he would put the wheels in motion and contact the Americans. This half-completed note is crossed out by Gorbachev‘s hand. Mid-way through spelling the name “Shevardnadze,” he changed his mind.

			There is also Gorbachev’s signature on the document and a note in Chernyaev’s handwriting:

			M.S. [Gorbachev] disagreed. October 23, 1990.

			[image: memo_greyscale(1).tif]

			One might say: well, in matters of war, alas, it takes many years to overcome the traditional mistrust towards historic enemies - and, after all, they had never asked for this intelligence.

			Of course, the Western allies knew perfectly well about the Soviet Union’s role in arming Iraq. It was generally assumed that the Soviet information on that issue would be more reliable than the Western one. However, the archival documents reveal only one, very delicate attempt by a Western leader to raise the issue with Gorbachev—one month after he rejected the idea of Chernyaev and Primakov.

			That was not a demand to do his duty as an ally; that was not even a request. However, when talking to Gorbachev, Margaret Thatcher was bold enough to indicate her interest. Even if he would not share detailed intelligence, even if Soviet hardliners limited the freedom of his action, she expected that his oral reply could help to resolve some Western doubts. Needless to say, his word would carry much weight.

			In response, Gorbachev told her a lie:

			20 November 1990

			[…]

			M. THATCHER. Of course, [the military action against Iraq] is an equation with many unknowns. One is whether Iraq will use chemical and bacteriological weapons, which we know it has. As for the nuclear weapons, I believe Iraq still has not got them.

			M. S. GORBACHEV. We have no information to suggest that Iraq has nuclear or bacteriological weapons. It does have chemical weapons.1

			In fact, Iraq had bacteriological weapons, but no nuclear weapons. Thatcher’s information was correct. Gorbachev saw that - and tried to mislead her to doubt it. Furthermore, he knew—as we now know from Primakov and Chernyaev’s memo - that Iraq had plans to use bacteriological weapons in some of the possible scenarios of the future war.

			Arab Liberation

			“Has any of you ever seen a Soviet man as a coloniser in the Arab world?”

			Such was the rhetorical question that Hafez Assad, the Baathist dictator of Syria, asked at Islamic summit-meetings to persuade his colleagues that his Soviet patrons were by far not as bad as the West. Of course, they had to agree — The Soviet expansion in general, and in the Arab world in particular, had little in common with Western colonization of past centuries. Western colonizers were interested in profits, so they would try to develop the economy of their colonies. The Soviets were interested in social justice, so they would organize revolutions, establish puppet governments, and nationalize whatever the colonizers had built before. Unlike the colonial empires, the Soviet Empire incurred huge costs but brought no profits; it was more important to keep the satellites economically dependent than make them economically efficient.

			Sometimes, the Soviets would follow on the imperialists’ footsteps and build some roads, schools, or hospitals for the natives. That was as successful as socialist construction projects can be. One Soviet official in 1982 visited People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen and then shared his impressions with comrades:

			We are building a hospital for them since 1975, and three floors have been completed so far. If you ask someone in the capital ‘how are things?’ they reply ‘like in the hospital’. And the French have built a top-class 9-storey hotel there in just two years.

			We have been building a thermal power plant for ten years, but it is still in the ground-work stage. The Japanese have built a more powerful plant in one year and a half.

			Seeking oil there, too: just one well has been drilled since 1974.

			Our idle specialists are everywhere, walking around and swimming in the ocean.2

			That was not the worst impression yet—the worst was the Soviet state visit by Churbanov, a high-ranking official and Brezhnev’s son-in-law:

			The ambassador and his wife are horrified: it is difficult to imagine anything more shameful and discrediting to our country, leadership and all our policy. To begin with, Churbanov went out of the plane absolutely drunk and nearly fell down (they caught him) in front of the ‘high receiving party’, guard of honour, etc. All ‘business meetings’ had to be cancelled, because he would spend every night getting awfully drunk with his yes-men, and then it was impossible to wake him up before the dinner time. They managed to do it once, and then it was even worse. He was saying such delirium that the interpreter had nothing to interpret. The president had to enquire with the ambassador whether ‘the guest should be received at the presidential level’. In the Central Committee, they simply refused to receive him: cancelled the planned meetings.

			Of course, the ambassador organised a reception, but the high guest was completely out of his senses and poked his nose in the plate now and then. They had to take him away, because his uniform looked like God knows what after a while.

			At times of enlightenment, his clearest phrase would always start from “Galina Leonidovna [i. e. Brezhnev’s daughter] and I…” The Eastern people can take a hint: he left loaded with innumerable suitcases and boxes.3

			No colonizer or viceroy could have ever behaved like that, especially not in Islamic colonies, with their teetotaler traditions. Those reactionary emirs and maharajas, on whom colonial powers relied, would never tolerate such insults. By contrast, the rulers of people’s republics treated the Soviet visitors in the spirit of fraternal comradeship.

			The Soviets knew perfectly well whom they sent on state visits and where. When they rewarded the Yemeni comrades with a notoriously corrupt drunkard, they knew what they were doing. That was a deliberate humiliation, a sign of Moscow’s displeasure, and there was no need for the messenger to come to his senses to deliver the message. Behind his stupid, drunken face and his messy uniform, clever and sober Arab comrades could see the iron fist of the Soviet Empire.

			♦ ♦ ♦

			Every working day of the Soviet Foreign Minister began with two hours of sitting in silence and staring at the map of the world. At least, so it was rumoured; and whether the anecdote is factually correct, it is accurate in reflecting the spirit of the Soviets regime. Even if that was not the Foreign Minister, someone in the Kremlin had to do this.

			What he thought about during these mornings can only be deduced from the character of subsequent wars, revolutions, and terrorist attacks - so one would imagine his gaze often fell upon the Middle East. What a peculiar world it is, he probably thought, with most its oil, all its best oil, concentrated in one place. If we could just take control of the Middle East, we would have the whole world by the throat.

			Soon after Stalin’s famous failure to create a People’s Republic of Israel, Soviets got another chance to establish their presence in the region. In 1952, a national-socialist military junta deposed the King of Egypt. Moscow would have preferred a communist revolution, but a Nazi one was close enough. After some brief hesitation, the Soviets gave the new dictator, Colonel Nasser, their full support, plenty of weapons, countless military advisors, and the title of Hero of the Soviet Union.

			Following the Soviet example, Nasser organized a Comintern-style network of revolutionary terrorists all over the Arab world. The Nasserite Comintern operated out of Cairo, and united its efforts with the real Comintern in Moscow;ii together they captured power in one Arab country after another: Syria in 1954, Iraq in 1958, Algeria and North Yemen in 1962, South Yemen in 1967, and Libya in 1969. The 1975 civil war in Lebanon resulted in Syrian occupation. Heroes of the Soviet Union, who desperately hated each other, but still hated the rest of the world even more, now governed more and more Arab states.

			Arab Unity

			Discipline, admittedly, was a recurrent problem in the camp of Red Arabs. Every new dictator promoted his own version of Arab Socialism and saw himself as the great leader of the pan-Arab and world revolution. Their Cominterns multiplied respectively, as if the two that ran from Moscow and Cairo were not more than enough.

			Thus, the Baath ideology asserts that all state borders in the Middle East are illegitimate, because imperialists deliberately drew them in order to divide the Arab nation. Therefore, there could be no such thing as a Syrian Baath Party or an Iraqi Baath Party. Instead, there is the Arab Socialist Baath Party based in Damascus, which has a Regional Department for every present Arab country. The Syrian department governs Syria, while every other department is preparing a revolution elsewhere.

			At the same time, there was another Arab Socialist Baath Party based in Baghdad, whose Iraqi department governed Iraq while other departments exported the revolution. Both Baath Parties denounced each other as impostors.

			Moscow alone could suppress the endless infighting and make Red Arabs work together—if only temporarily and only to an extent.

			In 1986, for example, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev told the visiting Foreign Minister of Syria:

			Look at this example: Gaddafi [of Libya] and Bendjedid [of Algeria] had very bad relations between themselves. We told the Algerians and Libyans to talk directly to each other. As a result, the relations more or less improved.

			Another example is the relationship between Syria and Iraq. We know everything about Saddam Hussein’s biography and his record. But Iraq is a reality. We believe the Syrian leadership has shown a responsible approach by taking steps to improve its relations with Iraq.

			Yesterday, I talked to [Foreign Minister of Libya] Djellud. He expressed himself in extremist terms, and said that Libya deems it necessary to overthrow Saddam Hussein. I told him that, after all, some people may also dislike Gaddafi, Assad [of Syria], or Gorbachev. So, what then?4

			This passage is touching in terms of socialist fraternal solidarity and comradeship it reveals. However, it is also remarkable in terms of their approach to deposing foreign leaders. Many people in the world, including top leaders of great powers, wanted to overthrow Saddam Hussein but had no idea how to do it. Gorbachev and Gaddafi had no questions on whether it was in their power; they only disagreed whether it was necessary at the time. Gaddafi proposed to depose Saddam Hussein. Gorbachev said no. That concluded the business. However, if Gorbachev said yes, Saddam probably would not have lived long enough to invade Kuwait in 1990.

			The Soviets themselves, though backing the Arab socialists, still held them in utmost contempt. Just after the Red Arabs were beaten in the Yom-Kippur War in October 1973, Leonid Brezhnev told his Foreign Minister that the USSR would need to restore diplomatic relations with Israel at some point in the future:

			Gromyko: But the Arabs would be offended... [reads the note in a witness’s diary]

			Brezhnev: They should go fuck themselves! We’ve been offering them a reasonable method for many years, but no - they wanted a war. Okay, as you please! We gave them the equipment, the most modern one, unseen even in Vietnam. They had double superiority in tanks and aircraft, triple superiority in artillery, absolute superiority in anti-aircraft and anti-tank defences. So what? They were smashed again. They bunked again. They cried for us to save them again. Sadat twice woke me up in the middle of a night by phone: ‘Save us!’ He demanded me to send a Soviet landing force there immediately! No! We are not going to fight for them. The people would not understand us. Even more so, we are not going to start a world war because of them. That is it. We shall do what I said.5

			After every defeat in the Middle East (of which they had plenty), the Soviets blamed the Arabs, the Arabs blamed the Soviets and each other, and each of them started thinking about a separate peace with the enemy. While Brezhnev was cursing war-mongering Sadat, Sadat cursed war-mongering Brezhnev and began negotiations with Israel through the US.

			Three years later, Sadat had second thoughts and sent his Foreign Minister to the Soviets to propose a summit meeting. As a sign of goodwill, Sadat’s envoy revealed some fresh Mid-Eastern gossip—war-mongering Assad of Syria was so scared of a possible assassination that he shivered when hearing a camera shutter.

			According to the same diary, Gromyko relayed that story to Politburo and suggested that, if Brezhnev held a summit meeting with Sadat, he would need to balance it by meeting Assad. Weary Brezhnev replied:

			“I don’t believe any of them. The only honest people among them, if any at all, are the Palestinians.” Other Politburo members expressed polite skepticism. Kosygin said that all of them (Arabs) rejoice if any of “their brothers” are beaten or defeated. All of them, he said, lie to us and to each other. 6

			One of the worst vendettas was between formerly Syrian-backed PLO leader Yasser Arafat and the Syrian dictator Hafez Assad, who had deposed Arafat’s former patrons in Syria in an internal Baathist coup. For years, Assad lobbied Moscow to let him replace Arafat with his own protégé, but Moscow would not permit that:

			M. S. GORBACHEV. Of course, we could take this approach: tell Arafat to go to hell. You can’t tell whether he does more good than harm. But at present, such an approach (correct in principle as it may be) would have only further undermined the Palestine Liberation Organisation and played into the Americans’ hands. […]

			[Syrian Foreign Minister] A. H. HADDAM. […] But we cannot ignore the fact that we rely on the toiling masses to pursue our anti-imperialist policy. […] We can appeal to our citizens to reduce their consumption of meat to twice per week, consumption of fruits to once per week, we can draft their sons for a war where they can be killed. The people will agree to all this if they know this is necessary for victory over the enemy. But they will not support those who let the Chairman of PLO Executive Committee take the course which serves the interests of the US and Israel. This is why we cannot support Arafat.

			M. S. GORBACHEV. […] Let the Palestinians themselves decide about Arafat, we don’t need him. […] He will either support our common agreed course, or unmask himself and have to piss off.

			A. H. HADDAM. […] As for Arafat, he lies more often than he breathes. […]

			M. S. GORBACHEV. […] With or without Arafat, we need unity of the PLO, as a detachment of the national liberation movement, on the anti-imperialist and anti-Zionist basis.7

			Moscow doled out abuse and insults to Arabs, all the while financing and arming its Middle East satellites. The Arab socialist dictators, however insincere their love to communists may have been, never questioned Moscow’s leadership in their war for the control of the Middle East.

			Whenever another Arab comrade captured power in a successful coup, he would first seek an audience with the Supreme Leader of the World Revolution in Moscow. If it was granted, initiation proceeded along these lines:

			M. S. Gorbachev. [...] You should pay more attention to the legacy of Lenin. The experience of our Party and our revolution is useful to everybody. [...] You, I am confident, can lead the country if, firstly, you work out the policies [...] which the people understand and need [...] and if, secondly, you preserve unity in the leadership. [...] You should be decisive and wise, cautious and demanding, firm and flexible...

			Detailed instructions followed, with concrete examples from Lenin’s experience, on what to do with the divided party (show no mercy to leading dissenters, but spare the others and re-educate); on how to run the economy (spend no more than you can afford); and on foreign affairs (always stick to the Soviet line, and do not invade thy neighbors unless so instructed).

			A.S. al Beid. May I express sincere gratitude for the opportunity to meet you and for such a frank, comradely conversation. We know you are very busy with [...] global problems of the survival of humankind. [...] We are proud that the problems of our revolution in our small country are also within the field of your attention. [...] I would like to assure you that [...] developing Democratic Yemen on the path of socialist orientation is the strategic course of our party, which is firm and unshakable. [...] Whatever difficulties [...] we may face, we shall never deviate from this strategic line, we shall literally ‘cling’ to it. [...] Thank you for your valuable comradely advice. [...] May I assure you that you will see very soon how firmly we follow your recommendations in our work.8

			These people glorified themselves as great revolutionary leaders defying the Western Imperialism. In reality, they were just mercenaries serving the Soviet Empire. They may have enjoyed unlimited power in their own countries, but they were never free from the higher power of their Soviet masters. All the intrigues that Arafat, Gaddafi, Bendjedid, Assad, or Saddam initiated against each other and against the rest of the world, all their plots both started and ended in Moscow.

			Arab Socialism

			Although the difference is hard to spot, the Arab Socialists (Nasserites, Baathists, Islamic Socialists, etc.) are not exactly communists. For that matter, as “national” socialists they are closer politically to the German Nazis, with whom they collaborated when rioting against the British Empire during World War II. 

			Arab Socialists have dedicated themselves to fighting what they call “the legacy of colonialism,” which includes all non-socialist and non-Arab countries in the Middle East. The socialist regimes in Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Algeria, or Libya planned to export their revolution to other countries until the entire Arab world united as one socialist super-state. The immediate priority was to destroy the most pro-Western forces and regimes, like Israel or Gulf monarchies.

			What made it different from communism was the element of Arab nationalism. The problem is that the Arab nation is as difficult to define as the Aryan Race or the World Proletariat. The League of Arab States officially defines an Arab as “a person whose language is Arabic, who lives in an Arabic speaking country, and is in sympathy with the aspirations of the Arabic speaking peoples.” This could have been perfectly clear criteria, but the Arabic spoken in Iraq, Egypt, and Morocco are three different languages. Arabic was the region’s ancient Lingua Franca, which today has about as many versions as the Romanic family of languages in Europe.

			The truth is that Arabs are not a nation, simply because the nation-state had not developed in that part of the world. There were tribes, empires, principalities—but no nations. The word Arab originally meant just “nomad.” During the late Ottoman Empire, some dissident intellectuals in Beirut invented an elegant theory: we are descendants of those Arabic (nomadic) tribes who actually started the Islamic civilization, so these Turks have no right to govern us. This became a popular theme in Mid-Eastern mythology, not unlike the theme of direct descent from Prophet Mohammed. Until the middle of the 20th century, however, only the peoples living between Persia in the East and Egypt in the West would ever call themselves Arabs. Egypt’s claim of independence was based on a different mythology that was about the Pharaohs. Lands to the West of Egypt had their own different myths.

			Unfortunately, in the 20th century, Arab nationalism was mixed with socialism. The idea of an Arab nation was further jeopardized when the first Arab socialist revolution succeeded in Egypt, a non-Arab country. What could the new regime do? Nasser boldly proclaimed Egyptians to be Arabs, which started the explosive expansion of the definition in all directions. Somalia became a purely Arab land populated by Arab people (especially because it is located right on the route of Western oil tankers coming from the Gulf). Mauritania? No problem there. By 2006, this went so far that Venezuela joined the League of Arab States as an observer, followed by India the next year. After all, they do sympathize with Arab aspirations, and, on thorough linguistic analysis, there must be something Arabic in the way they speak.

			The definition expanded not only in space, but also in time. Saddam Hussein, for example, would often tell the bemused public that ancient Babylonians were Arabs and their kings were great Arab leaders—almost as great as Saddam himself. His favorite was Nebuchadnezzar II, who conquered Jerusalem and destroyed the Jewish Temple in 597 BC.

			After an initial brief hesitation, the Kremlin had to accept that Arab Socialism was flexible enough to serve as the local version of Proletarian Internationalism for the time being. Egyptian Communists were instructed to dissolve their party and join Nasser’s Arab Socialist Union (but to keep in touch with Soviet comrades). Syrian and Iraqi Communists united with Baathists as junior partners in their ruling “Progressive Front” and “Patriotic Front,” respectively. Arab dictators knew, however, that “fronts” with communists normally ended with backstabbing. Therefore, they shot their communists on a considerable scale, just to be sure. Moscow weakly protested.

			All these were typical small inconveniences of the socialist comradeship: struggle for power, personal hatred, collective treachery, and ideological discrepancies. However, the deepest divisions were caused by tactical disagreements.
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Chapter 2: Jews and Oil

			In today’s world, when nuclear arms have made military force obsolete, terrorism should become our main weapon.

			-Gen. Alexander Sakharovsky, the head of the KGB 1st
Chief Directorate (foreign intelligence) in 1956-1971

			Iraq lost its national independence in the early morning of July 14, 1958. Several Iraqi army units, whose commanders called themselves “the Free Officers” after the Egyptian mutineers of 1952, surrounded the royal palace in Baghdad and opened artillery fire. The inhabitants had to run outside for their lives, only to face the semicircle of armed Free Officers and yield to them. All the captives, including numerous women and children, were immediately shot in the palace courtyard. The young king’s body was taken away and buried in a secret location, and the others were handed over to Baghdad mob for desecration and dismemberment.

			Thus began the new era of liberation under the government of Free Officers and their thin-voiced leader, General Qassem. However, it soon emerged that the Free Officers lacked unity; they served two different Heroes of the Soviet Union. Some of them had betrayed their king and country to Colonel Nasser and wanted Iraq to join Egypt and Syria in the United Arab Republic ran from Cairo. Others, including Gen. Qassem, owed allegiance to Comrade Khrushchev and wanted Iraq to be a People’s Republic ran from Moscow. Respectively, the twin pillars of their regime were the pro-Egyptian Arab Socialist Baath Party and the pro-Soviet Iraqi Communist Party. Soon, they began killing each other at massive scale.

			In 1959, one year after the coup, the Baath Party decided to assassinate Qassem for his pro-communist orientation. Twenty-two-year-old Saddam Hussein and several other comrades were assigned to the hit squad. Unfortunately, an over-excited Saddam prematurely drew a machine-gun from under his cloak and opened fire at Qassem’s car. Qassem’s body guards realized what was happening and retaliated before the rest of the assassins squad could draw their own guns. In the ensuing shoot-out, Qassem was only wounded, while one of the assassins was killed. The other assassins, including Saddam, fled to Cairo. The slain assassin was identified, his connections traced, the whole plot exposed, and the Baath Party was banned. Qassem recovered, and his regime became purely communist.

			In due course, the Baathists finally killed Qassem, captured power, were overthrown, split up, reunited, and captured power again. Saddam returned to Baghdad, served a prison term for yet another failed murder plot, became the dictator, killed many thousands of Communists, Baathists, Jews, Kurds, Shiites, and Sunnis, quarreled with Egypt, and aligned with Moscow. He did everything Qassem dreamt of and many things Qassem never thought about. His first political adventure—the failed assassination attempt, which was nothing to be proud of—was glorified as a jewel of his heroic biography in countless propaganda movies and books. Indeed, Saddam never learnt his lesson. In the main adventure of his life, his Mother of All Battles, he repeated the same mistakes. He opened fire at the wrong moment, jeopardized a carefully laid plan, and let down his accomplices. He achieved nothing, played into the enemy’s hands, became an outlaw, and then declared all this a heroic victory.

			Qassem’s secret police failed to catch and hang Saddam, but they investigated and avenged the plot. In Saddam’s confrontation with the West, the opposite happened: he was eventually caught and hanged, but the plot was never investigated.

			Indeed, what was the original plan that Saddam jeopardized with his sharp move?

			Operation SIG

			In their battle for the Middle East, comrades had two strategic targets of supreme importance: Israel and the Gulf. The first choice they faced was making one of them the priority.

			Control of the Gulf would mean the control of the world’s oil supplies. However, this control could only be established through direct military aggression. The typical Soviet tactics of sponsoring well-calculated and well organized revolutions did not work in such countries as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, or United Arab Emirates. Those countries were incredibly rich and governed by ancient, clever, and ruthless dynasties. In human rights terms, kings and emirs had no problem hanging every communist on identification, and their secret police services were not too bad at identifying them. At the same time, too few of their subjects had ‘nothing to lose except their chains‘, as the infamous Marxist phrase goes. They could not be deposed by a revolution; they could only be conquered in a war.

			In 1961, Kuwait received independence from British Empire. Qassem, who had so luckily survived his recent encounter with Saddam, declared Kuwait to be part of Iraq and moved Iraqi troops to its borders. On Kuwait’s request, British forces urgently returned to the Emirate, and the Iraqi invasion was thus prevented. Qassem was deposed and killed by Baathists soon after, and Iraq formally recognized the independence of Kuwait.

			It became clear that the West would go any length to defend its Gulf allies. The West would swallow many things, but not an invasion of the vital oilfields. An invasion of Kuwait or Saudi Arabia would be taken as an open declaration of war on the non-socialist world. This message was received and understood, so the comrades postponed the conquest of the Gulf—although some of them were sorely disappointed with that decision.

			Instead, the subversion and eventual destruction of Israel were declared the primary objective. Though not as good as the Gulf oilfields, Israel would also be a big prize. It was the only democracy in the region, the strongest military power in the pro-Western camp and, indeed, the bridgehead of the Western world. Even more importantly, the very process of crusading (or jihadding) against Israel offered fantastic political opportunities. A besieged Israel effectively meant millions of Jewish hostages in the hands of the comrades, and the threat of genocide could intimidate the West into making great concessions in the Gulf or elsewhere. On the other hand, by making the Israeli-Palestinian conflict the central problem of the Middle East, the Soviets could exploit Arab nationalism, anti-Semitism, and even Islamic religious feelings to mobilize support for their policies. Indeed, under the banner of Arab solidarity, the socialist influence in the region grew far beyond the socialist regimes and parties.

			General Ion Mihai Pacepa, the highest-ranking defector from the Soviet Bloc, recalls a conversation he had in 1972, as the head of Romania’s intelligence service, with the KGB chairman Yuri Andropov:

			We needed to instill a Nazi-style hatred for the Jews throughout the Islamic world [Andropov said], and to turn this weapon of the emotions into a terrorist bloodbath against Israel and its main supporter, the United States. No one within the American/Zionist sphere of influence should any longer feel safe.

			According to Andropov, the Islamic world was a waiting petri dish in which we could nurture a virulent strain of America-hatred, grown from the bacterium of Marxist-Leninist thought. Islamic anti-Semitism ran deep. The Muslims had a taste for nationalism, jingoism, and victimology. Their illiterate, oppressed mobs could be whipped up to a fever pitch.

			Terrorism and violence against Israel and her master, American Zionism, would flow naturally from the Muslims’ religious fervor, Andropov sermonized. We had only to keep repeating our themes — that the United States and Israel were “fascist, imperial-Zionist countries” bankrolled by rich Jews. Islam was obsessed with preventing the infidels’ occupation of its territory, and it would be highly receptive to our characterization of the U.S. Congress as a rapacious Zionist body aiming to turn the world into a Jewish fiefdom.

			The codename of this operation was “SIG” (Sionistskiye Gosudarstva, or “Zionist Governments”), and was within my Romanian service’s “sphere of influence,” for it embraced Libya, Lebanon, and Syria. SIG was a large party/state operation. We created joint ventures to build hospitals, houses, and roads in these countries, and there we sent thousands of doctors, engineers, technicians, professors, and even dance instructors. All had the task of portraying the United States as an arrogant and haughty Jewish fiefdom financed by Jewish money and run by Jewish politicians, whose aim was to subordinate the entire Islamic world.

			In the mid 1970s, the KGB ordered my service, the DIE — along with other East European sister services — to scour the country for trusted party activists belonging to various Islamic ethnic groups, train them in disinformation and terrorist operations, and infiltrate them into the countries of our “sphere of influence.” Their task was to export a rabid, demented hatred for American Zionism by manipulating the ancestral abhorrence for Jews felt by the people in that part of the world. Before I left Romania for good, in 1978, my DIE had dispatched around 500 such undercover agents to Islamic countries. According to a rough estimate received from Moscow, by 1978 the whole Soviet-bloc intelligence community had sent some 4,000 such agents of influence into the Islamic world.

			In the mid-1970s we also started showering the Islamic world with an Arabic translation of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a tsarist Russian forgery that had been used by Hitler as the foundation for his anti-Semitic philosophy. We also disseminated a KGB-fabricated “documentary” paper in Arabic alleging that Israel and its main supporter, the United States, were Zionist countries dedicated to converting the Islamic world into a Jewish colony.9

			For purely geographical reasons, targeting the Gulf would automatically turn Iraq into the flagship of the Soviet advance in the region. Likewise, the choice of Israel as the strategic priority reserved the leading role for Nasser’s Egypt.

			Red Jihad

			In 1964, Nasser founded the Palestine Liberation Organization as his future puppet government for whatever would remain of Israel and Jordan, and began preparing for war. The war began on June 5, 1967. The next day, all Arab Socialist regimes declared an oil embargo on the West, and put pressure on other Arab countries to do the same. However, Israel won the war in just six days, and the oil embargo had to be lifted soon afterwards. It did not last long enough to produce a serious energy crisis or even to affect the oil prices. However, the 1967 embargo was only the beginning of many efforts by Nasser and his successors to keep Jews and oil in the same flask—to interlink genocidal threats with energy blackmail.

			Nasser died in 1970, but his successor Anwar Sadat and other Red Arab dictators were eager to try another invasion of Israel. On July 15, 1972, a high-positioned Soviet diarist wrote:

			Last Sunday, Anwar Sadat publicly demanded an immediate withdrawal of all Soviet specialists and all Soviet militaries from Egypt, in protest, because he did not receive what Brezhnev promised to him at the latest negotiations in Moscow, namely the offensive weapons: SU-17 fighter bombers. This began a turmoil. Egypt’s Premier Sidki was persuaded to come to Moscow, and, I think, they have settled it. I mean, they must have given much to him, if not all he wanted.

			President of Syria Assad, too, was here a week ago. Although he is a moderate, he has forced us to practically approve the ‘military solution’, and received a lot from us.10

			Even though Sadat eventually removed the Soviet military advisors from Egypt, Soviets still played bigger role in the 1973 Yom-Kippur War than is widely believed. The quote above makes it clear that Moscow had approved “the military solution.” Brezhnev later confirmed this with the comment, “They wanted a war. Okay, as you please! We gave them the equipment.” However, the crucial Soviet intervention came at the end of war.

			The Yom-Kippur war began when Egypt and Syria invaded Israel on October 6, 1973. They were joined by Iraqi reinforcements within a few days. However, the attack was defeated, and the Israelis advanced into Egyptian and Syrian territories. By October 19, the Israeli tanks had crossed the Suez Channel and headed towards Cairo.

			According to Chernyaev:

			At 4 am on Saturday, Sadat summoned [Soviet] Ambassador Vinogradov. Sadat was absolutely in panic, could not control himself, and literally pleaded with the ambassador to phone Brezhnev immediately (i. e. wake him up) and ask him to demand an immediate ceasefire.

			In the morning, that was finally agreed with [U.S. State Secretary] Kissinger and passed to the UN in New York. The Security Council immediately passed the resolution by 14 votes (China abstained), both Egypt and Israel agreed with it straightaway. Assad, however, grumbles that no one bothered to ask his opinion.

			The parties were given 12 hours to cease fire.

			Kissinger, however, did notice with laughter that the normal term in international practice was 24 hours.

			“But why should people be killed for another 12 hours?” was the reply.

			“Okay, let it be 12,” said Kissinger.11

			In fact, the difference was significant—the Israeli forces needed time to cut the Suez Canal from the Egyptian capital and encircle the Egyptian forces on the canal’s Eastern bank. Thanks to Kissinger’s kind concession, the cease-fire formally came into effect several hours before they could do that. The combat troops in the field, however, were unable or unwilling to disengage, and the Israeli offensive continued. It was then that Sadat again woke Brezhnev in the middle of the night on October 23 and asked for a Soviet landing party.

			At that point, he would not tell Sadat where to go. Instead, he sent an urgent message to Washington that he was sending a Soviet landing party to the battlefield, and invited the Americans to join the peace-making mission if they wished. Simultaneously, Brezhnev sent a memo to the members of Soviet Politburo with a proposal to “do something” immediately:

			Move the Soviet Navy towards Tel Aviv, or let the Egyptians strike at Israel with our medium-range missiles (but not at Tel Aviv or Jerusalem), or do something else.12

			As far as Chernyaev could figure out, the Politburo then decided to send a Soviet transport ship with nuclear missiles to Alexandria.

			The United States raised nuclear alarm (causing natural worldwide panic), and put pressure on Israel to cease-fire. The Israelis obliged. The Soviet transport turned back, and the military action was over.13

			However, in the course of war, the Red Arabs had started another oil crisis, which was much more successful than their previous attempt. In 1974, the price of oil quadrupled to $12 per barrel, which was terribly high at the time. The embargo was formally lifted in 1974, but the prices did not fall. However humiliating the Arab defeats were, the strategy of targeting Israel began to pay off—in the “oil war” and elsewhere. 

			Terrorist merry-go-round

			Israeli victories in 1967 and 1973 had many consequences, and one of them was the change of the PLO’s leadership and tactics.

			When Nasser created the PLO in 1964, he made it into more than just a Palestinian section of his Arab Comintern. In the interests of “Arab unity,” he invited other Arab-Socialist dictators to pool their Palestinian subversive groups into one umbrella organization (that is why the PLO has always had so many different factions). At first, Nasser’s own creatures governed the PLO. However, after the defeat in Six Day War, Nasser’s authority declined, and the power in the PLO was captured by a Syrian-sponsored Baathist faction called Fatah, which was led by Yasser Arafat.

			As opposed to Nasserites’ reliance on old-fashioned conventional war, the Fatah advocated terrorism as the ultimate weapon. In addition, Comrade Arafat recommended not to limit terrorist attacks to Israel, but to develop a wide network of international terrorism. Under Arafat and the Fatah, the PLO operated all over the world, pioneering the novel arts of hijacking airplanes, blowing them up in the air, taking hostages, assassinating diplomats, massacring schoolchildren, and so forth.

			Changes in the PLO reflected the broader change of the Soviet Cold War tactics after the Six Day War defeat. General Alexander Sakharovsky, the then head of the KGB’s intelligence arm, enthusiastically explained to his East European colleagues:

			In today’s world, when nuclear arms have made military force obsolete, terrorism should become our main weapon.

			 In the narrow circle of high-ranking Soviet Bloc spymasters, Sakharovsky boasted that airplane-hijacking was his own invention. His personal office decoration at KGB headquarters was a large world map, covered with countless red flags, each pinned by Sakharovsky to mark a successful hijacking. Another notorious species of a terrorist attacks, mass shootings in airports and other public places, was also invented by the KGB in the wake of the successful campaign to hijack 82 airplanes in 1969 alone.14

			Thus began the golden age of international terrorism, which continued until the very downfall of the Soviet Union, and is probably remembered in some quarters with much nostalgia. Of all terrorists and terrorist organizations of those times, Arafat and the PLO were the most infamous, as infamous as Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda today, and much more powerful. It was a great terrorist empire; the PLO itself united dozens of terrorist organizations, and apart from that, there were numerous proxies and splinter groups secretly controlled by Fatah (the most notorious of them was the Black September). Nevertheless, the supreme headquarters of the whole network was, of course, the Kremlin. The complete history of international terrorism is yet to be written, but the evidence accumulated at this point leaves no doubt that the whole system was invented by Moscow as a weapon against the West, and the PLO was a jewel in their crown.15 In the KGB, the PLO was known under the codename Karusel, which means “merry-go-round”16 in Russian.

			All three major factions of the PLO—Fatah, Popular Front for Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and Democratic Front for Liberation of Palestine (DFLP)—received weapons, ammunition, and training from the KGB. That secret was guarded very carefully, and was only revealed after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The evidence of KGB support for Palestinian terrorism was smuggled out of Russia, amid a much wider collection of secret documents, by former Soviet dissident and political prisoner Vladimir Bukovsky. Further details became known from the Mitrokhin Archive.

			The documents from Bukovsky and Mitrokhin’s collections reveal the story of the KGB’s relations with one of the largest PLO affiliates, the Popular Front for Liberation of Palestine (PFLP). Notorious terrorist Wadia Haddad, a member of PFLP Politburo and the head of its “External Operations,” was a KGB agent since 1970. In 1974, the KGB secretly reported to Brezhnev: 

			The nature of our relations with W. Haddad allows us a degree of control over the activities of the PFLP’s external operations section, to exercise an influence favourable to the USSR, and also to reach some of our own aims, through the activities of the PFLP while observing the necessary secrecy.

			In April 1974, Haddad met the KGB station chief in Lebanon and outlined the following “prospective program of sabotage and terrorism by the PFLP”:

			- employing special means to prolong the “oil war” of Arab countries against the imperialist forces supporting Israel,

			- carrying out operations against American and Israeli personnel in third countries with the aim of securing reliable information about the plans and intentions of the USA and Israel,

			- carrying out acts of sabotage and terrorism on the territory of Israel,

			- organizing acts of sabotage against the Diamond Center, whose basic capital derives from Israeli, British, Belgian and West German companies.

			In order to implement the above measures, the PFLP is currently preparing a number of special operations, including strikes against large oil storage installations in various countries (Saudi Arabia, the Persian Gulf, Hong Kong et al), the destruction of oil tankers and super-tankers, actions against American and Israeli representatives in Iran, Greece, Ethiopia, Kenya, an attack on the Diamond center in Tel Aviv, etc.

			Haddad asked the Soviets for the supplies of arms and ammunition required for those terrorist attacks, which was duly granted. Covert supplies continued throughout the 1970s.

			In 1974, Haddad secretly visited Moscow to discuss “the questions of strictly clandestine collaboration with the Soviet intelligence aimed at obtaining political, strategic, military, and operative information.” The Soviets also persuaded Haddad to follow their own Middle Eastern strategy and concentrate on Israel as the primary target:

			As a result of our political influence on Haddad, he has concluded it is necessary to shift the focus of his operations from the third countries to the territories of Israel and the occupied Arab lands. He has promised to refrain from unreasonable and pointless attacks.

			However, the question of oil and its linkage to the Jewish question was not forgotten. The following year, Haddad ordered his henchman Ilich Ramirez Sanchez, better known as Carlos the Jackal, to kidnap the OPEC oil ministers from their meeting in Vienna. Following Haddad’s instructions, Carlos captured the ministers, hijacked a plane, and began flying around the world, releasing hostages one by one in exchange for their governments’ declarations of support for the Palestinian cause. However, while Haddad’s orders were to keep and shoot the Saudi and Iranian ministers, Carlos released them as well, in exchange for generous ransom. As a result, Haddad dismissed him from the PFLP External Operations squads.17

			PLO terrorists were widely used against the non-socialist Arab regimes. Reactionary kings and emirs had no respect for freedom of association, so they banned Communist, Nasserite, and Baathist parties in their countries. Nevertheless, the PLO could freely operate there, because the Palestinian refugee camps were scattered all over the Arab world. The PLO could organize revolutions against kings and emirs, or could at least intimidate them into “Arab solidarity.” Under the PLO’s pressure, those leaders would embrace Arab revolutionaries. Emir of Kuwait, by the way, was particularly well known for that—he had 300,000 Palestinians in his country.

			Soviet aid was not limited to the PFLP; it was given to other PLO terrorists as well, from Democratic Front for Liberation of Palestine (DFLP) to Arafat himself. In 1984, Moscow supplied the DFLP with fifteen million roubles worth of arms and ammunition in exchange for a collection of ancient artifacts. Bukovsky later tried to trace that collection in Moscow and discovered that:

			Most of it is housed, still sealed, in a safe in the Kremlin Armory. Nobody got around to opening it, and at present nobody dares to touch it, even though the Politburo and the KGB no longer exist. So it is still a mystery, what comprises this collection, and where it was stolen. It would also be interesting to learn how many people were killed with the “special equipment” paid for it.

			The KGB’s direct supplies to terrorists were merely the tip of the iceberg, and only resorted to in particularly delicate or complicated cases. For deniability reasons, the regular flow of Soviet support for terrorists went through East Germany, Romania, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Algeria, and South Yemen. In 1983 alone, East German Stazi sent $1,877,600 worth of Kalashnikov (AK-47) ammunition to the PLO-controlled areas of Lebanon. According to Pacepa, since 1968 and at least until late 1970s, Romania sent the PLO two full cargo planes of military supplies every week. Czechoslovakia specialized in explosives—according to Czech President Vaclav Havel, it supplied terrorists with 1,000 tons of the odorless explosive Semtex-H, which remains their favorite to the day.18 Indeed, the international terrorism can now run, on the Czech supplies alone, for centuries after the collapse of the Soviet empire. Pacepa lists examples of KGB-sponsored acts of terrorism:

			Here are some terrorist actions for which the KGB took credit while I was still in Romania: November 1969, armed attack on the El Al office in Athens, leaving 1 dead and 14 wounded; May 30, 1972, Ben Gurion Airport attack, leaving 22 dead and 76 wounded; December 1974, Tel Aviv movie theater bomb, leaving 2 dead and 66 wounded; March 1975, attack on a Tel Aviv hotel, leaving 25 dead and 6 wounded; May 1975, Jerusalem bomb, leaving 1 dead and 3 wounded; July 4, 1975, bomb in Zion Square, Jerusalem, leaving 15 dead and 62 wounded; April 1978, Brussels airport attack, leaving 12 wounded; May 1978, attack on an El Al plane in Paris, leaving 12 wounded.’19

			The documents from my own collection suggest that, in their confidential exchanges, Soviet and Syrians also took the credit for blowing up the US marine barracks in Lebanon in 1984 and other terrorist attacks of the Lebanese civil war, which led to the withdrawal of US forces. In 1986, Syrian foreign minister told Gorbachev:

			We can thwart the imperialists’ plans in the Middle East. […] For example, we have managed to throw Americans out of Lebanon, thwart the US-imposed Lebanese-Israeli agreement, organise a patriotic resistance to Israeli occupation in Lebanon.20

			Struggle for peace

			Perhaps crucially, wars and terrorist attacks were accompanied with a diplomatic and propaganda offensive. The Cold War was all about pressure and blackmail, the projection of force rather than the actual use of force. Nobody on the socialist side hoped that the actual damage from the terrorist attacks, numerous and cruel as they were, would lead to a downfall of “capitalism.” Terrorists, like nuclear superpowers, win through fear.

			The West’s official versions concerning the Middle East and its problems developed under a pointed gun. Consequently, they are somewhat colored by a reluctance to upset those who held it.

			The best illustration of this is the common misinterpretation of the “Palestinian problem” as a plight of a disinherited nation, fighting at times by unacceptable means, for a right to establish their own state, akin to Kurds, Basques, or Chechens. That problem, we are told, is the cause of most other problems in the Middle East—all Arabs naturally support the Palestinians and all Westerners naturally support the Israelis, hence the everlasting antagonism.

			Nothing can be further from the truth. Palestinians do not see themselves as a nation and do not want national independence. They consider themselves a part of the Arab nation and, like Nasser or Saddam, advocate a single socialist Arab super-state. Palestinians are Arabs who had lived in what is now Israel, but were driven out of after Israel’s War of Independence. Ethnically, they are no different from Arab citizens of Israel and Jordan, and are often members of the same families—being Palestinian is a choice. An Arab who wants to fight against Israel can always become a Palestinian, just like Yasser Arafat, who was born in Egypt and worked in Kuwait. The Palestine Liberation Organization, as its name makes clear, was created for “liberation” of Palestine as a territory. The concept of “Palestinians” was then still at its infancy. The PLO was a revolutionary army in the Red Arabs’ war against pro-Western regimes in the region, and in the global Cold War between the socialist East and the democratic West. The “Palestinian refugee camps,” scattered all over the Arab world, are in fact military camps or terrorist camps. No wonder the kings and emirs were intimidated; their own regimes were as likely as Israel to become a PLO target—Jerusalem was far away from the “refugee camp,” while the royal palace was next door. Arafat was off to Moscow again, and no one knew who he would be instructed to target. King of Jordan barely fought off a Palestinian revolt in his country in 1970, and this example was well remembered. During the first Intifada, it was widely feared that it would spread from Israel to Arab countries. At the time, Arafat gloated to Gorbachev:

			Let us be frank: some Arabs are frightened by the scope of the Intifada. Egypt’s President Mubarak, ‘in his simplicity’, said the Intifada should be urgently stopped, or it will spread to Arab countries. […] The popular movement in Arab countries is growing as a result of the Intifada on the occupied territories.21

			This threat, Arafat boasted, made Saudi Arabia and other Gulf States offer their financial support to the Intifada. Indeed, on this and other occasions, Arab kings duly paid their ransom to comrades, in both petrol dollars and political concessions.

			The carefully selected propaganda term “Palestinian people” (as opposed to nation), came to the forefront as a result of Red Arab’s failure to capture Israel by direct military force and subsequent decision to concentrate on terrorism, diplomacy, and propaganda. “Palestinians” were a necessary supplement to the PLO, not vice versa. In a sense, “Palestinian people” are still a paramilitary organization. In 1988, the PLO decided that Palestinians living outside of Israel must contribute money for the maintenance of Palestinians fighting in the Intifada: each three families living abroad were to maintain one family in Israel. As Arafat told Gorbachev, this worked.

			In the same conversation, Arafat confided:

			There are 250,000 Palestinians living in the US. 8,000 of them are university lecturers.

			Palestinians are highly educated people. Our level of education is higher than the Israelis’.22

			May I be so bold as to suggest: the high proportion of American university lecturers among the long-suffering Palestinian people is a factor which needs much more attention from analysts of the Middle East. It may explain a lot.

			Under the Soviet and Arab pressure, the PLO was internationally recognized as the “sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people” (imagine al-Qaeda being recognized today as the sole legitimate representative of the world’s Muslims). The UN condemned Zionism as a form of racism, which inevitably implied that Israel should have never existed in the first place. Other UN resolutions demanded the reduction of Israel to its pre-1967 borders, the establishment of a Palestinian state under PLO control, and the right of all “Palestinian refugees” (armed, trained, and organized as they were) to come and settle in Israel. Taken together, the UN resolutions on the Arab-Israeli conflict amounted to the roadmap to destruction of Israel. At the very least, if all UN resolutions were implemented, the Red Arabs would have gained a decisive advantage over Israel and could easily finish it off.

			That allowed the Soviet Union and its allies to wrap their demands in an ostensibly civilized form; all they wanted was peaceful settlement of Arab-Israeli conflict based on UN resolutions. In the Soviet scenario, that “peaceful settlement,” along with proper solutions of other Middle East problems, would be imposed by an international conference under UN auspices, without any right of veto for Israel (something along the lines of the 1938 Munich Conference, which re-drew the border between Czechoslovakia and Nazi Germany). In the periods of East-West détente, Western leaders and diplomats were increasingly tempted to accept the idea of such a conference.

			It happened again in the 1970s, after Brezhnev and Kissinger together resolved the Yom-Kippur War so amicably. A decade later, the Soviet leader took an opportunity to reproach ex-President Carter:

			M. S. GORBACHEV. As we recall the time of your Presidency, we are far from saying that everything was negative there. No, there were some positive things. […] Important agreements in such areas as […] convening an International Conference on Middle East in 1977 were, so to speak, close at hand. Unfortunately, however, when this matter was almost decided, President Carter chose to push the Soviet Union aside of this process and take the course of separate deals. Nothing good, however, came out of it. […]

			J. CARTER. Yes, I agree with you. Indeed, there was development towards convening a Middle East conference in 1977, and we worked with the Soviet Union on that quite harmoniously. I remember, on my birthday in 1977 we had practically prepared a statement on the Middle East conference which would be co-chaired by our two countries.23

			That was, in fact, the spectacular turning point in the history of the Cold War in the Middle East. When the final capitulation of the West seemed imminent, Egypt suddenly defected from the socialist camp and aligned itself with the West. On November 20, 1977, President Sadat arrived in Jerusalem and began official negotiations on peace with Israel. It was that very comrade Sadat who initiated the Yom-Kippur War three years before, extracted an approval of his plan from a reluctant Moscow, and was rescued by a Soviet nuclear missiles transport. Now, however, his break with the comrades was made final, and the countdown to assassination began. Next month, the leaders of Syrian intelligence and of the Popular Front for Liberation of Palestine began working on the operation, with Moscow’s knowledge and at least tacit approval.24

			The defection of Sadat was only the first of many difficulties that the Soviets faced in the Middle East in late 1970s. That was the beginning of the global crisis of socialism, and the Middle East was no exception. With growing dismay, Moscow watched its revolutions get out of control, its invasions thwarted, and the whole Red-Arab “empire” crumbling.
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