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To Our Grandchildren





Introduction


The Real War was the right book at the right time. To some readers it may seem like a relic of a forgotten time in this era of improved superpower relations, when editorial writers and TV commentators have proclaimed the end of the Cold War. Writing in 1978 and 1979, I described the Soviet Union as “the most powerfully armed expansionist nation the world has ever known,” one that could win a war against the West or, more likely, could win without war. Today the Soviet military is leaner but more powerful than it was a decade ago, and it still has an aggressive foreign policy that threatens our interests in Asia, the Mideast, Africa, and Latin America. But because of the wide international popularity of Mikhail Gorbachev and his reforms, rhetoric such as that in The Real War would be considered unfashionably harsh today.


And yet when it was published in 1979, it exceeded all my commercial expectations and the publisher’s as well. It rose to number one on Time magazine’s best-seller list and was also a New York Times best-seller. The secret of its success was that it was a book that cried out to be written—I called it a cri de coeur— because of America’s alarming isolationism and impotence at the time. As such, the book passed the test I always apply to any project I undertake to determine whether it was worth the time and effort. More than any other book I have written, it made a difference.


When I left office in 1974, I was associated with a policy toward the Soviet Union called détente—a winding-down of tensions between two superpowers with diametrically opposed ideological interests but a common interest in avoiding an apocalyptic nuclear war. Our policy was hard-headed détente. Better relations with the Soviets has not meant more territory for the Soviets. During my time in office not one square mile was lost to communism. In the mid- to late seventies, when hard-headed détente became soft-headed détente and President Carter warned against “the inordinate fear of communism,” one hundred million people came under Soviet domination or were otherwise lost to the West as pro-Western regimes fell in South Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Ethiopia, Angola, Nicaragua, Mozambique, and, finally, Iran.


After the period of isolationism that followed our defeat in Vietnam, I felt the American people needed to be reminded that, to paraphrase Trotsky, while they might not be interested in geopolitics, geopolitics was interested in them. In the hope of preventing more losses to the Soviet juggernaut, I spelled out a new strategy combining the effective use of military power, economic power, Presidential power, and will power. What made the book especially timely was that the Red Army invaded Afghanistan just before its publication. Even President Carter said that the invasion had changed his views toward the Soviet Union, and The Real War—which, if it had not been for Afghanistan, my critics might well have called a minor conservative tract by a forgotten politician—suddenly became a rallying point for mainstream thinking.


Today, as commentators debate the merits, successes, and failures of Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika, some have even questioned whether the Soviet threat ever existed. This new edition of The Real War should serve to remind people how different the world looked just ten years ago—before a President like Ronald Reagan who was willing to rebuild America’s defenses and a Soviet leader like Gorbachev who recognized that his country would become irrelevant in world affairs unless he tried to reform his stagnant economy.


Even in 1979, some critics pooh-poohed my aggressive chapter titles such as “No Substitute for Victory” and “The Sword and the Spirit.” They felt it was irresponsible to suggest the Soviet Union might weaken in the face of aggressively promoted Western ideals. But judge this passage in the light of the events of 1989:


The peoples of Eastern Europe hate their Russian overlords . . . Eastern Europe will remain a perpetual problem for the Soviet Union. The peoples of Eastern Europe have tasted freedom, something the Russian people have never tasted, except for a few brief months in 1917. Eventually, unless the Soviet Union first succeeds in its goal of world domination, the nations of Eastern Europe will become free.


Or this one:


The Soviets need contact with the West. They need our technology and our trade. They cannot keep out our radio broadcasts. They cannot seal themselves off totally from the world. When they crack open the door to reach out for what they want, we should push through it as much truth as we can.


Was I a prophet? Of course not. I and many other American leaders had been saying the same thing throughout our careers. During the Eisenhower Administration, John Foster Dulles was unremittingly criticized by the Left for saying that communists could be driven out of power in Moscow and the capitals of Eastern Europe. His rhetoric of rollback and peaceful liberation, his critics maintained, was “destabilizing.” Today, as democratic ideals triumph in Eastern Europe and have even begun to make inroads in the Soviet Union, rollback is finally becoming a reality. It can safely be said that the communists have finally lost the Cold War. But the West has not yet won it.


—RN
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No Time to Lose


The history of failure in war can be summed up in two words: Too Late. Too late in comprehending the deadly purpose of a potential enemy; too late in realizing the mortal danger; too late in preparedness; too late in uniting all possible forces for resistance; too late in standing with one’s friends.


—General Douglas MacArthur


As I write this book, a third of a century has passed since I first entered Congress; five years have passed since I resigned the presidency.


When I resigned that office, I left unfinished the work that meant more to me than any I have ever been engaged in: the establishment of a new “structure of peace” that might prevent a major war, and at the same time maintain the security of the Western world during the balance of this century. Since that time, the position of the United States relative to that of the Soviet Union has seriously worsened, and the peril to the West has greatly increased. That “structure of peace” can still be completed, but it will be more difficult now, and there is less time in which to build it.


Since resigning, I have reflected at great length on the ways in which the world has changed during my third of a century in public life, and on the ways in which it has not. I have also reflected at length on the challenges that my successors in the presidency have faced and will face. The President of the United States wields enormous power. The fate of the West depends on how well and how shrewdly he uses it. He can wield it to far greater effect if the American people understand what he confronts, and why the use of American power is necessary; if, in effect, they become partners with him in preserving the security of the West and the peace of the world. He cannot do it alone, and he cannot do it at all if the obstructionists block his way.


During most of my presidency America was fighting a bitter war in Vietnam. During all of my presidency we were engaged in a “war” with the Soviet Union. That struggle with the Soviets will continue to dominate world events for the rest of this century.


This book is about that struggle, and about the ways in which American power can be used to win it. We cannot win it unless we understand the nature and uses of power. Our adversaries understand these all too well.


I have dealt directly and sometimes bluntly with the leaders of the Soviet Union, of China, of Europe, and of the developed and developing nations of all continents. I have used both force and diplomacy in world affairs, and have seen how they are used by others. I have encountered the steel will of the Kremlin leaders, and have had to match their determination with my own. I have seen that they know what they want and will resort to any means to get it.


•  •  •


This book is a cri de coeur, addressed not only to our political leaders but to leaders in all walks of life—to take hold before it is too late, and to marshal America’s strengths so as to ensure its survival.


The Soviet Union today is the most powerfully armed expansionist nation the world has ever known, and its arms buildup continues at a pace nearly twice that of the United States. There is no mystery about Soviet intentions. The Kremlin leaders do not want war, but they do want the world. And they are rapidly moving into position to get what they want.


In the 1980s America for the first time in modern history will confront two cold realities. The first of these is that if war were to come, we might lose. The second is that we might be defeated without war. The second prospect is more likely than the first, and almost as grim. The danger facing the West during the balance of this century is less that of a nuclear holocaust than it is of drifting into a situation in which we find ourselves confronted with a choice between surrender and suicide—red or dead. That danger can still be averted, but the time in which we can avert it is rapidly running out.


The next two decades represent a time of maximum crisis for America and for the West, during which the fate of the world for generations to come may well be determined.


Other nations have much longer experience than we have in the use of power to maintain the peace. But they no longer have the power. So, by default, the world looks to the United States. It looks today with nervous apprehension, as the bulwarks against Soviet expansion crumble in one nation after another, and as the United States appears so lost in uncertainty or paralyzed by propriety that it is either unable or unwilling to act.


•  •  •


Soviet ambitions present the United States with a strategic challenge of global proportion, which requires a renewed strategic consciousness and response. It requires a coherent national strategy based upon informed public support. Piecemeal temporizing will not do. Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, South Yemen, Mozambique, Laos, Cambodia, and South Vietnam, all have been brought under communist domination since 1974; nearly 100 million people in the last five years. Iran has been plunged into bloody chaos and turned overnight from a bastion of Western strength to a cauldron of virulent anti-Westernism, its oil treasures lying provocatively exposed to lustful Russian eyes. Cuba acts increasingly as an agent of wide-ranging Soviet ambitions. These are examples of how the pieces will continue to fall if we take a piecemeal approach. We have to recover the geopolitical momentum, marshaling and using our resources in the tradition of a great power.


The old colonial empires are gone. The new Soviet imperialism requires a new counterforce to keep it in check. The United States cannot provide this alone, but without strong and effective leadership from the United States, it cannot be provided at all. We cannot afford to waffle and waver. Either we act like a great power or we will be reduced to a minor power, and thus reduced we will not survive—nor will freedom or Western values survive.


To be effective, our response to the Soviet challenge must integrate long-term and short-term measures. It must also integrate the various levels on which it is mounted—military, economic, philosophical, political, diplomatic. We must recognize the relationships between what happens in Asia and what happens in the Middle East, between strategic resources and patterns of world trade, between economic productivity and military might, between philosophical commitment and national will, between national will and the effectiveness of a nation’s military forces in preventing conflict.


•  •  •


We are at war. We are engaged in a titanic struggle in which the fates of nations are being decided. In war the fact that a surrounded garrison surrenders without any shots being fired makes its capture no less a military victory for one side and a defeat for the other. When the Soviet Union advances by using proxy troops, its conquests are still Soviet victories and Western defeats.


Since World War II the Soviet military buildup has been continuous and the Soviet expansionist pressure has been relentless. Moscow has fished assiduously in the troubled waters left in the wake of the dismantlement of the old colonial empires. It has blockaded Berlin, fomented revolutions in Latin America, Asia, and Africa, aided aggression by North Korea and North Vietnam. It has trained and subsidized guerrillas, disrupted elections, shot down unarmed planes, sponsored coups, shot refugees, imprisoned dissidents. It has threatened, blustered, connived, conspired, subverted, bribed, intimidated, terrorized, lied, cheated, stolen, tortured, spied, blackmailed, murdered—all as a matter of deliberate national policy.


•  •  •


The basic rule of Soviet behavior was laid down years ago by Lenin: Probe with bayonets. If you encounter steel, withdraw. If you encounter mush, continue. The question is which will the Soviets encounter: steel or mush?


The answer to that question lies with America’s leadership. Not just its political leadership. What kind of world view the American President has, how well he understands the uses of power and the nuances of diplomacy, whether he has a strategic vision and the will and shrewdness to carry it out—all these are vital, even indispensable, elements. But more broadly, the answer lies with those segments of American leadership whose attitudes determine the limits of the possible for American policy.


Unfortunately, America is still suffering from the legacy of the 1960s. A rabid anti-intellectualism swept the nation’s campuses then, and fantasy reigned supreme. Attacks on anything representing the established order were in fashion. The discords of that decade and of its aftermath critically weakened the nation’s capacity to meet its responsibilities in the world, not only militarily but also in terms of its ability to lead.


Ironically, even as anti-intellectualism ravaged the campuses, the 1960s also saw an overly “intellectualized” new fashion take hold among many of those who thought professionally about arms and particularly about arms control: the notion that above a certain minimum, the less military strength you had, the better. The hope arose that if the United States limited its own arms, others—particularly the Soviets—would follow. But the Soviets did not perform according to theory. In fact, during the same period when this arms-control doctrine was winning favor among American theorists, and the theorists were winning influence, the Soviet five-year plans were charting ever greater increases in military spending, clearly guided by coherent strategic objectives. The Soviets were not bogged down in theory; they were driving toward supremacy.


•  •  •


There are many today who suggest that American civilization is suffering a terminal illness, that we are witnessing the beginning of the end of the West. Some American opinion leaders view this with despair. Some, especially in darkest academia, see it as the logical and overdue result of our being on the wrong side. Like the classic definition of fox hunting as “the unspeakable in pursuit of the uneatable,” they see America as the aggressive in support of the oppressive. As playwright Eugene Ionesco reported after a recent visit to the United States, American intellectuals tend to be “masochists who want to be blamed for everything wrong in the world.” When he told American liberal friends that the United States was not as bad as other nations, “the liberals looked at me askance. For in order to be appreciated in America, one must, above all, never say that Americans are not the worst criminals of humanity.”


What America does suffer from is not itself a terminal illness, but rather a sort of creeping paralysis that could become terminal unless treated. Together with our allies in the Western world, we have the capacity to survive, to prosper, to turn back the challenges to our security that are being mounted with increasing force. The question is whether we will use that capacity.


•  •  •


Nations live or die by the way they respond to the particular challenges they face. Those challenges may be internal or external; they may be faced by a nation alone or in concert with other nations; they may come gradually or suddenly. There is no immutable law of nature that says only the unjust will be afflicted, or that the just will prevail. While might certainly does not make right, neither does right by itself make might. The time when a nation most craves ease may be the moment when it can least afford to let down its guard. The moment when it most wishes it could address its domestic needs may be the moment when it most urgently has to confront an external threat. The nation that survives is the one that rises to meet that moment: that has the wisdom to recognize the threat and the will to turn it back, and that does so before it is too late.


The naïve notion that we can preserve freedom by exuding goodwill is not only silly, but dangerous. The more adherents it wins, the more it tempts the aggressor.


•  •  •


The central thesis of this book is that the West, today, has crossed the threshold of a period of acute crisis in which its survival into the twenty-first century is directly at stake. We have the material capacity, the economic and technological strength, to prevail—which means to maintain our freedom and to avert a major war. But the capacity alone is not enough. Sir Robert Thompson, the British expert on guerrilla warfare, has trenchantly defined national power as manpower plus applied resources, times will. We have the resources and the manpower. Have we the will to use them?


The situation today is ominously reminiscent of the period preceding World War II which Walter Lippmann described so perceptively:


The American people were as unprepared in their minds as in their military establishment. Could the democracies be rallied, could they be collected and nerved for the ordeal . . .? They had the superior assets. . . . But did they have the insight, the discipline to persevere, and the resolution to go through with it? Though they had the means, did they also have the will, and did they know how? . . . They were reacting to events and they were not governing them. . . . They had refused to take in what they saw, they had refused to believe what they heard, they had wished and they had waited, hoping against hope.


There are two aspects to national will. There is will as demonstrated by the nation itself, and there is will as perceived by the nation’s adversaries. In averting the ultimate challenge, perceived will can be as important as actual will. Although an American President would launch a nuclear strike only with the most extreme reluctance, the Kremlin leaders must always assume that he might; and that if the truly vital interests of the nation or of the West required the use of nuclear weapons, that he would do so. If they are to be effectively deterred from the ultimate provocation, they must perceive that such a provocation carries with it the ultimate risk.


National will involves far more than readiness to use military power, whether nuclear or conventional. It includes a readiness to allocate the resources necessary to maintain that power. It includes a clear view of where the dangers lie, and of what kinds of responses are necessary to meet those dangers. It includes also a basic, crystalline faith that the United States is on the right side in the struggle, and that what we represent in the world is worth defending.


For will to be effective, it must necessarily include the readiness to sacrifice if necessary—to defer those goals that are merely desirable in order to advance those that are essential; to pay the costs of defense; to incur risks; to incur the displeasure of powerful constituencies at home and of raucous voices abroad.


•  •  •


America’s failures of will in recent years have been partly the product of weariness after nearly forty years of bearing the burdens of world leadership. They clearly result in part from the traumas of Vietnam and Watergate. But more fundamentally, they reflect the failures of America’s leadership class. Too many of those who profess to be the guardians of our ideals have instead become the architects of our retreat.


The answer cannot be to replace one leadership class with another. That is not going to happen. Individuals may change, one political party may lose ground to another, different factions may move into or out of intellectual fashion; but essentially, those groups to which the nation looks for leadership will remain pretty much the same throughout these critical two decades. What has to be done is to wake those who exercise leadership to the responsibilities of leadership.


In 1919 a starry-eyed Lincoln Steffens, after visiting the Soviet Union, exulted, “I have been over into the future, and it works.” In our own time other starry-eyed reporters have glorified the “Brave New Worlds” of Maoist China, Vietnam, and Cuba. This romanticizing of revolution, this willful blindness to the human costs of tyranny as long as tyranny speaks the hypocritical language of the Left, permeates the ranks of those who report and those who teach, and it leaves a disastrous imprint on the minds of millions who read and listen.


Revolution itself is neither inherently good nor inherently evil. But what the United States confronts today is the advance of a tyranny marching under the banners of revolution: one that seeks to replace democracy with despotism in the name of “the people.” But in these “people’s democracies” the people have no meaningful vote; they have no voice; they have no freedom; they have no choice. The Soviet Union has built the most powerful war-making machine ever possessed by an aggressive power, not for the benefit—or by the choice—of the Russian people, but to extend the dominion of the Kremlin leadership.


Unfortunately for the West, a large segment of the American intellectual establishment, including many in the business establishment, falls for the sort of con-man spiel the Kremlin and its propagandists use. Just as the con man knows how to play on his victim’s greed and self-importance, so does the Kremlin know precisely how to play on its target’s romantic idealism and on his grandiose dreams of remaking whole societies in his own image.


With Africa now a crucible of great-power maneuver, we cannot afford to have our Africa policies hostage to the bitter memories still cherished by those who struggled for racial equality in America. We cannot let Africa become a stage on which Americans act out their psychic traumas. We must address it as the vitally important strategic battleground that Soviet adventuring has made it.


Nor can we ignore any part of the world as being too far from our concerns to care about. As the 1980s began, this was being vividly illustrated by events in Afghanistan—a fact that provided its own peculiar irony, because for many years American newsmen disparagingly referred to analyses of trends in distant lands as “Afghanistanism.” Afghanistan—remote, landlocked, a harsh mountain region of primitive tribesmen as rugged as the land they lived on—was treated as a metaphor for all the dull and distant events that glazed the eyes of the American reader.


But in real life Afghanistan is much more than that. Despite its poverty and the harshness of its land, Texas-sized Afghanistan has long been a cockpit of great-power intrigue for the same reason that it used to be called “the turnstile of Asia’s fate.” With Iran on the west, Pakistan on the south, China to the east and a thousand-mile border with the Soviet Union on the north, Afghanistan has traditionally been one of those points where the great thrusts of empire met.


Throughout its history Afghanistan has been a crossroads for conquerors; Alexander the Great, Genghis Khan, and Tamerlane have all ridden across Afghanistan’s dusty hills in their quest for empire. The King of Afghanistan recalled for me when I visited him in 1953 that it was there that Alexander the Great said, “I have no further worlds to conquer.” In the nineteenth century Great Britain and Imperial Russia played what Kipling called the “Great Game” in Afghanistan as they dueled all across Central Asia in a struggle for control of the continent. The British knew that Afghanistan’s rugged Khyber Pass was the gateway to the Indian subcontinent, and they fought two brutal wars to deny the Russians control of it. Today Afghanistan is a testing ground for an ominous, brazen new phase in the Soviet expansionist drive.


A bloody Soviet-backed coup in April 1978 suddenly ousted President Mohammed Daoud, who was promptly murdered, and installed in his place a stridently anti-Western, Marxist regime under the leadership of Prime Minister Noor Mohammed Taraki. Taraki renamed his ruling party the “People’s Democratic Party,” and renamed his country the “Democratic Republic of Afghanistan,” adopting as its new flag a bright red banner with the party symbol and a star in the corner—almost indistinguishable from the Soviet flag. Soon nearly every government ministry, as well as the 100,000-man Afghan Army, had Soviet “advisers,” many of them Tadzhiks from Soviet Central Asia who speak a dialect most Afghans understand.


This abrupt renewal of centuries of Russian pressure against its repeatedly extended Asian borders sent shock waves through Afghanistan’s already weakened immediate neighbors, Pakistan and Iran—vulnerable not only because of geography but also because of tribal ties. Baluchi tribesmen range through Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iran; Pushtuns through Afghanistan and Pakistan’s Northwest Frontier Province. Less than ten months later, in fact, the Shah’s regime had fallen, and leftist guerrillas staged their first takeover of the U.S. Embassy in Tehran on the same day that the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan was dragged from his car and murdered.


In the United States reaction to that initial Soviet seizure of power in Afghanistan was largely a yawn. The New York Times headlined an editorial “Keeping Cool about Kabul.” The “so what” school—those whose reflexive response to Soviet subversion or Soviet militarism is to say, “So what?”—said “So what?” about Afghanistan, if they paid even that much attention.


After the communist regime came to power, however, fiercely independent Moslem tribesmen launched a jihad, or holy war, in a struggle to the death for control of their country and of their lives. Insurgents sold their cattle and their wives’ jewelry to buy ammunition. The rebels fought Soviet-made tanks by starting landslides. They rushed directly into the machine-gun fire of the tanks and overwhelmed them, armed with nothing more than wooden sticks and iron bars.


The government’s army suffered from purges, desertions, and defections to the rebels; by late 1979 it had reportedly dwindled from more than 100,000 to 50,000, with a hard core of no more than 10,000 to 15,000 effective troops. It was doubtful that the communists could have survived another spring offensive by the rebels.


In a September 1979 coup, Taraki was ousted and executed by his number-two man, Hafizullah Amin, who installed himself as President. But Amin made little headway in putting down the rebellion. In a carefully prepared and brazenly executed move, the Soviets invaded Afghanistan on Christmas Eve. Hundreds of Russian transport planes airlifted thousands of Soviet troops into Kabul; tens of thousands of other pre-positioned Soviet forces quickly moved across the border; Amin and his family were killed; a reliably pliant Soviet puppet, Babrak Karmal, whom the Russians had kept hidden away in reserve in Eastern Europe, was put in as Amin’s replacement. He beamed his first message as President to the Afghan people from a radio station in the Soviet Union. Izvestia had the gall to denounce the deposed communist leader Amin as a tool of the CIA, while Brezhnev warmly congratulated Kamal on his “election.” The proud people of Afghanistan were crushed in the iron fist of the Soviet Union, and Russia came one country closer to achieving its goals—now within tantalizingly short reach—of a warm-water port on the Arabian Sea and control over the oil of the Persian Gulf.


In neighboring Pakistan a high-ranking official who had been privately warning of Russia’s expansionist ambitions told an American friend, “You see, this is what I have been telling you and now it’s come true. You Americans don’t seem to understand the world anymore. Next comes the Finlandization of Pakistan, and subversion of our country by the Russians. There is a very real possibility—likelihood even—of Soviet hegemony in this whole part of the world. Don’t your people in Washington care?”


The Soviet seizure of Afghanistan is a continuation of the old tsarist imperialism—the relentless outward pressure that has continued since the Duchy of Muscovy threw off Mongol rule in 1480. It also is a stark reminder that America no longer has the luxury of considering any place on earth too remote to affect its own security.


What made the fall of Afghanistan so significant a loss to the West was not just the fate of its 18 million people, 90 percent of whom are illiterate, and whose $160 per capita annual income makes Afghanistan one of the poorest countries of the world. Not even its strategic location would make its loss so significant, if that loss had occurred in isolation. But it did not occur in isolation. It was part of a pattern. And that pattern is what presents the challenge. It is a pattern of ceaseless building by the Soviets toward a position of overwhelming military force, while using subversion and proxy troops, and now even its own, to take over one country after another, until they are in a position to conquer or Finlandize the world.


•  •  •


Looking at the changes in the world since World War II, we can see grounds for pessimism and grounds for optimism.


Communist regimes have taken power not only in Eastern Europe, but also in China, North Korea, all of Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, South Yemen, Angola, Mozambique, and Cuba. So far, no country that has come completely under communist control has escaped from that control. Twenty-one countries are now in the communist orbit. Territorially, the communist powers are advancing all over the world, and the West is retreating.


In terms of nuclear weapons, the United States had an absolute monopoly at the end of World War II. At the time of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, the United States still had an overwhelming nuclear superiority, in the range of 15 to 1 or even more. In 1973, when we ordered a worldwide alert in order to keep Soviet forces out of the Middle East during the Yom Kippur War, the United States and the Soviet Union were approximately equal in both strategic nuclear capability and theater nuclear capability. But since 1973 the Soviet Union has been spending three times as much as the United States on strategic weapons alone.


With their rapid advances in nuclear missile technology and their vigorous development of new weapons systems—while new American weapons systems have been systematically canceled or postponed—the Soviets are quickly closing the gap in those areas in which we are ahead and increasing their superiority where they are ahead.


The Soviets have an enormous advantage in conventional ground forces. To some extent this should be expected, since the U.S.S.R. is primarily a land power, with two fronts to defend—against Europe and against China. But Russia’s huge armies also pose a formidable threat to its neighbors, because while Russia has two fronts for defense it has three fronts for attack. Soviet military power threatens Europe in the west, China and Japan in the east, and the countries of Central Asia, the Persian Gulf, the Middle East, and Africa to the south.


Beyond this, the dramatic buildup of Soviet sea power has been particularly ominous. While the United States still has an advantage in aircraft carriers, the Soviets now have half again as many major surface combatant ships as the United States and three times as many submarines.


Unless the United States drastically increases its military budget, the Soviet Union by 1985 will have unquestioned nuclear superiority, overwhelming superiority on the ground, and at least equality at sea. In sum, unless we act fast, the period of the mid-1980s will be one of maximum peril for the United States and the West. In a nutshell: The Soviet Union will be number one; the United States will be number two.


•  •  •


Taken by themselves, these trends would be grounds for acute pessimism. If projected into the 1980s, they would give the Soviet Union the capacity to impose its will militarily on targets of its choosing around the globe.


But there is another side. Dwight D. Eisenhower was a shrewd strategist. I remember that during his presidency, when talk around the National Security Council table grew gloomy as its members surveyed the world, Eisenhower used to remind us that one of the first requirements for a successful military commander is the capability to assess realistically both the strengths and weaknesses of his own forces. But equally important, he added, is the ability to recognize not only the strengths but also the weaknesses and vulnerabilities of the opposing forces.


When we do that, we find major vulnerabilities on the Soviet side, and major strengths on the Western side.


The most dramatic of those vulnerabilities lies in the deep and perhaps irreconcilable differences between the Soviet Union and China. China’s economy is still weak, and its nuclear capability is still relatively primitive. But with a billion of the world’s potentially most able people on its longest frontier, under control of a government that looks toward Moscow with bitter hostility, the leaders of the Kremlin have reason to be apprehensive. In the long run China may pose an expansionist threat to the West. But for the present China fears the Soviet Union and needs the West.


A second vulnerability stems from the nature of the communist system. No people has ever freely chosen to live under communism. No nation remains under communist rule except through force. No system of government has been more successful at extending its domination over other nations and less successful at winning the approval of the people of those nations.


The tragic boat people of Vietnam, the dissidents attempting to leave the Soviet Union, the people who flee when they are able from Eastern Europe—all are dramatic proof that when people have a choice, they reject communist rule. Ironically, it was Lenin who said that refugees are people who vote with their feet. In that balloting, peoples in all parts of the world, frequently at risk of their lives, are overwhelmingly pro-freedom and anti-communist.


A third vulnerability, one that is potentially a decisive Western advantage, lies in the fact that economically, capitalism works and communism does not. As we survey the world’s economies, we find that the United States, Western Europe, and Japan together have a gross national product four times as great as that of the entire Soviet bloc.


The communist nations have the advantage that being totalitarian, they can allocate their resources as their leaders choose, to serve the ambitions of the rulers rather than the needs of the people. Thus even relatively nonproductive economies can support enormous military establishments. But if there is to be an arms race, and if the West decides to compete, the West has the economic power to win it. The Soviets know this.


•  •  •


At the end of World War II the West, swept by waves of relief and exhaustion, let down its guard. We disarmed while Stalin used his armies to seize all the territory he could. Even tually, alarmed, the West mobilized to meet this new Soviet threat. Moscow then moderated its tone and became more cautious in its expansion. This was a change of the head, not a change of the heart. When China shifted its emphasis from external adventuring to internal development—and to shoring up its defense against what by then it perceived as a looming Soviet threat—that, too, was a change of the head.


This change of the head is what made our first steps toward détente possible. We must understand that détente is not a love feast. It is an understanding between nations that have opposite purposes, but which share certain common interests, including the avoidance of nuclear war. Such an understanding can work—that is, it can restrain aggression and deter war—only as long as the potential aggressor is made to recognize that neither aggression nor war will be profitable.


The capitalist system works on the basis of the profit motive economically. The Soviet system works on the basis of the profit motive militarily and territorially. When the Kremlin calculates that it has more to gain than to lose by an act of aggression, subversion, or intimidation, it will engage in such action.


As the power balance shifts in the Soviets’ favor, the Kremlin’s profit-and-loss calculations will shift with it. Each time the West appears weak or irresolute, the potential cost of aggression falls and the Kremlin’s market “demand” increases. Each time the West shows itself ready to resist effectively, the cost rises and the market dries up.


•  •  •


Woodrow Wilson once eloquently declared World War I a war to make the world “safe for democracy.” However noble that intent, events soon made a mockery of it. Our aim must be a world within which democracy will be safe, but more fundamentally a world in which aggression is restrained and national independence secure. Just as the 1940s and 1950s saw the end of the old colonialism, the 1980s and 1990s must be the years in which we turn back the new Soviet imperialism. To chart our course for the future, we must know our enemies, understand our friends, and know ourselves—where we are, how we got here, and where we want to go.


To meet the challenge to our own survival and to the survival of freedom and peace, we must drastically increase our military power, shore up our economic power, reinvigorate our willpower, strengthen the power of our Presidents, and develop a strategy aimed not just at avoiding defeat but at attaining victory.


The decades ahead will not be easy. They will not be free of risk. But the risk we run if we fail will be infinitely greater. And the longer we wait, the harder it will be to catch up. Every day lost increases the danger.


In 1934, Winston Churchill told the House of Commons, “To urge the preparation of defense is not to assert the imminence of war. On the contrary, if war was imminent preparation for defense would be too late . . . but it is very difficult to resist the conclusion that if we do not begin forthwith to put ourselves in a position of security, it will soon be beyond our power to do so.” In the 1930s Britain had what in effect was a “strategic reserve”—the vast industrial power of the United States, which, with the luxury of time, could be mobilized after war broke out in order to save the allied nations; and this “reserve” ultimately saved Britain from its own unpreparedness. The United States has no such reserve to fall back on.


It was shortly before the outbreak of World War II that General Douglas MacArthur observed, “The history of failure in war can be summed up in two words: Too Late.” MacArthur, then in the Philippines, had seen the war clouds on the horizon; he had been frustrated in his efforts to win support for a strengthening of forces in the Philippines. He warned of the danger, but too many said, “So what?”


When he made that statement the atomic bomb had not yet burst on Hiroshima, forever changing the potential nature of war and the consequences of a surprise attack. The United States had time to recover from a naval Pearl Harbor, and it had ample warning of impending war. We could have less than thirty minutes’ warning of a nuclear Pearl Harbor, from which we would have no time to recover. The time to prevent that from happening is now. There is no time to lose.
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World War III


The first characteristic of the Soviet Union is that it always adopts the attitude of bullying the soft and fearing the strong. The second characteristic of the Soviet Union is that it will go in and grab at every opportunity.


—Deng Xiaoping


For more than twenty-five years the countries of the Western Alliance have been preparing themselves against the dread possibility of a nuclear war with the Soviet Union. This war, which the strategists have called . . . the Third World War—has never come, and may never come. Meanwhile, the real Third World War has been fought and is being fought under our noses, and few people have noticed what was going on.


—Brian Crozier


World War III began before World War II ended. Even as Allied armies battled Nazi forces to the death in Europe, Stalin had his eye clearly fixed on his postwar objectives. In April 1945, as American and Russian soldiers were embracing at the Elbe River in Germany, Stalin was spelling out his blueprint for a divided postwar world. “This war is not as in the past,” he said; “whoever occupies a territory also imposes on it his own social system. Everyone imposes his own system as far as his army can reach. It cannot be otherwise.”


By then, the blacksmith who would later forge the Iron Curtain had already shown how cynically he would ensure that his “social system” prevailed. One of the most heroic chapters of World War II was written by the resistance movement in German-occupied Poland, and in particular by the Polish Home Army. Its members provided intelligence information, conducted sabotage, disrupted rail communications behind the German lines, carried out reprisals for acts of Nazi repression by executing German officials; they even staged pitched battles with German troops. They were Polish patriots, determined to restore and preserve Polish independence.


On August 1, 1944, Polish freedom fighters rose up against the Nazi occupiers in Warsaw as the Soviet army approached, just as French partisans had done when American and British forces neared Paris. But instead of aiding the liberation of the city, the Soviet forces sat outside for week after week and watched as the Nazis threw five divisions against the trapped Poles, finally crushing their heroic resistance after sixty-three days. The Soviet government even refused to allow the Western Allies the use of Soviet airfields to fly supplies to the beleaguered Poles until the uprising had been going on for seven full weeks. At the end of September the Soviet army marched west, bypassing Warsaw altogether. On October 3, cut off and abandoned, the resistance forces surrendered to the Germans. The cream of the Polish resistance movement had been eliminated; the city of Warsaw had been ravaged; the path for Soviet domination of Poland had been cleared. In March 1945 the Soviets followed this up by inviting the commander of the Polish Home Army and several other leaders of the underground resistance to Moscow for political talks. When they revealed themselves to the Soviet agents, however, they were arrested and imprisoned. All this while the war in Europe was still going on, while the Soviets and the Western Allies—and the Polish underground—were still supposedly fighting together to defeat the Nazis.


•  •  •


World War III has gone on now for a third of a century, since those closing days of World War II. At Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam, as the postwar pattern of Europe was being set, Stalin maneuvered his way toward the advantages that he soon abruptly seized. The Soviet armies that followed the retreating Germans into Eastern Europe stayed, and the Iron Curtain clanged down across the continent. Locked under communist rule were the people of Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, East Germany, as well as those of the once-independent states of Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia. It was a coldly calculated grab on Stalin’s part; as he later commented, “The reason why there is now no Communist government in Paris is because in the circumstances of 1945 the Soviet Army was not able to reach French soil.”


World War III has proceeded from the Soviet seizure of Eastern Europe, through the communist conquest of China, the wars in Korea and Indochina, and the establishment of a western hemisphere outpost of Soviet power in Cuba, to the present thrusts by the Soviet Union and its allies into Africa, the Islamic crescent, and Central America. The expansionism has been accompanied by a prodigious military buildup that has brought the Soviet Union to the verge of decisive supremacy over the West.


Korea and Vietnam were battles in that war, as were the coups that brought Soviet satellite regimes to power in places as remote as Afghanistan and South Yemen. So, too, have been the struggles to keep Communist parties from taking control in Italy and Portugal, and to contain Castro’s export of revolution in Latin America.


•  •  •


World War III is the first truly global war. No corner of the earth is beyond its reach. The United States and the Soviet Union have both become global powers, and whatever affects the balance between us anywhere affects that balance everywhere. The Soviets understand this. We too must understand it, and must learn to think in global terms.


World War III is also the first truly total war: it is waged on all levels of life and society. Military power, economic power, willpower, the strength of a nation’s galvanizing ideas and the clarity of its sense of purpose—each of these is vital to the outcome. So, too, are other intangibles: whether the competitive spirit is honored or denigrated; whether the prevailing ethic is for the individual to do the least he can get away with or the best of which he is capable; whether the next generation are to be builders and creators or television zombies. It is also the first total war because of the nature of our adversaries: because theirs is a totalitarian system, advancing under the banner of an ideology in which even the minds of its people are the property of the state.


•  •  •


For the past third of a century, when we in the West have thought about World War III, the term has conjured up dreadful visions of a nuclear Armageddon. But while the West casually refers to the absence of nuclear war as peace, the Soviets have assiduously been fighting “a war called peace,” trying to win World War III without risking a nuclear exchange. They know that the object of war is not to obliterate the opponent, but to make him surrender. As the Prussian military strategist Clausewitz observed long ago, the aggressor never wants war; he would prefer to enter your country unopposed.


If we study Soviet actions, they show a clear pattern: not necessarily a “master plan” or a predictable timetable for world conquest, but rather a constant strengthening of military forces and a consistent exploitation of every opportunity to expand their own power and to weaken that of the West. Just as water flows downhill, the Soviets press to extend their power wherever it can reach, by whatever means they calculate can be effective. They are totally amoral opportunists. They will carefully calculate cost-benefit ratios, but they will not fret over the sanctity of contracts, the value of human life, or “bourgeois” concepts of justice.


•  •  •


Apologists often argue that the Soviets are really trying to ensure their own security against what they perceive as real or potential threats from abroad, and that once they have sufficient strength to ensure that security, their appetites will be sated. There may be some truth to the first half of that argument, but the trouble with the second half is that the Russian appetite for “security” is insatiable. The more the Soviets acquire, the more they have to protect; and they define “security” only as domination, whether at home or abroad. They have no tradition of compromise, of accommodation, of consensus, or indeed of a rule of law. As long as there is one country or one person who might stand in opposition, they consider their security in jeopardy. To them, security, like power, can only be total. And so it can only be guaranteed by total elimination of all potential opposition. In the Soviet view, Russian gains in security must come from the losses of others; there is no increase in mutual security. For the Soviets to be secure, in their view, others must be rendered insecure.


The Soviet leadership has no concept of “peace” as we understand it, or of coexistence as we would define it. They do not believe in the concept of equals. An equal is, by their definition, a rival, to be eliminated before he eliminates you.


The Soviet goal is, reversing Woodrow Wilson, a world made unsafe for democracy: a world in which the Soviet state is secure and all others respect Soviet control and pay Soviet tribute. The Soviet ambition has been appropriately described as a desire for “the capability to control global economic, political, and strategic affairs directly from Moscow.” The Chinese communists accuse the Soviets of seeking “hegemony,” and the word aptly describes Soviet aims.


•  •  •


The meaning of World War III is written starkly and eloquently on the faces of the boat people of Vietnam, who desperately risk death on the high seas, and rejection when they finally reach land, rather than continue to live in the prison that was once their country. Millions from other countries have risked all in their efforts to escape communism, or have abandoned homes, possessions, even families, in sad pilgrimages as their countries were partitioned. As villagers flee the advancing lava from a volcano, these new dispossessed flee the advance of a tyranny that calls itself “liberation.”


Before the communist regime took power in mainland China, Hong Kong was a city of little more than a million people. Today it holds nearly 5 million. Most of that increase is accounted for by the flood of refugees from the mainland, which surged through despite the barbed wire and border guards put in place to halt it.


In my office is a lacquer painting given to Mrs. Nixon when she visited a refugee camp in South Vietnam in 1956. It serves as a constant reminder to me that when Vietnam was partitioned in 1954 nearly a million people fled from North to South.


I spent Christmas Day 1956 at a refugee camp in Austria, near the bridge at Andau. There I talked with some of those who had escaped from Hungary in the wake of that country’s brief rebellion, as Soviet tanks were crushing resistance in the streets of Budapest. Their tales of escape were harrowing. Their courage was a tribute to the human spirit, and a measure of the cruelty that triumphed.


In divided Germany the Berlin Wall stands as what West German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher has called “a monument to slavery.” Before the Wall, undivided Berlin was an accessible island of freedom in a sea of tyranny. It was an abomination to the communists because it represented choice. Before the Wall was built in 1961, over 3 million people took advantage of that choice, and fled communist rule: five hundred people a day for fifteen years.


Closed borders, barbed wire, walls, guards with orders to shoot on sight any attempting to flee—these are the mark of communist control and the symbols of Soviet advance.


The hundreds of thousands of Jews waiting to get out of the Soviet Union have engaged the world’s sympathy. But they are not alone. It is not just anti-Semitism that causes the Soviet government to limit Jewish emigration. If free emigration were allowed, millions of Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and others would leave also.


It is a mark of our times that when one or two persons defect from the West to the East, that is big news. But when thousands flee communist rule, that is merely a statistic. Yet the human tragedy behind such statistics is one of the central dramas of the twentieth century, and the assault on human liberties these statistics represent is one of the defining characteristics of World War III.


Resources: The Weak Link


To the Soviets, anyone who stands in the way of their supremacy—of their hegemony—is an adversary. The Soviet Union’s ultimate target in World War III is its chief rival, the United States. Its intermediate targets are Western Europe and Japan. Its immediate targets are those vulnerable and unstable areas of Africa, Asia, the Middle East, and Latin America, in which, at relatively little risk and cost, it can gain strategic advantages and place itself increasingly in position to control the world’s resources and lifelines.


Stalin highlighted the vulnerability of the West to resource interdiction back in 1921. “If Europe and America may be called the front,” he said, “the non-sovereign nations and colonies, with their raw materials, fuel, food, and vast stores of human material, should be regarded as the rear, the reserve of imperialism. In order to win a war one must not only triumph at the front but also revolutionize the enemy’s rear, his reserves.” More recently, Soviet President Leonid I. Brezhnev confided to Somalian President Siad Barre, then an ally of the U.S.S.R., that “Our aim is to gain control of the two great treasure houses on which the West depends—the energy treasure house of the Persian Gulf and the mineral treasure house of central and southern Africa.”


While the United States is partially dependent on imported oil and strategic minerals, Europe and Japan are absolutely dependent on overseas sources. Half of our oil is imported, but Europe imports 85 percent and Japan 100 percent. As for minerals, Western Europe imports 80 percent and Japan 95 percent. Minor interruptions of imports that would cause inconvenience and annoyance in the United States might create panic in our industrial allies. Thus they have even more reason than we to be concerned about the Soviet drive toward those “great treasure houses on which the West depends.” But we too have a vital stake—both because we are also dependent on those treasure houses for strategic materials, and because the strength and unity of the Western alliance as a whole are essential to meeting the Soviet challenge. What weakens our allies weakens us.


The Soviet leaders have their eyes on the economic underpinnings of modern society. Their aim is to pull the plug on the Western industrial machine. The Western industrial nations’ dependence on foreign sources of vital raw materials is one of our chief vulnerabilities. This, as well as the inherent instability of many of the producing nations, dictates Soviet strategy in such areas as the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America.


To most Americans, the map of Africa is as unfamiliar as that of Antarctica. Most would not know Mali from Malawi; nor would they have any idea where Somalia is, or Eritrea, much less why events there may be shaping the future of the world. Nor could they place such neighboring locales as South Yemen or Oman, or the Straits of Hormuz, Bahrain, or Qatar. Yet these places, and others like them, are vital to America’s interests and those of the West. They are central to Moscow’s drive for strategic dominance, and American ignorance or disinterest gives the Soviets one of their greatest advantages.


The ghosts of the colonial past haunt the leaders of many African nations today. Precolonial African politics were tribal; after the European conquest they became imperial; today they are a unique combination of the two.


The boundaries of most present-day African states make little sense from a nation-state point of view. They do not correspond to natural or tribal lines; they remain drawn where the armies of the colonial powers halted or where mapmakers in Paris or London chanced to place them. African countries often consist of twenty or thirty tribes, a mishmash of many mini-nations, while many tribes have been cut in two by inherited colonial boundaries. The resulting lack of national unity makes democracy almost an impossibility, economic development a distant dream, and internal tension a constant fact of life. Many African heads of state want only to maintain themselves in power and to keep their nations from disintegrating.


This is where the Soviets come in. They are masters of empire, virtuosos in the art of smashing nations and establishing totalitarian control over the remains. As Edward Luttwak, a senior fellow at Georgetown University’s Center for Strategic and International Studies, has pointed out, postcolonial African politics are not the “politics of prosperity” that we are accustomed to, “but rather the politics of power accumulation.” And in this respect the Soviets, experts at gaining and retaining power, have much more to offer than the United States.


When the leaders of African nations go shopping, the Soviets offer them a tempting grab bag. The Soviet military-industrial complex runs overtime, so they always have ample supplies of weapons to offer, sometimes at bargain prices, and without the delays occasioned by debates over the “morality” of trafficking in arms. The Soviet catalogue lists many other accessories for the dictator: East German “security” experts, Cuban troops, timely tips from the Soviet intelligence network, and, as Luttwak neatly puts it, “The broad support of Soviet propaganda, which will ceaselessly proclaim their virtues, even if they do have a weakness for executing people at random.” Aggressive marketers, the Soviets have recently taken to shipping their clients whole proxy armies as well. They demand payment for their goods in the currency of power.


The Soviets have not made the naïve mistake of assuming that African leaders automatically care most about economic development for their people. From their own experience the Soviets know that the first priority of many of these leaders is to maintain themselves in power, and they, not we, offer the most effective “foreign aid” for this purpose.


They have been remarkably successful salesmen. Despite Russia’s being a newcomer to the African continent, Moscow and its allies now supply more than 75 percent of the weapons going to Africa, and their sales quotas are surely being revised upward.


When they go to take a bite out of the world, the Soviets are not fussy eaters. It matters little to them whether an African or other client regime is “socialist,” “communist,” or, indeed, capitalist in the way it arranges its internal economic affairs. What does matter is that the regime exercise effective, preferably totalitarian, control over its people, and that it conduct its foreign and military policies in a way that serves the Soviet national interest. The key is interest: what matters is that the regime be a compliant client, whether or not it happens also to be doctrinaire communist. “Radish communists,” red on the outside but white on the inside, taste as good to the Soviets as red tomatoes. Lately the Soviets have been seen picking their teeth in the Horn of Africa, sampling first one dish and then another. In the process, they have shown how rapidly their “friendships” can shift as new opportunities arise.


•  •  •


Until September of 1974 Ethiopia was a firm friend of the West. Under the rule of Emperor Haile Selassie, it had long been one of the closest U.S. allies in black Africa. Meanwhile, for years the Russians had watched eagerly as their allies in Cuba and others had fueled an armed secessionist movement in Eritrea—the strategically located northeastern province of Ethiopia, just across the Red Sea from Saudi Arabia.


Then, in the wake of a devastating famine in 1974, the military overthrew Selassie. A radical group within the military established its own dominance within the revolutionary government. The new rulers cut the country’s Western ties and established Eastern ones. As Moscow’s new friendship with Ethiopia warmed, its friendship toward the Eritrean rebels cooled; the Eritreans not only lost their Cuban support, but they soon found themselves fighting against Soviet-sponsored soldiers from that Caribbean country where they themselves had recently trained.


The abrupt change in its relationship with Ethiopia had its cost to the U.S.S.R. For years, neighboring Somalia had been Russia’s chief base of influence in the area. Although it had not fallen completely into the Soviet orbit, Somalia had a treaty of friendship with Moscow and had been armed by the Russians, and it had been a loyal Soviet agent on the Horn of Africa. But Somalia had its own bitter territorial dispute with Ethiopia. Somalia claimed Ethiopia’s Ogaden province. Moscow had supported that claim. Now Russia began retreating from that support, and Somalia’s leader, Siad Barre, shopped for friends elsewhere.


In the summer of 1977, Barre launched an invasion of the Ogaden. At first, Barre’s troops routed the Ethiopians. But then the Soviets sent nearly 20,000 Cuban troops to Ethiopia, which were deployed against Somalia as well as against the Eritreans; they also airlifted $2 billion worth of arms and 3,000 Soviet military technicians to Ethiopia. These turned the tide. In early 1978 Barre withdrew Somalia’s troops from the Ogaden desert.


In terms of cold cost-benefit calculations, the Soviets had come out ahead. Barre retaliated against the Soviet help to Ethiopia by throwing the Russians out of Somalia; but the Soviets had created a political junkie out of Ethiopia. To survive, Ethiopia’s regime needed a continuing “fix” of Soviet weaponry, as well as thousands of Cuban and Soviet personnel. The Soviets had traded a country of three million for one ten times its population. They had lost the naval base they had built in Somalia, at Berbera, but they had gained the Ethiopian port of Massawa, where a new and more strategically located base will soon be completed.


What kind of regime were the Soviets bankrolling? The American Spectator put it graphically:


A knack for imaginative and effective leadership is what the Soviets prize most in their African allies. In this respect, Colonel Haile Mengistu Meriam of Ethiopia—who in 1977 walked into a cabinet meeting and shot all of his erstwhile colleagues—is a model ruler.


Mengistu has not confined his attentions to Ethiopia. Sudan’s borders have been violated, and it has had to absorb more than 300,000 Ethiopians who have fled Mengistu’s “red terror.” A new seed of unrest has been planted in African soil and nurtured by Moscow. The Soviet Union has gained potential bases, ports, a staging area for Cuban troops, and a strategically situated funnel to the rest of Africa. The only African country except Liberia that never lived under European colonial rule has fallen to communist imperialism. Of potentially even greater concern, Saudi Arabia is threatened: the Horn of Africa forms a claw with its pincers around the Arabian peninsula; the Ethiopian highlands look down menacingly on the desert sands of Saudi Arabia, just across the Red Sea.


•  •  •


Soviet activities in Africa underscore one of the great strategic changes of recent years: the emergence of the U.S.S.R. as a global power exerting direct pressure not just on contiguous territories, but wherever the opportunity presents itself.


Using Cuban troops transported in Soviet aircraft, Moscow has been leapfrogging national boundaries to strike deep in the heart of Africa. Now that European colonialism has disappeared from Africa, Soviet imperialism is moving to replace it. The new nations of Africa are particularly tempting because they control raw materials vital to a modern industrial society, and particularly vulnerable because of their instability and the priorities held by so many of their leaders.


•  •  •


In 1975, four centuries of Portuguese colonial rule ended in Angola and Mozambique. Now, instead of colonial ties to Portugal, both countries have “friendship treaties” with Russia; they bristle with modern Soviet weapons and threaten the whole of what Brezhnev so covetously referred to as the “mineral treasure house of central and southern Africa.” Together, they border on every key country in that “treasure house.” Just as the Soviets had their eyes on the oil of Arabia when they moved into Somalia and then Ethiopia, they had their eyes on these mineral resources when they moved into Angola and Mozambique.


It was in Angola that the Soviets first used Cuban troops to impose Russian rule in Africa. For more than a decade, during the independence struggle, Moscow had been funneling aid to the Popular Front for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA), a Marxist guerrilla force. When the Portuguese left, two other groups were also contending for power in the newly independent nation: the FNLA and UNITA. Fighting among them continued. In the final showdown the United States cut off aid to the pro-Western groups, while the Soviets airlifted in 15,000 Cuban troops to help MPLA. Not surprisingly, MPLA won. Angola became a Soviet outpost.


In late 1979 Jonas Savimbi, the leader of UNITA, was in the United States seeking support for his continuing guerrilla war against Angola’s new masters. Savimbi earned his credentials by fighting for freedom from Portuguese rule; now he is fighting for freedom from Russian rule. Lamenting that in the United States “there is a total absence of resistance to Russian and Cuban aggression” in Africa, he complained that “a new form of imperialism is dominating our continent.” The Russians and Cubans, he said, “who were supposed to be our friends and who did give us help in our struggle against the Portuguese, are now bringing us a new style of slavery.”


Commenting acidly on the lack of American support for Savimbi, Francis X. Maier, editor of the National Catholic Register, noted that Savimbi is “a witness to the fact that, somewhere along the way, the United States has lost the ability to distinguish our natural friends from our natural enemies. It’s another curious irony of the late twentieth century—and a hint of our moral disarray—that the only ‘freedom fighters’ we will not wine and dine are those who profess our own values.”


In Mozambique, since 1978 East German military advisers have trained guerrillas for infiltration into Zimbabwe Rhodesia. Guerrillas are being trained in Angola for use in Namibia to the south; already guerrillas from Angola have twice been sent north into Zaire, where they invaded Zaire’s mineral-rich Shaba province. In their 1978 Shaba raid, the guerrillas slaughtered European technicians and their families in the key mining town of Kolwezi. Since then few Europeans have been willing to return to Shaba, leaving its copper and cobalt production 50 to 80 percent below normal. Copper is essential to Zaire’s economy; cobalt, now critically scarce, is essential to jet aviation, and Zaire has 65 percent of the free world’s supply.


Just as Ethiopia to the north, these former Portuguese colonies to the south are key outposts of Soviet empire. Like a cancer that gets into the system, Soviet influence spreads out from these and Russia’s other African outposts. In Zambia, Tanzania, and elsewhere, Cuban troops and Eastern bloc “technicians” are becoming as familiar as Western colonialists used to be.


•  •  •


If the U.S.S.R. continues to succeed in its penetration of Africa, it will have come a long way in its larger strategy of encircling the world “city”—of cutting off the industrialized West from the resources without which it cannot survive. Even the resource-rich United States depends heavily on imports for several of the basic minerals vital to a modern economy. Chromium offers an example of the hidden dangers of this dependency.


Most people, when they think of chromium, think of the fancy trim on automobiles. But to strategic planners chromium means such things as ball bearings, precision instruments, and missiles. A single jet aircraft requires more than 3,600 pounds of chrome. As one expert has put it, “If you don’t have chromium, you don’t have top-quality aircraft engines.” Stainless steel cannot be made without chromium. The National Research Council recently concluded that the U.S. long-term vulnerability in chrome is greater than in petroleum. Chromium is already in short supply, and we desperately need it to rebuild our armed forces. Our domestic supplies of chromium ore are small in quantity and low-grade in quality; 92 percent of our chrome must be imported. And our two principal sources have recently been South Africa (33 percent) and the Soviet Union (25 percent). Furthermore, of the world’s known reserves of chromium, 96 percent are in the Union of South Africa and Zimbabwe Rhodesia.


This vital dependency illustrates why the Soviets have particularly targeted for interference that portion of the continent that intensely engages the emotions of many in the West: southern Africa. The Soviet Union seldom acts without a purpose, and its purposes are always strategic, never moral. Thus its persistent efforts to stir further the already troubled waters of southern Africa have to be viewed against the backdrop of the resources in that part of the world, and of the importance of those resources to the West. By one authoritative estimate, the Republic of South Africa alone possesses a tenth of the world’s asbestos, three fourths of the world’s chromite ore, more than half of its platinum group metals, half of its gold, a third of its manganese ore, a fifth of its uranium, and a third of its diamonds: a mineral treasure of almost incalculable strategic and economic importance.


Zairean copper and cobalt, Rhodesian chrome, South African gold, diamonds, manganese, and platinum metals—these are among the economic stakes the Soviets are playing for in southern Africa. They already control the excellent ports in Angola and Mozambique flanking the Cape of Good Hope. If South Africa were to fall under their control, they would control the sea lanes around the Cape through which 70 percent of the strategic raw materials and 80 percent of the oil needed by European NATO powers flow. South Africa is also the continent’s leading economic power. It alone provides 40 percent of the industrial production of all Africa and 25 percent of its agricultural production.


The Soviets want southern Africa. They also try to exploit its racial troubles, particularly those of the Republic of South Africa, in order to incite hostility toward the West; and, if they could, they would like to precipitate a military confrontation and a race war there, which would have incalculably tragic consequences for black and white alike, as well as for the whole continent of Africa and the whole of the Western world. It would leave a lot of shattered pieces for Russia to pick up.


South Africa’s particular racial troubles are different, because that nation’s history is different; but troubles between racial, ethnic, or tribal groups are not unique to South Africa. In northernmost Africa the Arabs rule. In the countries of the Sahel, the Arabs struggle with blacks for dominance. In Chad, struggles between Moslems in the north and Saharan people in the south have led to civil war for twelve years—an indication of the problems racial divisions can cause. In Africa south of the Sahara, blacks predominate, but this has not prevented violent tribalism, a sin just as bad as racism. Fierce intertribal rivalries and wars—the Katanga rebellion in the Congo; the civil war in Nigeria, which caused the death of probably more than a million Ibos in Biafra; the bloody war between the Hutu and the Tutsi in tiny Burundi in 1973, where 100,000 died; and many other conflicts—have occurred. Nor have black Africans been free of racism. In East Africa, those of Asian origin had their property expropriated and then were driven out, solely on racial grounds. In Equatorial Guinea a dictator supported by Russia, China, Cuba, and North Korea forced an estimated one third of that nation’s population to flee into exile and many of those who stayed behind met their death in forced-labor camps or prison. For many Africans the benefits of “majority rule” have been so slight that, according to Amnesty International, eight black African countries are among the fifteen worst human rights violators in the world. Given the experience of the rest of Africa, instant majority rule, even if it were possible, would surely not be the best thing for the Africans of South Africa—black and white alike.
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