
their ideology. Yet, despite the failure of 
the Soviets to entrench themselves in any 
Arab state or to make converts to Corn- 
munism, they have made more progress 
than Heikal seems willing to admit or per- 
ceive. South Yemen, at the time of this 
writing, is virtually a Soviet satellite, and 
Moscow continues to use Libya as  a fun- 
nel of regional destabilization in the 
Middle East, Africa, and Europe. The So- 
viet relahiiship with poat-PakJavi Iran 
remains open, and on the nature of this 
relationship depends much of the Soviet 
future in the surrounding Arab states. In 
Ethiopia also the Soviets appear to have 
obtained a lock on the present regime, 
and their relations with the Arab and 
Moslem states of North Africa will be af- 
fected by their position on the Horn. 

Heikal, then, is mindful of the cultural 
disparities between Arabic states and the 
Soviets, but he minimizes the importance 
of what the Soviets do have to offer- 
namely, weapons. In both Ethiopia and 
Libya it is through the supply of arms that 
the Soviets have continued to maintain 
their influence, and it was through mas- 
sive arms shipments to Egypt before the 
October War that they re-entered that 
country less than a year after Sadat’s ex- 
pulsion of their advisers. It is therefore in 
the interests of the Soviets to promote 
narrowly based regimes that must rely on 
force and to continue to try to upset the 
more consensual governments of Egypt, 
Saudi Arabia, and Jordan. The Soviets 
will therefore rely less on cultural and 
economic diplomacy, as they tried to do 
in the 1950’s and l W s ,  and more on the 
arts of subversive conspiracy, propa- 
ganda, and internal and regional desta- 
bilization. Yet Heikal is largely oblivious 
of this aspect of Soviet activities. He re- 
cords a conversation he had with an Arab 
Communist in which he urged the revolu- 
tionary to modify those aspects of Marx- 
ism that conflict with the local culture 
and to “participate with the national ele- 
ments in a dialogue”; “For you to think 
that the Communists will one day be in a 

majority is absurd.” The Communist did 
not give him a very satisfactory reply, and 
this is not surprising. Where, he must 
have wondered, have successful Com- 
munists ever been a majority, and what 
does it matter, in the long run? What is 
necessary to take and keep power is not a 
majority, but a well-organized and disci- 
plined minority in the right place at the 
right time. This was a lesson well under- 
stood by Lenin as well as by Mohammed, 
and if the modern Sphinx has forgotten it, 
it is certain that the Commissars have 
not. 

Reviewed by SAMUEL T. FRANCIS 

A Lesson to Learn 

The Secret Betrayal, by Nicolas 
T=!stoy, ‘vezt Ysr.4: Charles SC.r?’bne’’s 

Sons, 1979. 503 p p .  

MORE THAN three decades have passed 
since the Western Allies turned over mil- 
lions of Russians to Stalin. Many of them 
were civilians deported from Russia by 
the Germans and kept in slave labor 
camps during the war. Others were ordi- 
nary prisoners of war, captured at the 
Eastern Front. But there were Russians, 
Ukrainians, Cossacks, Kalmucks, Geor- 
gians, and Azerbaidjanis who defected to 
the German side to fight Communism in 
German uniform. The majority of these 
were enrolled in German-officered regi- 
ments, called the Eastern Legions; others 
were members of the more or less paper 
“Vlasov Army of Liberation.” There were 
also the Russian forced labor battalions, 
which were incorporated in the Tods or- 
ganization and used in military construc- 
tion works. The fate accorded to almost 
all of the repatriated men and women was 
monstrous. Members, or suspected 

332 Summer 1980 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



members, of the Eastern Legions and 
Vlasov units were shot as soon as the Brit- 
ish or American military authorities 
handed them over to the N.K.V.D. 
and S.M.E.R.S.H. The others-civilian 
D.P.’s and P.O.W.’s-were sent to the 
Vorkuta labor camp in the Arctic Circle. 
The victims knew what to expect; many 
committed suicide to escape a horrible 
destiny. Leaders in the West were fully 
aware of the consequences of the forced 
repatriation. Yet they deliberately sacri- 
ficed a number of helpless men as  a po- 
litical sop to appease the Soviet govern- 
ment. 

Based on a meticulous accumulation 
of facts and key-witness testimonials, 
Nicolas Tolstoy’s book goes far beyond 
anything written about this controversial 
issue. Using recently-released British 
government documents, the author re- 
veals the details of the secret Russo- 
Anglo-American diplomatic negotiations 
which led to the forced repatriation. He 
uncovers irrefutable evidence that as 
early as October, 1944, British Foreign 
Secretary Anthony Eden, without argu- 
ment or objection, hastened to promise 
Stalin the return of all his subjects. Sub- 
sequently he and Foreign Commissar 
Vyacheslav M. Molotov laid the founda- 
tion for the terms of repatriation com- 
pleted in the Yalta Agreement. As 
Tolstoy notes, this agreement contained 
no provisions regarding the repatriation 
of unwilling Soviet citizens. Yet, both 
British and American military authorities 
used force to send them back to Russia. 
This enormous operation, involving 
forced repatriation, kidnappings, sui- 
cides, and widespread infractions of the 
Geneva conventions concerning prisoners 
of war, was known to only a very few in 
the West. Of these, the majority strongly 
opposed it as unjustifiable and inhuman. 
Tolstoy points out that military leaders 
such as Generals Montgomery, Bedell 
Smith, and Eisenhower often refused to 
hand over Russian prisoners of war un- 

willing to repatriate. Diplomats like 
Averell Harriman and Robert Murphy 
warned about the tragic consequences of 
indiscriminately carrying out the Yalta 
Agreement. But, according to Tolstoy, 
the British Foreign Office unswervingly 
supported the policy of forced repatria- 
tion in the hope of facilitating the return 
of British prisoners liberated by the Red 
Army. 

Interestingly, United States policy dif- 
fered greatly from that of Great Britain. 
As Tolstoy demonstrates in great detail, 
the State Department first rejected the 
principle of forced repatriation. Sub- 
jected to strong British pressure, it SUC- 

cumbed. A few score Russians who had 
served in the ranks of the German army 
were sent back. In the light of all the 
evidence, however, Tolstoy’s claim that 
Eden and his advisers believed in Stalin’s 
good will and that Eden himself felt 
strong affection and admiration for Stalin 
is an overstatement. Nevertheless, the 
vital question remains: Was the forced 
repatriation necessary? The answer is, of 
-course, “No.” The Western tradition of 
granting political asylum was abrogated 
in the case of Russian prisoners of war 
during and throughout the years im- ‘ 
mediately following World War 11. What 
made the sinister episode even worse was 
the fact that thousands of Tsarist fugi- 
tives, who had fled their country in 1919 
as allies of the British and American in- 
terventionist forces and were, thus, not 
covered by the Yalta Agreement, were 
also handed over to S.M.E.R.S.H. 

Tolstoy’s work is heavy reading, yet it 
is one of the most illuminating books 
in recent literature on contemporary’ 
Russia. I t  is helpful not only in increasing 
our knowledge of what really happened 
during wartime collaboration between 
Russia, Great Britain, and America but 
also as  a lesson we all have to learn. 

Reviewed by JANOS RADVANYI 
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